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Read this card

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc= 

GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

RECOMMENDATIONS

WITHDRAW U.S. GROUND FORCES FROM SOUTH KOREA

Considering the capability of the ROK Military and the recent disparate demands on the United States military, the time is ripe to withdraw ground forces from South Korea. This course of action will enable the military to apply more resources toward the global war on terrorism. Furthermore, there will be inherent cost savings by withdrawing ground forces from South Korea. The American force structure currently in Korea could be deployed elsewhere (Afghanistan, Iraq, or Bosnia). Withdrawal of forces would eliminate the infrastructure cost of maintaining hundreds of individual camps required to forward base U.S. ground forces. Furthermore, the removal of U.S. ground forces would halt the progress of anti-American sentiment among the South Korean population.

MAINTAIN A STRONG COMBINED JOINT STAFF PRESENCE ON THE PENINSULA

To assure our South Korean allies of our commitment to the alliance and to the defense of South Korea, we must continue to maintain a strong Combined Joint Staff presence on the Peninsula. The purpose of the United States contribution on the staff would be to insure there is no degradation of readiness during the transfer of the ten agreed upon military missions from USFK to ROK. Moreover, to insure quality of effort, U.S. staff officers on Combined Joint Staff should be credible professionals with continued career potential.24 Likewise, we must continue to forward base air force and intelligence assets to augment ROK security efforts. Finally, the  Combined Joint Staff in Korea should continuously update South Korea on United States armed forces transformation issues that may impact future deployment of forces to South Korea. One concrete policy the United States must adopt is to insure that we maintain a one to one ratio of staff officers in the Combined Joint Headquarters. If the primary staff officer is Korean, the U.S. should assign him a deputy of equal rank if practical; a Korean should be the deputy when a U.S. officer is the primary staff officer.

PROVIDE NECESSARY MILITARY TRAINING AND ASSETS FOR SOUTH KOREA ASSUME

ALL GROUND FORCE RESPONSIBILITY

USFK should share with the ROK military training and assets required to execute counterbattery and JSA missions. The Military Intelligence Brigade stationed in South Korea should remain in place to enable ROK military access to U.S. national reconnaissance assets. The U.S. should accommodate all reasonable ROK training requests and equipment transfers.

IMPROVE INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION CAPABILITY ON THE PENINSULA

Despite the recent criticism concerning the United States intelligence community’s weakness in developing and establishing reliable human intelligence sources, the deficiencies in our technical collection capabilities are of even greater importance. When considering the threat that North Korea poses the United States needs to improve its technical collection capability. Finding out weeks after the launch that North Korea fired the No Dong missile at a range beyond 3400 miles is unacceptable. The United States must increase its research and development of technical intelligence collection to prevent future similar events from going unobserved. Recent events on the peninsula warrant the continued focus of substantial numbers of our national intelligence assets on North Korea.

Intelligence on the peninsula should be a shared ROK /U.S. responsibility. South Korea should take the lead in developing and sustaining human intelligence on the peninsula. The large number of North Korean defectors residing in South Korea should continue to be a valuable source of intelligence. The U.S. military intelligence brigade, with access to U.S. national intelligence assets, can integrate its collection efforts with the South Koreans to determine North Korean intentions.

*** First Affirmative ***

1AC – Plan 

Plan – 

The United State federal government should withdrawal its ground forces from South Korea. 
Alternate Plan Ideas 

The United State federal government should withdrawal its troops currently stationed in South Korea. 
The United State federal government should substantially reduce its military presence in South Korea by implementing a phrased withdrawal of its troops currently stationed in South Korea. 
The United State federal government should substantially reduce its military presence in South Korea. 

1AC – War Advantage

Advantage (    ) – War 

Tensions along the Korean Peninsula are rising after the sinking of a South Korean warship- forces are on hair trigger alert and a miscalculation guarantees great power involvement and WMD use
MacLeod 6-3 (Calum, Political reporter for USA Today**, “Tension in Korea: A sunken ship, and talk of war”, 6/3/2010, USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2010-06-01-korea-tension_N.htm)

The March 26 sinking of the South Korea warship Cheonan by a suspected North Korean torpedo, killing 46 sailors aboard, has grown into a crisis in which the world's two largest militaries — those of the United States and China— are lined up on opposite sides behind the South and North, respectively. For several years, South Korea has pursued a policy of aid and diplomacy to the repressive and closed Stalinist country on its northern border, as a way of keeping peace. The "Sunshine Policy" involved sending North Korea massive shipments of food, financial aid and even the building of factories to provide work for the impoverished people of the North. That policy cooled somewhat when President Lee Myung Bak took power in 2008. Now the policy is in tatters, as South Koreans question whether their kindness was repaid with the killing of its sailors. Many now say the North must be punished and the South must take a more confrontational stand. KOREAN PENINSULA: Military might "If an American, British or Israeli ship had been attacked," Park says, "then war would have started already." The sinking has prompted South Korea's government to throttle back on aid to the North and demand the United States back its quest for sanctions against Kim before the United Nations Security Council. South Korea's legislature discussed holding off on a turnover of military power to its military by U.S. forces, which have had a large base here since the 1950-53 Korean War. The South also cut off aid to the North and set up a naval blockade of its waters. But last week. South Korea's defense ministry said it had called off a threat to resume propaganda loudspeaker broadcasts into the North, which had threatened to fire on the speakers, according to the Yonhap News Agency. And the South had yet to act on a threat to shut down a complex of 100 South Korean factories at Kaesong in southern North Korea where about 40,000 North Koreans work. 'Casualties like we've never seen' The trouble follows several provocations from the North, which has bedeviled attempts by three successive U.S. administrations to rein in its nuclear ambitions. In April 2009, the North launched a long-range rocket over the Sea of Japan. That month, it also began reprocessing spent fuel rods at a nuclear plant it had agreed to shut down. In May, it conducted a nuclear test in violation of U.N. resolutions. In June, it sentenced American journalists Euna Lee and Laura Ling to 12 years of hard labor. The two were released last August, after a visit by former president Bill Clinton. This year, a May 20 report of international analysts commissioned by South Korea said the Cheonan was sunk by a torpedo, likely from a mini-submarine the North is known to possess. The report and demands for sanctions have prompted threats of war from the North, which denies sinking the Cheonan and maintains a massive army along most of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) between the North and South. On Sunday, North Korea mobilized 100,000 people in Pyongyang for a rally with signs that read, "Beat up the reactionary traitor Lee Myung Bak" and "Stop and destroy provocations by the bellicose South Koreans and the U.S. mavericks," according to The Chosun Ilbo newspaper. North Korea might not be done. Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, says a provocative act might come soon if tensions do not ease. Koreans have long lived with the nightmarish possibility of a devastating war, but the likelihood of conflict increases when all communications are cut off as they are now, says Daniel Pinkston, a regional analyst based in Seoul for the International Crisis Group, a think tank. If war does break out, "there could be casualties like we've never seen," Pinkston says, as the North will "get off a lot of artillery" before being stopped, and there is the potential that chemical and even nuclear weapons could be used. Yet for now, "people are going about their business and discount the possibilities," Pinkston says. "It may be denial, as the possibility is too horrible to imagine." Even among relatives of the Cheonan dead, there are clear limits to any hopes of revenge. "I've never hated the North Koreans in my life, but I do now, and we should do everything we can to show how strong we are," says Lee Jung Guk, whose brother-in-law, Chief Petty Officer Choi Jung Hwan, died on the Cheonan. "But I'm not talking about direct military attacks, as that would just create other families like us who have lost family members." Instead, Lee wants Seoul to force Pyongyang to admit guilt, reveal who fired the torpedo and apologize to the world. South Koreans show no stomach for a fight, complains Park, who runs the activist group Fighters for Free North Korea from a small office in Seoul. One key reason for his anger with the North, he says: The so-called Peoples' Paradise can't feed its people. So many people are dying from hunger," Park says. "Twenty years ago, people would go to jail for picking up leaflets like mine, but now everyone is busy looking for food, and no one gets in trouble for leaflets anymore." Such appeals casting Kim's regime as evil don't seem to resonate with many South Koreans, especially younger ones. "We must be softer towards North Korea; we shouldn't push them to the edge," says Oh Seul Gi, a biology student, meeting her boyfriend, Lee Hyun Min, clad in his military uniform, at a Seoul train station Sunday. "I want our government to push a response strong enough to stop the North making such attacks again." At the nearby Noryangjin fish market, stall owner Ko Yang Lin, 56, is fatalistic about the crisis. "I don't care about war, I'm happy to die as I'm too tired to live!" says Ko, who works daily from 2 a.m. to 6 p.m. Ko says she is angry at the North but high taxes are more of a concern. "I'm losing money now as all kinds of taxes have risen. ... The government always wants more taxes from small businesses like mine," she says. 
1AC – War Advantage   
[MacLeod Continues – No Text Deleted]
All South Koreans know "the danger of war is worse for us as (we) have a lot more to lose economically and socially," says Lee Shin Wha, a professor of political science at Korea University. Lee worries her fellow citizens suffer a "security inertia," she says. "After 9/11 in the USA, there were many diverse views, but when it comes to security, Americans are united." In Korea, "the government must encourage a "more security-alert mentality," Lee says.  Recent polls indicate people are thinking harder more about the North. A poll by Gallup Korea published in The Chosun Ilbo said 60% of respondents supported sanctions against the North. In Washington, analysts say that the current situation escalating into an all-out war is unlikely, but the situation remains tense and could become more dangerous. "The chances of it escalating into a full-scale war are still fairly low, though we're at a level of tension we haven't seen in decades," says Abraham Denmark, an Asia-Pacific expert at the Center for a New American Security.  "It's not preposterous. Things could definitely escalate."  The situation can get a "whole lot worse before it could get better," says Victor Cha, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a think tank in Washington  Cha says North Korea's decision to cut off a naval hotline with South Korea leaves the opportunity for miscalculation on both sides. The lack of communication comes as the U.S. Navy and South Korean navy prepare for a joint military exercise.  "We're in this clear cycle now without any clear exit ramps. The danger about conventional provocations is that the DMZ and the balance of forces are on hair-trigger alert on both sides," says Cha, who adds that he worries North Korea may attempt another strike against South Korea. "There's an action-reaction cycle that in some ways is more dangerous than the possibility of a conventional war."  Such a war could devastate both sides quickly. North Korea and South Korea boast two of the largest and most well-equipped militaries in the world, says Joseph Bermudez Jr., a senior defense analyst for the Jane's Information Group.  
The risk of Korean war has never been higher

Lasseter 6-21

(Tom-, McClatchy Newspapers, “China says little as inter-Korean tensions escalate”, http://www.idahostatesman. com/2010/05/27/1240045_china-says-little-as-inter-korean.html)

The crisis escalated Thursday, when Pyongyang announced that it was scrapping a pact to prevent accidental attacks on the two countries' disputed western sea border. The North Korean military threatened to launch an immediate "physical strike" on any South Korean ships in its waters. South Korea, meanwhile, staged large anti-submarine drills. China's Foreign Ministry spokesman Ma Zhaoxu, however, offered only boilerplate rhetoric in response: "Proper handling of the issue is conducive to peace and stability of the Korean Peninsula." It was in keeping with the Chinese government's refusal to take a stand since the crisis erupted in March with the mysterious attack that sank the South Korean warship Cheonan and killed 46 sailors. When South Korea released a report last week, authored with the help of Western experts, that found conclusively that North Korea had torpedoed the Cheonan, China, the only nation with any influence on North Korea, said hardly a word. On Monday, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak said his country was cutting almost all trade with the North and would block North Korean vessels from its waters. The North said it would cease communications with Seoul. China merely asked for calm. As the last remaining ally of North Korea, an economic partner of South Korea and a regional diplomatic, military and economic giant, Beijing is in a unique position to help tamp down the tensions. Chinese analysts, though, say the row has put China in a diplomatic bind between nations with which it has friendly relations. Western observers say the situation seems to have exposed the limits of Chinese foreign policy. South Korea plans to take the issue to the U.N. Security Council, but Chinese analysts have said they don't think that Beijing will agree to sanctions that punish the North. At most, it will accede to a presidential statement from the council, which carries far less weight, said a South Korean diplomat in Washington who requested anonymity because of the issue's sensitivity. While those who are familiar with the situation don't expect war, tension is growing as concerns rise."The current crisis triggered by the incident is very, very unique in the whole history after 1953 ... we've never seen such a high level of confrontational sentiments," said Yang Xiyu, a senior expert at a Chinese Foreign Ministry policy institute and the ministry's former director of the office for Korean Peninsula issues. "That's the major reason I'm worried."

1AC – War Advantage

We have 3 internal links 

First – U.S. military presence and training in South Korea is heightens tensions and emboldens the ROK

BBC 6/24 Worldwide Monitoring, 6/24/2010, Lexis

The fact that the United States is actively inciting the South Korean puppets and driving the situation to the extreme at a time when the Korean Peninsula situation is very tense over the ship sinking incident in South Korea is a matter that cannot be considered apart from a manoeuvre for an arms race that is going into full swing. The United States intends to squander enormous military expenditures and launch the largest combined anti-submarine training in history on the West Sea [Yellow Sea] along with South Korean belligerent elements with the participation of a tremendous mobile strike force that includes the "Aegis" destroyer and the nuclear submarine. As part of this, US military forces from the US mainland and Pacific region are being immediately mobilized and deployed to the Korean Peninsula and surrounding areas. A while ago, 12 US Air Force "F-22A Raptor" stealth fighters were mobilized and deployed from the US mainland to Kadena US Air Base in Okinawa, Japan. The United States intends to commit a modern large-scale war force, beginning with nuclear weapons, and launch an adventurous, precursory military operation against our Republic. This is an adventurous nuclear war gamble that proceeds from the absolute interests of US military logistics industry corporations that want to reap great profits by starting the fire of war. The geopolitical gains in the Asia-Pacific region that came out of the "Ch'o'nan" ship incident were just what the United States had eagerly awaited. The Northeast Asia region, which includes the Korean Peninsula, is a strategic area                  in which the interests of large countries intersect, so it is an extremely sensitive area in which the flame of all-out war - including nuclear war - could spread through even a minor accidental cause. The objective of the United States in taking advantage of such conditions, conversely, as a good opportunity is to maintain relative tension on the Korean Peninsula and use that as an excuse to maintain hegemony in the region, and to soothe the catastrophic economic crisis domestically. With the United States creating military tension as it puts the spurs to strengthening the aggressive "alliance relationship" of the United States, Japan, and South Korea, a military movement in response to this now by countries in the Asia-Pacific region is keeping pace. Various countries are answering the US arms augmentation manoeuvre, which is growing more blatant, with strong measures to strengthen national defence capabilities. It is entirely appropriate to put effort into strengthening military power in order to reduce the disparity of the imbalance of power and block the threat of war that is being increased by the United States. The world does not want the imbalance of power, which was created by the United States following the end of the Cold War, to get any worse.

Second - U.S. forces act as a tripwire drawing it into the conflict 

Strobel 6-21

(Warren P.-, Jonathan S. Landay, McClatchy Newspapers, “Will North Korea's saber rattling lead to war?”, http:// www.idahostatesman.com/2010/05/25/1240041/will-north-koreas-saber-rattling.html#ixzz0s0h0em1f; )

North Korea's decision Tuesday to sever all ties with South Korea and threaten military action in disputed waters following the torpedoing of a South Korean warship confronts President Barack Obama with another international crisis that his administration doesn't want or need.

Although the isolated, communist North's behavior is notoriously unpredictable and sometimes seems irrational, all-out war between it and the democratic, capitalist South still seems unlikely, analysts said, given the stakes.

Nevertheless, tensions on the Korean peninsula, where some 28,500 U.S. troops provide a tripwire for U.S. military intervention if the North attacks, are likely to rise in coming days.

1AC – War Advantage

Third – South Korean basing arrangements ensure U.S. entanglement

Bailey Lieutenant Colonel U.S. Air Force ‘90 
Tommy F. Lieutenant Colonel, “ISN'T IT TIME FOR U.S.  TROOPS TO LEAVE KOREA?”, Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, April 1990, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA229942&Location=U2&doc= GetTRDoc.pdf)

The level of involvement and integration of U.S. and foreign military forces is higher in Korea than anywhere else with the exception of a few NATO nations. This is evident in the large number of U.S. troops in Korea (more than in any other foreign nation except West Germany and Japan), the stationing of U.S. nuclear weapons, the combined command structure, the extensive joint training and planning for war, the prepositioning of war supplies on the peninsula, the 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty,  and many other factors.   (10-3) To support our mission in the Republic of Korea, we have just over 43,000 military personnel assigned. 31,950 of this total are Army forces assigned to the 2nd Infantry Division and to combat support and combat service support units stationed throughout the country.   (11-16) The 2nd Infantry Division is the only Army combat unit west of Hawaii and is an integral part of the combined defense force. The remaining US Army strength in the Republic of Korea provides essential peace and wartime functions such as aviation, signal, and intelligence assets for command, control, communication, and intelligence (C3I) services and the infrastructure for the logistics functions required to   maintain peace on the Korean Peninsula. Many of the units are manned below their war time authorizations but provide the essential transition to war capability necessary for our "right now"  limited warning situation.   (11-16) The nearly 12,000 Air Force personnel assigned serve much the same purpose. Airpower is an indispensable asset for successful defense of the Republic of Korea. US Air Forces are essential to deter the DRPK and, should open hostilities again flare, for the execution of successful defensive and counteroffensive operations.   (11-16) To complete the remainder of our military forces, we have almost 500 Navy and Marine Corps personnel assigned to critical command, staff, and liaison positions throughout USFK.   (11-16) Of the forty U.S. military installations in Korea, the most notable are the Army bases at Camp Casey and Yongsan and the air force bases at Osan, Kunsan, Suwon, and Taegu. As stated above, the majority of U.S. forces are members of the 8th U.S. Army, the major element of which is the 2nd Infantry Division. West Germany is the only other foreign country in which a full U.S. Army division is stationed. The 2nd Infantry Division joins 13 South Korean Army divisions to form the Combined ROK/U.S. Field Army. It is mostly deployed between Seoul and the demilitarized zone (DMZ) separating North and South  Korea,   in  such a way that  U.S.  combat involvement in any Korean war would be automatic. U.S. air power in Korea is organized under the U.S. 7th Air Force, headquartered at Osan, and includes nearly 100 high-performance aircraft, most notably F-16 and F-4 fighter aircraft, A-10 "tank-buster" aircraft, OV-10 counterinsurgency planes, and U-2 reconnaissance planes.   (10-3)

1AC – War Advantage

There’s no offense - U.S. ground forces are inconsequential militarily- South Korea will already win a conventional war and North Korea will rely on nuclear weapons   

Cummings Colonel US Military ‘4 

(John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Since South Korea has a large standing ground force, the presence of United States ground forces in South Korea is militarily inconsequential. The real threat from North Korea is their policy to develop nuclear weapons. U.S. ground forces are unnecessary to deter or defend against nuclear weapons. Additionally, the presence of US forces on South Korean soil is a major source of anti-American sentiment among the Korean population. This hostility cause political unrest on the peninsula.

United States’ diplomatic efforts to end the North Korean nuclear weapon crisis are at odds with the South Korean diplomatic policy. The divergent views of the North Korean threat and diplomatic policies to alleviate it are causing friction between South Korea and the United States. To maintain our influence in South Korea, the U.S. needs to narrow the gap between our divergent perceptions.

Due to the degradation of North Korean conventional forces and in light of the recent North Korean policy of developing nuclear weapons, it is unlikely that North Korea would launch a conventional attack on South Korea. However, in the unlikely event of such an attack, South Korea with assistance from the U.S. Navy and Air Force, could defeat the attack. North Korea’s policy to develop nuclear weapons is similar to the massive retaliation strategy of the 1950s Eisenhower administrations. Both governments want to portray credible military strength to attain national interests at the lowest possible cost.

The Eisenhower Administration’s policy wanted to decrease taxes and military spending in order to build a stronger U.S. economy. Reliance on a strategy of massive retaliation with nuclear weapons was much cheaper than maintaining large conventional forces. Unfortunately, as later events were to prove, this strategy resulted in the U.S. forces being unable to influence any struggle, short of a thermo-nuclear exchange, concerning a national interest. North Korea’s policy is to gain concessions from U.S. and other regional powers to meet the objective of regime survival. Like the Eisenhower Administration, North Korea is pursuing a policy of relying on nuclear weapons to meet the nation’s policy objectives because it is cheaper than maintaining a large standing army. This policy is probably contributing to the degradation of their conventional forces capability.

1AC – War Advantage

In fact – U.S. weakness actually encourages North Korea to attack  

Horween Foreign Service Officer U.S. Agency for International Development ’9
(Matt, commissioned US foreign service officer for US Agency for International Development, “Time To Remove US Troops From South Korea,” The Street, August 29, 2009. http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/1/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html)

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea, our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.
1AC – War Advantage

North Korea will target U.S. forces to escalate the conflict- especially if they’re losing. The U.S. will retaliate with nuclear weapons. 

Meyer Officer and Participants in Korean Military Exercises U.S. Marine Corps ‘9 

(Carlton, former U.S. Marine Corps officer, participated in military exercises in Korea, “The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon”, The Future of Freedom Foundation, 18 June, http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp)


The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications. These attacks would bog down from heavy casualties and a lack of supply. Thousands of South Koreans would suffer casualties from North Korean artillery and commando attacks. Nevertheless, the North Korean army would not break through and its soldiers would soon starve.  A major North Korean objective would be to kill Americans. This is not difficult as American troops and their families are located at easily targeted bases that would be pummeled by North Korean SCUD missiles. If millions of Koreans start fighting, the 28,000 American troops in Korea would make no difference – only 4,000 are combat troops. Therefore, Americans who truly “support the troops” should demand that they be removed from Korea where they are just pawns who face death should a conflict erupt.  It is important to remember that the last Korean War involved Chinese forces with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies. China and Russia no longer aid North Korea, while South Korea has become a major trading partner. If North Korea employed a crude nuclear weapon, that would invite instant nuclear retaliation from the United States. North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an intercontinental ballistic missile, despite the suggestions to the contrary from the National Missile Defense proponents in the United States.  If South Korea is truly concerned about the North Korean threat, it has the resources to expand its military and buy the latest military equipment from the United States, yet it spends a smaller portion of GDP on its military than the United States. Its government supports a large U.S. military presence since that provides thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in economic activity courtesy of the American taxpayer. North Korea’s government is unpredictable, but that is a problem for South Korea and its neighbors to address. Should fighting erupt, North Korea would quickly lose while an irritated China may seize its capital to remove its hermit leaders.  If South Koreans do not want to defend their nation, why should Americans? The United States should not play a major role in Korea, lest America becomes involved in a military conflict. The American people have as much at stake in Korea as the people of Brazil. The best way to defend America from potential North Korean terror attacks is to stop provoking their leaders with demands and threats. If Asian nations can’t resolve their differences and armed conflict erupts, the United States can buy manufactured goods elsewhere.  Promptly withdrawing American troops from Korea is the best option for peace, and may lead to Korean unification. This would save the United States billions of dollars a year and remove American troops and their families from a potential war zone. Americans should recall the logic of President Lyndon Johnson who said in 1964: “We are not about to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing themselves.”

1AC – War Advantage 

Independently, North Korean military doctrine emphasizes fast WMD use

International Crisis Group ‘9 

(18 June, “NORTH KOREA’S CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROGRAMS”, Asia Report No. 167,:www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/asia/north-east-asia/north-korea/167-north-koreas-chemical-and-biological-weaponsprograms.aspx+north+korea's+chemical+and+biological-weapons+program+international+crisis+group&cd =1 &hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

This report examines North Korea’s chemical and bio- logical weapons capabilities in the context of its military doctrine and national objectives. It is based on open source literature, interviews and unpublished documents made available to Crisis Group. Companion reports published simultaneously assess the DPRK’s nuclear and ballistic missile capabilities and what the policy response of the international community should be to its recent nuclear and missile testing.1 North Korea’s programs to develop weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missiles pose serious risks to security. Pyongyang’s nuclear capabilities are the greatest threat, but it also possesses a large stock- pile of chemical weapons and is suspected of maintain- ing a biological weapons program. The Six-Party Talks (China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South Korea and the U.S.) had been underway since August 2003 with the objective of ending the North’s nuclear ambitions, before Pyongyang announced its withdrawal in April 2009, but there is no direct mechanism for dealing with its chemical weapons and possible biological weapons. The North Korean leadership is very unlikely to sur- render its WMD unless there is significant change in the political and security environments. The Six-Party Talks produced a “Statement of Princi- ples” in September 2005 that included a commitment to establish a permanent peace mechanism in North East Asia, but the structure and nature of such a coop- erative security arrangement is subject to interpretation, negotiation and implementation. Views among the par- ties differ, and no permanent peace can be established unless North Korea abandons all its WMD programs. The diplomatic tasks are daunting, and diplomacy could fail. If North Korea refuses to engage in arms control and to rid itself of WMD, the international community must be prepared to deal with a wide range of threats, including those posed by Pyongyang’s chemical and biological weapons capabilities. Unclassified estimates of the chemical weapons (CW) arsenal are imprecise, but the consensus is that the Korean People’s Army (KPA) possesses 2,500-5,000 tons, including mustard, phosgene, blood agents, sarin, tabun and V-agents (persistent nerve agents). The stock- pile does not appear to be increasing but is already suf- ficient to inflict massive civilian casualties on South Korea. The North’s CW can be delivered with long- range artillery, multiple rocket launchers, FROGs (free rocket over ground), ballistic missiles, aircraft and naval vessels. North Korean military doctrine emphasises quick offen- sive strikes to break through enemy defences in order to achieve national military objectives before the U.S. can intervene effectively on behalf of its South Korean ally. However, the North’s conventional military capa- bilities are declining against those of its potential foes, so the leadership is likely to rely on asymmetric capa- bilities for its national security objectives. This strategy poses a significant danger because it risks deliberate, accidental or unauthorised WMD attacks or incidents. North Korea has not signed the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) but has signed the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) as well as the Geneva Protocol, which prohibits the use of chemical and biological weapons in war. The government denies having CW or biological weapons (BW) programs but claims to be threatened by South Korean and U.S. CBW even though Seoul and Washington are parties to the CWC, BTWC and the Geneva Protocol. South Korea had a CW program but completed the destruction of its chemical weapons stockpile in 2008 and is in com- pliance with all its CBW arms control commitments. Despite a dismal economy, the North Korean regime appears stable. An international norm against chemical and biological weapons has emerged, but a few nations and terrorist groups still seek to acquire them. Most states can produce chemical weapons on their own if they choose to, but North Korea could provide materials or technology for integrating CW munitions with delivery systems to shorten developmen- tal and deployment timelines. The North’s biotechnol- ogy capability is rudimentary, but any biological agents or BW technology in its possession would be highly valued. North Korean entities, with or without govern- ment authorisation, could be tempted to sell biologi- cal weapons or agents, believing the detection risk to be low. The likelihood of such a transfer would increase if the country were to become unstable or collapse. The North’s economy urgently needs reform, but the regime’s failure to adopt changes leaves weapons and weapons technology as its vital source of foreign ex- change.

1AC – War Advantage

The resulting war culminates in extinction 

Hayes and Hamel-Green 2009 Peter, Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, San Francisco, and Michael, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, 50-1-09, December 14, http://japanfocus.org/articles/print_article/3267
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, 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. North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 20097 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. 

1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage 

Advantage (__) – Regime Collapse 

The North Korean regime is at a tipping point – creates a myriad of scenarios for global conflict

Klingner 2010 Klingner , Bruce, Writer for Heritage Foundation. "Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S. 4-7-10". The Heritage Foundation . 4-22-10

Yet there is another North Korean threat for which Washington must prepare: instability in the country's leadership. The planned succession from the ailing Kim Jong-il to his third son faces many challenges and may not be successful. Because the young son lacks the gravitas of his father, there is the potential for a power struggle among challengers within the senior party and military leadership.

The issue of succession is especially worrisome in view of recent indications that deteriorating economic conditions, exacerbated by the tightening noose of international sanctions, and rising civil unrest in response to draconian attacks against free-market activity could create a tinderbox of instability.

If the situation became so dire as to bring about the collapse of the regime, it could lead to North Korea's loss of control over its nuclear weapons, greater risk of rogue elements selling weapons of mass destruction to other rogue governments and terrorist groups, fighting among competing factions, economic turmoil, and humanitarian disaster. Under such circumstances, China or South Korea might feel compelled to send troops into North Korea to stabilize the country, raising the potential for miscalculation and armed confrontation. Moreover, even a smooth leadership transition would put diplomatic efforts to induce North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons on hold. It is unlikely that Pyongyang would trade away its nuclear weapons when it feels weakened by leadership transition.The North Korean regime has shown remarkable resilience over the past 15 years, belying repeated predictions of its imminent demise. However, there is now a growing sense that a combination of stresses is pushing Pyongyang closer to the tipping point. Like storm clouds on the horizon, the implications of leadership transition are significant and unpredictable.
Kim's sudden death or incapacitation could trigger events culminating in a cataclysmic security challenge for the United States, South Korea, and Japan. The potential for turmoil in a nation with nuclear weapons must therefore be a top priority for the U.S. and its allies. The Obama Administration should develop military, political, and economic contingency plans for a wide range of scenarios. The U.S. should integrate its plans with those of South Korea and Japan and initiate discussions with China and Russia. Discussions among scholars from these countries ("track two" dialogues) could be used to augment government efforts.

1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage

Regime collapse in North Korea is the most likely scenario for escalation – guarantees great power entanglement

Stares 2009  (Paul B., Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2.3.9, “Prepare for North Korean instability,”)
It is possible, however, that Kim Jong-Il’s condition may actually be much worse than press reports suggest and that his capacity to govern ––if it hasn’t already been seriously compromised––may be short lived. There has long been speculation that he is a diabetic and therefore prone to kidney failure, heart complications, and at a higher risk of stroke.3 Indeed, preparations for his succession may already have begun (or been accelerated) but discreetly, to prepare the rest of the country for the transition. The designated leader or leaders may even have assumed considerable governing powers with both Kim’s blessing and the support of other senior members of the regime. Given how little we know about the inner workings of North Korea, this is entirely plausible. If true, continuity of the regime, albeit under new leadership, will have been maintained with most likely minimal impact on the rest of North Korea and its outward posture. However, other scenarios that bring about more fundamental change to North Korea should not be summarily dismissed. It is possible, for example, that succession planning would not proceed smoothly––if at all––leaving a vacuum at the top or a weak transitional arrangement should Kim suffer a fatal relapse. This might tempt certain individuals or factions to seize power, resulting in a potentially disruptive and even violent leadership struggle. What outcome might ensue and what course North Korea might take as a consequence is impossible to predict, but a prolonged and potentially violent contest for supremacy in Pyongyang— North Korea’s capital––would undoubtedly place immense stress on the rest of the country, given how much the state is controlled from the center. Resilient though it has proven to be, North Korea is still a fundamentally weak state.4 Its economy has never recovered from the contraction of the 1990s and the population remains chronically short of food and other basic necessities. Indeed, before news broke of Kim’s illness, the UN’s World Food Program (WFP) had warned that the country was facing widespread food shortages and even famine. Under these circumstances, the uncertainty and stress imposed by a lengthy and perhaps ultimately inconclusive leadership struggle on the overall system of governance might prove too much. As numerous cases from around the world attest, totalitarian states––despite outward signs of strength––are remarkably brittle when stressed by internal forces. North Korea is an exceptional state for all the reasons outlined, but at a certain point the pressures could become too intense for the country to stay intact. In this case, earlier predictions of collapse and the end of North Korea as an independent sovereign state might finally come to pass. These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world’s largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery and missiles, it can also wreak havoc on America’s most important Asian allies––South Korea and Japan––both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia––that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. 

1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage

Superpower confrontation risks extinction

Nye ‘91

(Joseph-, Dean of Kennedy School of Gov. @ Harvard, Bound to Lead, P. 17)  

Perceptions of change in the relative power of nations are of critical importance to understanding the relationship between decline and war. One of the oldest generalizations about international politics attributes the onset of major wars to shifts in power among the leading nations. Thus Thucydides accounted for the onset of the Peloponnesian War which destroyed the power of ancient Athens. The history of the interstate system since 1500 is punctuated by severe wars in which one country struggled to surpass another as the leading state. If, as Robert Gilpin argues, "international politics has not changed fundamentally over the millennia," the implications for the future are bleak .45 And if fears about shifting power precipitate a major war in a world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, history as we know it may end.
1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage
Independently, violent regime collapse risks nuclear strike and loose fissile material

International Crisis Group 2009 

(18 June, “NORTH KOREA’S CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROGRAMS”, Asia Report No. 167,:www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/asia/north-east-asia/north-korea/167-north-koreas-chemical-and-biological-weaponsprograms.aspx+north+korea's+chemical+and+biological-weapons+program+international+crisis+group&cd =1 &hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

However, leader Kim Jong-il’s health problems in the fall of 2008 have raised concerns about succession problems. In a struggle for power or a coup d’état, the use or transfer of North Korean WMD would be unlikely but cannot be ruled out. In the case of state collapse, WMD and related materials would have to be secured as quickly as possible. This would require considerable planning and resources, but current international mechanisms would probably be inadequate in a sudden crisis. Diplomatic efforts should focus on the nuclear issue now, but preliminary efforts should also be made to  address Pyongyang’s chemical weapons and possible biological weapons. Understand- ing the motivations of North Korean leaders is essen- tial to structuring a diplomatic solution for the elimi- nation of their WMD, and if diplomacy fails, a clear assessment of capabilities and intentions will be im- perative to counter the threats. The proliferation of North Korean WMD materials or technology would endanger global security and non- proliferation regimes. An international norm against chemical and biological weapons has emerged, but a few nations and terrorist groups still seek to acquire them. Most states can produce chemical weapons on their own if they choose to, but North Korea could provide materials or technology for integrating CW munitions with delivery systems to shorten developmen- tal and deployment timelines. The North’s biotechnol- ogy capability is rudimentary, but any biological agents or BW technology in its possession would be highly valued. North Korean entities, with or without govern- ment authorisation, could be tempted to sell biologi- cal weapons or agents, believing the detection risk to be low. The likelihood of such a transfer would increase if the country were to become unstable or collapse. The North’s economy urgently needs reform, but the regime’s failure to adopt changes leaves weapons and weapons technology as its vital source of foreign ex- change. Abandonment of CW and BW and integration into the global economy will require compliance with international export control rules and norms, as well as significant aid. Diplomatic efforts to eliminate North Korean WMD and ballistic missiles must continue, but the international community must be prepared for multiple contingen- cies including: a deliberate, accidental or unauthorised chemical or biological attack or incident; a chemical weapons accident in North Korea; an accidental release of biological agents in North Korea; the North’s use of CW following an intentional or inadvertent military clash and escalation; North Korean use of biological or chemical weap- ons in a preventive war against South Korea; the transfer of chemical or biological weapons, pre- cursors, materials and technologies to other states or non-state actors; and arms races. There are a number of international institutions for dealing with the North Korean chemical and biologi- cal weapons programs. However, they may not be sufficient for addressing all issues, and new regional instruments may be necessary. Regional efforts could increase opportunities for cooperation through issue linkage and confidence-building aimed at the establish- ment of a collective peace and security regime. For example, the region could initiate processes for missile disarmament and cooperation in the peaceful explora- tion of outer space; the elimination of chemical weap- ons; conventional arms control; and non-traditional security cooperation in the realms of energy security, food security and public health. While the diplomatic priority now must be to focus on the nuclear issue, progress on this front would create opportunities to address Pyongyang’s other weapons of mass destruction, including a large chemical weap- ons stockpile and possible biological weapons, which must be eliminated before a stable and permanent peace can be established in North East Asia. If North Korea credibly commits to abandoning its nuclear program in the Six-Party Talks, a multi-faceted effort should be made to establish a fully WMD-free Korean Peninsula.

1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage

Extinction 

SID-AHMED 04

(Mohamed, internationally renowned reporter and columnist in Al Ahram, “Extinction!” Al-Ahram Weekly, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage

Troop withdrawal is key – its the necessary precondition to get China on board for Korean reunification and peaceful leadership transition 
Nguyen ‘9 (Peter Van Nguyen is a freelance writer based in Sydney, Australia. His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal, October 13 2009)

The United States and South Korea recently agreed on a contingency plan in case the North Korean government collapses. The plan includes joint military operations to control the influx of refugees and to secure the North’s nuclear weapons. It also outlines the reunification of the two Koreas under a liberal and democratic leadership, with the cooperation of China.  The United States believes that if the North collapsed, China would have to back reunification to demonstrate that it is a responsible player in regional cooperation. But in order to get the Chinese to endorse the plan, the United States would have to give up its strategic military bases in South Korea and order a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region.  Both Koreas have been constantly eyed by foreigners due to their geostrategic value in Northeast Asia. For China, Japan and the United States, the Koreas have provided a buffer zone for more than half a century since the end of the Korean War.  The Korean peninsula is also seen as a predetermined battlefield if war breaks out between China, the United States and Japan. This would leave the warring states relatively untouched, as the three nations could avoid hitting each other’s territories, which would escalate the conflict and make it difficult for all parties to disengage for fear of losing face. But both Koreas would have to face the brunt of a full-scale war.  For China, protecting North Korea means keeping the United States and its allies from encroaching on its border. China would rather maintain the status quo than accept a reunified Korea under South Korean administration. Therefore, China will do its best to stabilize North Korea and rebuild its political structure in line with Chinese interests.  China might be forced to accept a reunified Korea if it wants to maintain an international image as a peace-promoting country. However, unless it gets some kind of security guarantee without losing the strategic balance in the region, there is little incentive for it to allow reunification to take place unchallenged.  Since the end of the Korean War the United States has maintained a large military contingent in South Korea to deter an invasion attempt by the North. The U.S. military presence keeps China’s ambitions in check and in the bargain offers Japan some security, as the Japanese fear reprisals from the Chinese for atrocities committed during World War II. Besides, China’s growing economic and military clout has increased the necessity for a military presence in South Korea.  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.  This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security.  The question is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat.  The United States may not withdraw its troops, as that would leave a strategic vacuum. It would risk losing influence over Korea to China, whose economy is touted to race ahead of that of the United States.  Although complete U.S. withdrawal would be ideal, an alternative would be to allow China to set up bases in the northern part of Korea, similar to Kyrgyzstan allowing Russia and China to set up bases to ease their concerns over the U.S. military presence. This would have its challenges, however, and might increase the chances of military confrontation. But regardless of the implications and consequences, the United States will hesitate to remove its bases.  China would probably ask for a U.S. troop withdrawal as a precondition to the reunification of the two Korea’s under a liberal and democratic government.  

1AC – Regime Collapse Advantage

Attempting unification without Chinese cooperation guarantees war 

Onozuka, 2006 (Takayuki, Japan Ground Self-Defense Force Engineer, “Security of Japan and Korean Unification,” U.S. Army War College, March 15, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil446.pdf)

The U.S. evaluates China’s unique potential to influence North Korea based on its historic ties and geography31 as well as politically, militarily, and economically. But China does not want to see a sudden or sharp change in the peninsula, because it recognizes North Korea as a useful buffer zone. Therefore, China has not been able to influence North Korea as strongly as the international community would expect.32 On the other hand, China established diplomatic relations with South Korea in 1992. Now, South Korea has taken forth place in exports (4.7%) and fourth place in imports (11.1%) among countries in 2004.33 From an economic point of view, China prefers to keep the status quo. Bong Hyon Park, a senior columnist at The Korea Times, said that China feels a unified Korea in an alliance with the U.S. will pose a greater challenge than the status quo. But China can not easily take risks by using military power to expand its influence on a Unified Korea; even after unification, Korea will remain one of its important partners for economic growth.34 Contrary to Park, Eberstadt warned against China because it has not only capabilities and measures, but also a lot of reasons for intervention. China will feel so uncomfortable with the presence of U.S. power on the peninsula after unification that it will intervene to prevent the establishment of a U.S. leaning unified Korea.35 China has published a defense white paper named “China’s National Defense” every two years since 1998. It warned against a U.S. military bloc or its strengthening in each edition implicitly or explicitly. For example, the 1998 edition said as follows. Hegemonism and power politics remain the main source of threats to world peace and stability; cold war mentality and its influence still have a certain currency, and the enlargement of military blocs and the strengthening of military alliances have added factors of instability to international security... 36 The latest version said as follows. Changing phrases, China continued to express complaints against the U.S. and its allies. The United States is realigning and reinforcing its military presence in this region by buttressing military alliances and accelerating deployment of missile defense systems.37 According to Eberstadt, the fact that China still has a substantial ground force and border with North Korea means that China retains the option of intervention on the peninsula directly. China has had a “Treaty in Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance” with North Korea since 1961. However, China told South Korea “it is invalid,” when they established diplomatic relations in 1992. Eberstadt also pointed out that China has diverse measures for “intervention” such as a direct military attack, a bargaining card of Taiwan (withdrawal of U.S. security guarantees for Taiwan), crisis coordination on Iran, and so on. Thus, China fears a unified Korea that hosts U.S. forces and has numerous ways to prevent it.38
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Finally, deterrence disads are lies – troops in SoKo are irrelevant for power projection or the alliance – the plan preserves power projection, boosts relations, and provides a basis for stabilizing the region

Kim ’06 (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)

Nearly a century ago President Wilson exhilarated the subjugated people of the world with his idealistic vision of freedom and self-determination for all people. An increasing number of South Koreans now believe that they can achieve that self-determination and eventually create a unified Korea that can chart its own path. There is an increasingly powerful view that the time has come for South Korea to transcend its colonial and Cold War past and enter the post-Korean War epoch by realizing the long cherished dream of a unified Korea free from victimization of the Great Powers. The overarching ideology is the notion of a National Restoration (minjok chunghung) a concept and term that has its roots in the colonial period and in particular with Park Chung Hee in the early 1960s.[16] 

The current U.S. national security strategy is rooted in three principal national interests: homeland defense, economic prosperity and promotion of democracy. None of the three interests requires a bilateral U.S.-Korea mutual security treaty and a military alliance rooted in an American military presence in South Korea. The American strategic requirement to establish expeditionary bases ready to respond flexibly to contingencies around the world will not be jeopardized if U.S. military forces are not stationed in South Korea since the U.S. military will surely remain anchored in Japan, Guam and throughout the Pacific. Indeed, President Roh Mu-hyon’s statement earlier this year suggesting that South Korea would not support the deployment of U.S. forces in Korea to engage in regional conflicts indicates that it may be disadvantageous to seek to maintain a large military presence in South Korea. While the possibility of a U.S. military withdrawal from South Korea is nearly unthinkable to many analysts, such an action need not be equated with the ending of the alliance or the very important economic relationship. The most recent polls indicate that over the last few years the number of South Koreans favoring the withdrawal of U.S. forces has steadily increased to the point where it seems to constitute the majority.[17] Under the circumstances, arguably, removing this irritant in U.S.-Korea relations could provide a firmer basis for their economic and strategic relationship. 

If South Korea desires the reduction or even the elimination of a U.S. military presence, then it behooves us to oversee the repositioning of those forces under our terms and our control. The recent U.S. initiated agreements to draw down U.S. Forces Korea from 37,000 to 25,000 and consolidate U.S. forces to bases south of the Han River could be a promising initiative toward redefining the security relationship, even if some South Koreans interpret the move as a U.S. ruse to launch a pre-emptive attack on the North.[18] We should not be apprehensive about completing the process if that is what the South Korean people want. It is even possible to imagine a U.S. pullout as facilitating the unification of the Koreas that can contribute toward overcoming the North Korean conundrum as the perennial security challenge of the region. This can come about through a change in China’s perception that a unified Korea without U.S. military presence, a unified Korea that is fiercely independent, could actually provide a better buffer state than North Korea. China holds the trump card on unification by the sheer fact that it alone insures the existence of North Korea. It also enjoys good relations with South Korea. The possibility of a more stable northeast Asia based on a balance between a continental bloc consisting of China and a China-leaning unified Korea on the one hand, and a maritime bloc anchored on the U.S.-Japan alliance on the other, is perhaps an outcome to be welcomed.[19]

In conclusion, South Korean politics is in a profound period of transition as the result of a generational shift, the end of the Cold War, democratization, and growing self-confidence. Among the emerging political forces, those that are creating the most important political fault lines are the ideologies of pan-Korean nationalism and anti-Great Power-ism. These trends could well mark the end of the U.S. – South Korean alliance as we know it. Most importantly, such an outcome, which could eventually lead to a complete U.S. military pull out, need not mean the end of a close relationship between the two nations. Indeed, it could very well resolve some of the thorniest security issues in the region. Above all, we can take comfort in knowing that such maturation of South Korea and of the Korean peninsula could fulfill not only the long held Wilsonian ideal of a world organized on principles of self-determination, but also encourage the spread of democratization and freedom in step with realization of the principle of self-determination. It is an outcome to be welcomed not feared.

1AC – East Asian Regionalism Advantage

Advantage (__) – East Asian Regionalism 

Exclusive U.S. commitment toward Six Party Talks is putting Asian regional integration on the backburner 

Cossa 2009 Ralph A., Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 
“Northeast Asian Regionalism: A (Possible) Means to an End for Washington,” CFR, December
At the conceptual level, this author would argue (at least from a U.S. perspective) that today, Northeast Asian regionalism is a possible means to an end for promoting regional stability, but has thus far been viewed as a limited tool. This is due to the difficulty of creating a broad regional approach to security in Northeast Asia, given the diversity of the states involved and their varying degrees of confidence in the United States and in one another. As a general rule, the Six Party Talks have underscored and magnified these differences more than it has helped to close existing gaps.  There was a period of time during the Bush administration when developing Northeast Asian architecture seemed to enjoy a degree of prominence. Rumor had it that U.S. secretary of state Condoleezza Rice had prioritized this objective. Ironically (but perhaps not coincidentally), that interest waned about the first time she participated in an informal session with her other Six Party foreign minister counterparts along the sidelines of an Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Regional Forum Meeting.  For its part, the Obama administration seems committed to keeping the Six Party Talks going, but this does not equate to support or enthusiasm for broader institutionalized Northeast Asian regional cooperation (just as signing the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation—which the Obama administration did this past July—does not necessarily equate to joining the East Asia Summit, which is the primary architecture-building mechanism in East Asia at large). Discussions of Five Party Talks (sans North Korea) are likewise more aimed at dealing with a specific issue (North Korean denuclearization) than the establishment of a broader approach toward regional cooperation or institution-building. 
And – Withdrawal of troops out of South Korea increases South Korea’s credibility in Eastern Asia

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Withdrawal of United States ground forces from South Korea will not degrade the military readiness of the alliance defense. On the contrary, it will eliminate one of the major sources of growing anti-Americanism among the South Korean population. Moreover, UnitedStates can utilize ground forces that are re-deployed from the peninsula in the Global War on terrorism, and save the associated costs of forward based troops. For South Korea, with strong United States support, to take the lead in the defense of their nation is an idea whose time has come. In conclusion, withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from South Korea would be a win-win alternative. We gain economic and military resources while maintaining our objectives in northeast Asia and garnering positive public opinion, and South Koreans step out of our shadow and join the first rank of nations as a fully functioning democratic nation in charge of its own national defense.
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That’s key to successful Asian regionalism 

Choi 08 [Dr. Young Jong, prof of IR @ the Catholic University of Korea, paper at the Asian Voices convention in DC, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855]
Regional security cooperation is in South Korea’s interest. Moreover, South Korea is in a good position to take the initiative for regional institutional cooperation. The US and North Korea are very well known for their sensitivity to state sovereignty. Accordingly, the US has quite often opted for unilateralism over multilateralism, and North Korea has even refused to join the international society. China is slightly behind but still very sensitive to its sovereignty. Even though Japan is far less sensitive, Japan’s leadership is still a cause of concern for countries like China and South Korea. South Korea, a medium-level power with great enthusiasm for an active foreign policy, is best suited to take the initiative. As a junior partner to the US, South Korea is used to compromising national sovereignty for security purposes. South Korea is well known for its enthusiasm for regional institution-building. Starting from the ASPAC (Asia Pacific Council) initiated by Park Chung-hee in 1966, South Korean presidents have continuously shown great interests in regional economic and security cooperation. In recent years, Kim Dae-jung gave a clearer shape to the future East Asian Community by initiating the East Asian Vision Group and the East Asian Study Group in 1998. Roh Moo-hyun ambitiously pushed the Northeast Asian cooperation initiative. Building a peace regime on the Korean peninsula, as well as a multilateral security cooperation regime in Northeast Asia, were his top foreign policy priorities.  This kind of active regional policy is not strange to a middle power like South Korea. The concept of a middle power as a distinctive category of actor in international relations is not unproblematic, particularly concerning its definition. Some define it with attributes like GDP, population, and size; and others define it with behavior, particularly with active internationalist diplomacy. In recent years, constructivists treat it as a self-created identity or ideology. South Korea may lag behind traditional middle powers like Canada, Australia and most Nordic countries in terms of diplomatic capabilities and commitment to internationalism. However, South Korea has long maintained a strong identity as a middle power. This diplomatic activism is in part related to South Korea’s domestic politics, particularly the five-year, single-term presidential system. Under this restrictive system, South Korean presidents have difficulty time-wise in successfully carrying out their own domestic agendas. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to boost their popularity and legitimacy. Such an incentive is even stronger for presidents from minority parties. This was the case with Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, and it is not coincidental that they were the two strongest advocates of an active foreign policy in South Korea’s history. South Koreans have also learned from history that South Korea should not be excluded from a table set to discuss critical regional issues. An active foreign policy holds a key to deal with this concern. 
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The neg has no disad - US military presence in East Asia directly undermines alliance credibility 

Acharaya 6.1 Amitav, Professor of International Relations at American University, Washington, D.C. and chair of its ASEAN Studies Center “Why Asian Regionalism Matters,” World Politics Review, 
Another question that must be considered when judging the relevance of Asian regional bodies is whether the region would be better off without them. What is the alternative when it comes to building security and prosperity in Asia? Realist thinkers and policymakers frequently point to the need for a balance of power system in Asia, underpinned by U.S. military alliances. They argue that the U.S. military presence and its alliance network involving Japan, South Korea, Australia, Philippines, and Thailand, protected the region from a communist takeover during the Cold War, thereby allowing regional governments time and space to build up their economic resilience and political legitimacy. The U.S. presence also remains vital to the future security and prosperity of the region. Any precipitous U.S. withdrawal from the region, or even the significant weakening of its alliances, would trigger a regional arms race and embolden regional powers like China, Japan and India to fill the power vacuum.

But this line of argument suffers from two limitations. First, the future of U.S. alliances in the region cannot be taken for granted. The fortunes of these alliances are subject to domestic political developments in the allied nations such as Japan, South Korea and Philippines. Although they are unlikely to be dismantled, domestic political opinion against the kind of intrusion and dependence an alliance relationship entails creates uncertainties that could detract from their credibility. Moreover, China's diplomacy and economic clout might undercut allied support for the use of these alliances by the U.S. against Chinese power, especially in the case of a confrontation limited to one component of the alliance network. For example, would Thailand -- a longtime ally of the U.S. -- or Singapore and India, which have only recently developed strong military ties with Washington, allow U.S. forces to use their naval and air facilities in the event of a Sino-U.S. confrontation in the Taiwan Straits?
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South Korea is key – its neutrality as a middle power put it at a strategic nexus to take the lead

Young 08 (professor of international relations at the Catholic University of Korea, Asian Voices 11/5/08, 6/22/10)

 http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855)

As a ‘middle power, South Korea, can take the initiative and play a key role in the field of regional cooperation. South Korea has the ability to push East Asian regionalism forward in a way that Japan, China and the United States, as the region’s major powers, are unable to. The limited capabilities of Japan and China in this regard are a result of historical antagonisms and fears of a future hegemony. South Korea, which has no history or future prospects of regional hegemony, can thus be a major actor, especially in cooperation with the United States, in future moves towards regional integration. Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. The following is an excerpt of the paper presented by Dr. Young.

Strengthening the East Asian regional security architecture key to solve terrorism, territorial disputes, disease, environmental degradation, and maritime security

Nanto 2008, Specialist in Industry and Trade CRS, (Dick K., Specialist in Industry and Trade Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 4 January, “East Asian Regional Architecture: New Economic and Security Arrangements and U.S. Policy”, CRS Report for Congress)

A stronger regional security organization in East Asia could play a role in quelling terrorism by violent extremists. Since terrorism is a transnational problem, the United States relies on international cooperation to counter it. Without close multilateral cooperation, there are simply too many nooks and crannies for violent extremists to exploit.101 Currently, most of that cooperation is bilateral or between the United States and its traditional allies. While the ASEAN Regional Forum and ASEAN + 3, for example, have addressed the issue of terrorism, neither has conducted joint counter-terrorism exercises as has the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Neither organization as a group, moreover, has joined U.S. initiatives aimed at North Korean nuclear weapons (e.g., the Proliferation Security Initiative). Meanwhile, tensions continue across the Taiwan Strait, and disputes over territory and drilling rights have flared up between China and Japan and between Japan and South Korea. (For the United States, there is a growing possibility of nationalist territorial conflicts between two or more U.S. allies.102) The North Korean nuclear issue remains unresolved; North Korea has conducted tests of ballistic missiles and a nuclear weapon; and the oppressive military rule in Burma/Myanmar continues. Added to these concerns are several regional issues: diseases (such as avian flu, SARS, and AIDS), environmental degradation, disaster mitigation and prevention, high seas piracy, and weapons proliferation. Memories of the 1997-99 Asian financial crisis still haunt policy makers in Asian countries. These are some of the major U.S. interests and issues as the United States proceeds with its policy toward a regional architecture in East Asia. Since this policy is aimed at the long-term structure of East Asian nations, it can be separated, somewhat, from current pressing problems. A metric by which any architecture can be evaluated, however, is how well it contributes to a resolution of problems as they now exist or will exist in the future. 

1AC – East Asian Regionalism Advantage

And – an East Asian Union is key to prevent Chinese hegemony and promote regional trade agreements

Francis, 2006 (Neil, Fellow at the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University, “For an East Asian Union: rethinking Asia's Cold War alliances,” Harvard International Review, Fall, June 25, 2010, http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/156803106.html)

At the conclusion of the Second World War, the United States established bilateral military alliances in the Asia-Pacific intended to contain Soviet and Chinese communist expansion in the region. US security strategy now focuses largely on combating terrorism and denying weapons of mass destruction to so-called rogue states. It is a strategy that cannot be implemented with geographic mutual defense treaties formed to address conventional military threats. Furthermore, the United States has demonstrated in Afghanistan and Iraq that it is prepared to pursue its global security interests unilaterally, even at the risk of its political relations with traditional alliance partners. What happened over Iraq between the United States and its European allies could equally happen between the United States and its Asian allies over Taiwan or North Korea with serious consequences for the interests of countries in that region. East Asian powers need to develop a collective security strategy for the region that does not rely on the United States' participation. Prudence suggests that East Asian countries need to take the opportunity offered by the recently inaugurated East Asian Summit (EAS) to begin the process of developing an East Asian community as the first step toward the realization of an East Asian Union. This will occur only if led by a strong, proactive Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). 

China is now the world's second-largest economy, almost two-thirds as large as the United States in terms of domestic purchasing power. In 2005 China overtook Japan to become the world's third-largest exporter of goods and services. In 2004 it was the third-largest trading partner with ASEAN; the second largest with Japan, Australia, and India; and the largest with the Republic of Korea. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) has estimated that in 2004, in purchasing power parity dollar terms, China's military expenditure was US$161.1 billion, the second highest in the world. The Pentagon has estimated that in 2005 China's military expenditure was two to three times larger than its official figure of US$29.9 billion. 

China's growing economic and military strength along with the United States' preoccupation with its new security agenda has made some East Asian countries increasingly apprehensive. Particularly since September 11, bilateral military alliances have become less relevant to US security interests, and the United States will likely reduce its military presence in the East Asian region. Parts of Asia believe that Chinese hegemonic aspirations for East Asia could emerge if the United States were to disengage from the region. Fear of China and the possibility that it harbors hegemonic aspirations were among the factors that led to the creation of ASEAN in 1967 and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1993. Engaging China in an East Asian union in the future would ensure it will pay a high price in loss of trade and investment if it acts against the interests of the union's other members. Prospects for an East Asian Community In December 2005 ASEAN hosted an inaugural East Asian Summit in Kuala Lumpur. The summit involved the 10 ASEAN countries; the ASEAN+3 countries of China, Japan, and South Korea; as well as Australia, New Zealand, and India. The summit declaration of December 14, 2005, described the meeting as a forum for "dialogue on broad strategic, political and economic issues of common interest and concern with the aim of promoting peace, stability and economic prosperity in East Asia." The declaration also noted that the summit could "play a significant role in community building in this region." ASEAN would work "in partnership with the other participants of the East Asian Summit," but ASEAN was to retain leadership, preventing control of East Asian community building by either the ASEAN+3 countries, which China could dominate, or the 16 EAS countries, which some felt could steer the EAS toward what would be an unwelcome "Western" agenda. It remains to be seen whether an East Asian community can emerge under ASEAN leadership. ASEAN is an association: it is not a strong regional institution with common interests and objectives. It reflects the diversity of its membership, which has traditionally preferred an unstructured organization, a consensus approach to decision making, and avoidance of controversial issues or intervention in the affairs of its members. 

The ASEAN Way under Challenge  ASEAN's ways, however, may be changing. Since the late 1990s ASEAN's non-intervention principle has come under challenge. In 1997 ASEAN was faced with an Asian economic crisis triggered by currency speculators and in 1997 to 1998 with a regional pollution haze problem caused by illegal land-clearance fires in Indonesia. ASEAN's ineffectiveness in these 
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[Francis continues – No Text Deleted] 

crises brought internal scrutiny to bear on ASEAN's policy of non-intervention in domestic affairs. As a result, since 1999 ASEAN foreign ministers have discussed these and other transnational problems--illegal migration, terrorism, and the drug trade--that call for collective responses. They have also considered allowing ASEAN to oversee electoral and governance processes within member states. In 1999 a number of ASEAN countries defied the long-standing ASEAN position that East Timor was an internal matter for Indonesia and sent peace-keeping forces to the island to help quell the violence instigated there by anti-independence militia backed by Indonesian armed forces. In 2005 ASEAN placed public pressure on the government of Myanmar to allow an ASEAN delegation to visit Myanmar and assess what progress had been made in human rights and democratization. With the aid of the United States and European Union, ASEAN also persuaded Myanmar to relinquish its role as ASEAN chair. ASEAN's actions in the 1990s suggest increased sensitivity to the negative effects of individual member nations on the organization's international standing as well as the beginning of openness toward intervention in the domestic affairs of its members. Toward Realization 

At its December 2005 summit, ASEAN agreed to institute an ASEAN Charter by 2020 to provide what Malaysian Prime Minister Badawi has called a "mini-constitution," a document that will establish an institutional framework for ASEAN as well as a legal identity recognized by the United Nations. The older members--Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand--want ASEAN to become something more than an association. Institutionally strong and mostly democratic, they might more readily welcome a rules-governed organization similar to the European Union. Others with institutionally weak, authoritarian governments, such as Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam, are wary of placing their domestic policies under greater international scrutiny and favor the status quo. If the former nations prevail it will augur well for the realization of an East Asian community with the potential to evolve into an East Asian Union. 

An East Asian community composed of the 16 EAS participants would represent more than 60 percent of the world's population and possess a combined GDP greater than the European Union. It could provide significantly increased trade benefits to its members, help dampen Sino-Japanese rivalry, ease the present tensions in the region over Japan's Pacific War, encourage more cooperative attitudes toward the issue of natural resource exploitation in East Asia, promote engagement over containment, and prevent domination of the region by any major power. The determining factor will be ASEAN's ability to provide the leadership necessary to create a strong, independent East Asian Union. 
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Regional trade is critical for solving environmental collapse

Dr. Tay et al 2004 (Simon, Chairman of the Singapore Institute of International Affairs, law professor at the National University of Singapore, and Chairman of the National Environment Agency for the Singaporean government. "The Rush to Regionalism: Sustainable Development and Regional/Bilateral Approaches to Trade and Investment Liberalization," International Institute for Sustainable Development, November, www.iisd.org/pdf/2005/trade_rush_region.pdf)
One of the key features of bilateral/regional approaches to liberalization is the ability at that level to accomplish what cannot be accomplished at the multilateral level.  Environmental protection often requires regional cooperation, as with the problems encountered by states that share river basins, that border common seas, that co-host migratory species or that have shared air quality concerns.  And close neighbours are more keenly interested in regional development concerns than are other states.  Regional or bilateral cooperation on trade matters, by creating the foundation of institutional cooperation, yields an opportunity to make related progress on such issues of shared environment and development concern, as with the establishment of NAFTA’s side agreements on environment and labour, Mercosur’s efforts to create an environmental information system, the work of ASEAN on haze pollution or the FTAA’s parallel efforts on non-trade issues such as democracy and education under the Summit of the Americas process.  This type of regional action on environmental matters follows the principle of subsidiarity, which says that the appropriate level of action for any problem is the lowest level that includes allaffected.  Many environmental problems need engagement of regional groupings, or of two countries.   Regional approaches to both environmental and development cooperation can be more tailored than what is easily possible at the multilateral level.  For example, in the SAFTA there is special provision for the possible graduation of the Maldives from least-developed country status.  The Andean Community’s common law on the protection of intellectual property rights94 includes pioneering provisions to safeguard traditional knowledge and biodiversity – concerns acute to the region, but not of the same priority to other countries.  Regional level agreements in general have greater flexibility to craft solutions that satisfy their parties’ needs, and provide the institutional basis to make further progress as other needs become obvious. 
1AC – East Asian Regionalism Advantage 

Extinction

Cairns 2004 (John, Department of Biology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. "Future of Life on Earth," Ethics in Science and Environmental Politics, www.int-res.com/esepbooks/EB2Pt2.pdf)
One lesson from the five great global extinctions is that species and ecosystems come and go, but the evolutionary process continues. In short, life forms have a future on Earth, but humankind’s future depends on its stewardship of ecosystems that favor Homo sapiens. By practicing sustain- ability ethics, humankind can protect and preserve ecosystems that have services favorable to it. 

Earth has reached its present state through an estimated 4550 million years and may last for 15000 million more years. The sixth mass extinction, now underway, is unique because humankind is a major contributor to the process. 

Excessive damage to the ecological life support system will markedly alter civilization, as it is presently known, and might even result in human extinction. However, if humankind learns to live sustainably, the likelihood of leaving a habitable planet for posterity will dramatically increase. The 21st century represents a defining moment for humankind—will present generations become good ancestors for their descendants by living sustainably or will they leave a less habitable planet for posterity by continuing to live unsustainably? 
*****Top Shelf /Core Question****
Presence Unnecessary – Deterrence 

The US can easily deter North Korea no matter what the type of threat is.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
Nevertheless, there remains a substantial possibility that North Korea is committed to becoming a nuclear state or that it at least wants to see what the United States and its allies are willing to offer in return for abandoning the North’s one claim to international attention and regional power status.71 In that event, the United States should distinguish between two different dangers. The most serious but also most potentially manageable would be if the DPRK matched missile sales with plutonium sales, including, conceivably, to terrorist groups such as al Qaeda. In 2001, Pyongyang earned $560 million in missile exports.72 Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage rightly argues that “the arms race in North Korea pales next to the possibility . . . that she would pass on fissile material and other nuclear technology to either transnational actors or to rogue states.”73 But the United States has a number of options for dealing with that threat. Evidence of weapons proliferation would warrant consideration of interception of any air or naval shipments abroad—a possibility that Pyongyang should be made aware of long before such a course appeared likely.74 Other options include further economic sanctions or a more aggressive blockade, policies that would be made more effective through regional cooperation. Finally, Pyongyang should be warned that evidence of even a contemplated transfer of nuclear or missile technology could trigger a military response directed at the regime as well as its nuclear facilities. A nuclear-armed North Korea serving as “Plutonium-R-Us” to America’s enemies would be unacceptable. But military action would be the last, not the first, resort. And a North Korean regime dedicated to self-preservation could easily distinguish between building an arsenal to guarantee its own existence and putting out an international “for sale” sign that would draw Washington’s wrath. Short of that worst-case scenario, however, the possibility of the North modestly expanding its presumed arsenal of one or two atomic bombs poses a far different security threat. Such a development would be worrisome, to be sure, but the DPRK could be deterred. With regime survival being Kim Jong-il’s highest priority, he need only know that use of such weapons would lead to the destruction of his regime. That could be accomplished through a U.S. threat to retaliate, but maintaining a permanent nuclear umbrella over South Korea and Japan would keep the U.S. needlessly entangled in a dangerous situation potentially forever. Over the longer term, the United States should promote alternatives, including a greater involvement on the part of regional powers to provide for their own defense. Such an approach would involve missile defense for not only for the United States but also its East Asian friends, who should develop their own systems. Moreover, South Korea and Japan should be left free to develop their own nuclear arsenals, a prospect that should be communicated to the North. (An ancillary benefit of this approach would be to encourage China to pressure Pyongyang to bargain away its nuclear program.)75 Further proliferation in East Asia would be a bad solution— but far better than the alternative of risking Los Angeles to protect Seoul and Tokyo. 

Presence Unnecessary – Insufficient 

US forces are insufficient and irrelevant to preserve stability

Bandow, 2001 (Doug, Senior fellow CATO, “Needless Entanglements Washington’s Expanding Security Ties in Southeast Asia,” May 24, June 26, 2010, Policy Analysis, No. 401)

The end of the Cold War has reduced the danger to the United States everywhere in the world, including Southeast Asia, but Washington hasn’t seemed to notice. Instead of reducing America’s commitments and force presence in Southeast Asia, as would be appropriate, the Clinton administration expanded the U.S. role. Washington added new agreements, training exercises, naval visits, weapons transfers, and implicit security guarantees for nations such as Australia, the Philippines, Singapore, and even erstwhile adversary Vietnam. The Bush administration seems determined to continue that course.

There is little that the United States can do to maintain stability in Southeast Asia. Cross-border wars are not threatening to overwhelm the region. If it is not willing to use U.S. forces, there is little Washington can do to prevent such wars from breaking out in the first place. America’s security interests in the region are modest, at best, and do not warrant military intervention.

Indeed, the region’s most serious problems are internal: ruthless repression in Burma, potential disintegration in Indonesia, political unrest in the Philippines. In such cases, a U.S. pressure is apt to prove ineffective at best and counter- productive at worst.

The other concern is aggression from an outside power, namely China, but Beijing’s ambitions seem limited to the South China Sea. Even there, China has been only cautiously assertive; its greatest success has come as a result of disarray among its competitors. In particular, the Philippines’ lack of a serious military provides an open invitation for Beijing to push its claims to the Spratly Islands.

Instead of entangling itself in squabbles of limited international significance, Washington should encourage friendly states to better arm themselves and to create cooperative relationships with each other, for example, through the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and with reliable outside players, particularly India and Japan. The United States should adopt a lower military profile in the region and abandon expensive and risky commitments that no longer serve the interests of the American people.
Presence Unnecessary – No Threat  

There is no foreign hegemonic threat that justifies our troop presence

Bandow, 2001 (Doug, Senior fellow CATO, “Needless Entanglements Washington’s Expanding Security Ties in Southeast Asia,” May 24, June 26, 2010, Policy Analysis, No. 401)

In that strategic environment, the United States faces few deadly threats. There are security problems, of course, but they involve primarily allied rather than American interests. North Korea’s military is poised on the border of the ROK, not America. The con- tested seas surrounding the Paracel and Spratly Islands are near the Philippines and Vietnam, not the United States. Unrest, repression, poverty, and disorder in Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines threaten local ruling establishments, not the American people. Even China

2is years away from possessing the military wherewithal to pose a serious challenge to the United States in East Asia, let alone else- where in the world. Even Adm. Dennis Blair, commander in chief of the U.S. Pacific Command, says that drugs, kidnapping, and piracy are the region’s most serious problems. “I don’t see threats. These aren’t situations we think of in terms of military threats.”1 While the future development of Southeast Asia may be of some interest to America, the lack of a global hegemonic threat has eliminated the reason the United States believed its vital interests required military intervention in Vietnam.2

Given those changes, it would be logical for Washington to diminish its military ties in the region. But, even though the Pentagon made modest reductions in U.S. forces in East Asia in the early 1990s, by 1995 the Department of Defense was reaffirming “our commitment to maintain a stable forward presence” of 100,000 troops in the region.3 The Pentagon’s 1995 report on East Asia explained that a host of bilateral ties—not only with such Northeast Asian allies as Japan and South Korea but also with Southeast Asian countries, including Australia, the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Palau, the Philippines, and Thailand— “remain inviolable, and the end of the Cold War has not diminished their importance.”4 Indeed, the Pentagon also lauded the growing links with Brunei, Burma, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam.5

Although one could imagine that Southeast Asian security relationships had at least some value during the Cold War, it is hard to conceive how their worth could be undiminished with the end of hegemonic communism. To make such a claim suggests that institutional preservation is more important than national security in the formulation of American foreign policy.
Presence Bad – Dependence 

US forces in South Korea lead to dependence and tension

Stanton ’10 (Washington attorney and U.S. Army Judge Advocate in Korea. “It’s Time for the U.S. Army to Leave Korea”. CBS News April 12. http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/11/opinion/main6386737.shtml)

Proceeding against the advice of my cardiologist, I must concede that for once, Ron Paul is actually on to something. The ground component of U.S. Forces Korea, which costs U.S. taxpayers billions of dollars a year to maintain, is an equally unaffordable political liability on the South Korean street. We should withdraw it. Every Saturday night off-post brawl is a headline in the muck-raking Korean press, for which the American soldier is inevitably blamed, and for which angry mobs perpetually demand renegotiations of the Status of Force Agreement to give Korea’s not-even-remotely-fair judicial system more jurisdiction over American soldiers.   The South Korean people do not appreciate the security our soldiers provide. The way some of them treat our soldiers ought to be a national scandal. Many off-post businesses don’t even let Americans through their front doors. The degree of anti-Americanism in South Korea is sufficient to be a significant force protection issue in the event of hostilities.   South Korea does not have our back. South Korea made much of the fact that it sent 3,000 soldiers to Iraq, where they sat behind concrete barriers in a secure Kurdish area of Iraq, protected by peshmerga, making no military contribution and taking no combat casualties. Their contribution to the effort in Afghanistan has been negligible, which is more than can be said of their contribution to the Taliban (previous President Roh Moo Hyun reportedly paid them a ransom of up to $20 million in 2007 to free South Korean hostages who took it upon themselves to charter a shiny new bus to bring Christianity to Kandahar). South Korea has been an equally unsteady ally against China.   The American security blanket has fostered a state of national adolescence by the South Korean public. Too many of them (some polls suggest most) see America as a barrier to reunification with their ethnic kindred in the North. Maybe nothing short of a North Korean attack on the South can encourage more sober thinking by South Koreans about their own security, but I suspect a greater sense of self-reliance and even vulnerability might.   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 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.  
Presence Bad – Destabilizes Diplomacy

US military presence and strikes only serve to destabilize the region – the US should pull out and focus on diplomatic efforts.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
Ever since North Korea’s dramatic revelation that it was producing materials that could be used to make nuclear weapons, the Bush administration has considered a range of policy options—including a military strike on North Korean nuclear facilities. Although the administration officially dismisses such talk, President Bush has left the military option on the table, and influential advisers outside of the administration have openly called for military action along the lines of the Israeli attack on Iraqi nuclear facilities at Osirak in 1981. But a military strike is the least desirable of a range of unpalatable policy choices. An attack on North Korea is likely to result in a full retaliatory response by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, which would threaten the lives of hundreds of thousands of South Koreans, as well as the nearly 37,000 Americans stationed on the peninsula. Even a successful attack could spread nuclear fallout throughout East Asia. Finally, a unilateral U.S. attack that destabilized the peninsula could upset relations with China and South Korea. Rather than adopting the most dangerous course of action as a first resort, the United States should instead take the opportunity to reduce its threat profile in the region by focusing on multilateral diplomatic efforts that place primary responsibility for resolving the crisis on those regional actors most threatened by the North Korean nuclear program.

Presence Bad – Incentivizes US Preemption

The US should withdraw and avoid being in the wrong war at the wrong time.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
In October 1950, during the first Korean War, Gen. Douglas MacArthur, the commander of U.S. forces on the peninsula, advocated a military strategy of carrying the fight well into North Korea, a sharp departure from the original mission of simply expelling DPRK forces from the South. Critics warned that such a strategy risked drawing the People’s Republic of China into the war. It would, in the words of Gen. Omar Bradley, involve the United States “in the wrong war, at the wrong place, at the wrong time, and with the wrong enemy.”76 A similar case could be made today. The timing of the Bush administration’s exposure of North Korea’s nuclear program is curious. It might be merely coincidental that it has emerged when the U.S. administration is promoting the doctrine of preventive war, which it employed in Iraq. Or it might be a matter of design by the DPRK, tied to a dispute with the United States over the Agreed Framework and a change of administration in Seoul—circumstances that, given the potential for further strains in the U.S.-ROK relationship, increase opportunities for mischief. Regardless of the origins of the crisis, however, the risks of a war arising from a preemptive U.S. attack far outweigh the likely benefits of halting the North’s nuclear program, or even the more ambitious goal of toppling Kim Jong-il’s regime. In short, the dangers posed by a nuclear North Korea are significant, but even limited military action would likely spiral into a devastating war. Thus, the United States must find an alternative—the least bad option available. That would almost certainly involve a messy mix of negotiations, deterrence, and cooperation with neighboring states and would yield uncertain results. Ultimately, however, instead of searching for ways to become more involved in a potentially catastrophic military conflict, Washington should withdraw from its dominating position in the region, which makes the United States the focus of Pyongyang’s attention and discourages other nations from fulfilling their normal international responsibilities. 
Presence Bad – Jeju Arms Race

The US military presence has negative consequences for the Jeju Island

Cha 2010 (Works for the Peace Network in South Korea. “Jeju and a Naval Arms Race in Asia” FPIF Think Tank. June 18. http://www.fpif.org/articles/jeju_and_a_naval_arms_race_in_asia)

Last April, 450 Geongjeong villagers filed a suit against the defense minister. The suit maintains that the ministry illegally approved the base plan without carrying out an environmental impact statement. The first court decision on the suit will be  handed down on July 15. In terms of the conflict between islanders and government, the case of the Jeju base is similar to the situation involving the U.S. military base in Okinawa. Former Japanese Prime Minster Yukio Hatoyama resigned after approving the original plan of relocating the Futenma Marine Corps base within Okinawa prefecture. Although acknowledging Okinawan concerns, Hatoyama decided to keep Washington happy. Jeju’s new governor, like Hatoyama, is caught between local demands and national priorities.  The naval base issue affects the very existence of the islanders’ life. The construction of a naval base not only could raise regional military tensions but also disrupt the ecosystem on the island. There are many cases of environmental destruction due to military bases in the Asia-Pacific region, including Okinawa, Hawaii, and Guam. The South Korean government has argued that tourism and U.S. military bases can coexist. According to Kyle Kajihiro, a leader of the DMZ-Hawai'i / Aloha 'Aina network, “The Korean government’s argument that militarization has been good for Hawaii and would be good for Jeju is dead wrong.” U.S. marine corps bases in Okinawa, Hawaii, and Guam were constructed in the postwar era before the rise of tourism on these islands. Jeju Island has already been discovered as a tourist destination, so the base will likely cause severe damage to the local economy.  

US presence on the Jeju naval base leads to an Asian arms race

Cha 2010 (Works for the Peace Network in South Korea. “Jeju and a Naval Arms Race in Asia” FPIF Think Tank. June 18. http://www.fpif.org/articles/jeju_and_a_naval_arms_race_in_asia)

The U.S.-Korea alliance is closely related to this issue. The naval forces of the United States are the most powerful in the world. The U.S. and South Korean government are expanding their military alliance, and if the naval base on Jeju Island is set up, the U.S. navy will use the base to monitor China’s naval power. Because of its close location to China, the naval base will primarily be a bulwark against Chinese expansion rather than defend against North Korea threat (for which the bases in Busan and Jinhae are better suited.)

The Jeju naval base is a likely bone of contention between the United States and China because of missile defense. Seoul plans to dock Aegis-equipped destroyers at Jeju. These warships are the main military component of the U.S. missile defense system. According to Xinhua Chinese newspaper, South Korea plans to build a new naval base on the southern island of Jeju to expand the range of its naval operations. U.S. defense contractor Lockheed Martin provides the Aegis combat system to Seoul. “China regards missile defense as the 21st century’s greatest threat and is dissatisfied with U.S. missile defense policy,” argues Cheong Wook-sik, director of Peace Network in South Korea. China believes that, in the event of a conflict over Taiwan, the United States will inevitably become involved because of missile defense.

South Korea, meanwhile, has indicated its interest in becoming more integrated into the U.S. missile defense system. In this way, by becoming caught in a conflict between China and the United States, the naval base could endanger Jeju Island and the national security of South Korea. According to Lee Tae-ho, deputy secretary general of People’s Solidarity for Participatory Democracy in South Korea, “The Chinese government has a response strategy that first attacks U.S. missile defense in the case of an emergency. That means that the Jeju naval base will be targeted in an armed conflict between the United States and China.” Even short of war, the base will create tension among China, Japan, and Korea, which could escalate into a naval arms race in the Asia-Pacific region.
Presence Bad – Entanglement 

Current US troops are useless and only serve to entangle the US in Korean conflicts.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
The developing nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula has played out in the midst of an ongoing debate over the role and utility of American troops in East Asia. Today, the nearly 37,000 U.S. forces in the Republic of Korea (ROK, or South Korea) and an additional 50,000 in Japan will be nuclear hostages if the North marries an effective nuclear device to a means of delivery, which some fear it has already done. Nowhere else on earth would so many Americans be at such risk. Although the American troops in Korea serve no useful military purpose and contribute to a growing anti-American sentiment in South Korea, the troop tripwire makes North Korea’s nuclear weapons America’s problem.2 The United States is needlessly entangled in the inter-Korean conflict and is seen by Pyongyang as its primary adversary. Washington’s force deployment has interfered with a solution to the nuclear issue in another way. Fear of having to discuss U.S. troop deployments apparently is one reason the Bush administration has rejected North Korea’s demands for bilateral negotiations and a nonaggression pledge.3 The situation is serious. It is widely assumed that the North possesses, or has at least reprocessed, enough plutonium to make one or two nuclear weapons.4 It is now clear that North Korea has been enriching uranium suitable for use in nuclear weapons despite the 1994 Agreed Framework, which was supposed to halt Pyongyang’s program. U.S. officials fear that Pyongyang intends to build up its stockpile and perhaps test a weapon.5 The game of brinkmanship grows more serious almost daily
***Add-Ons***

2AC Troop Shift Add-on

Plan frees up troops for Afghanistan, Iraq, and the War on Terror

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Neither Richard Halloran’s diplomatic options nor the blatantly militant pre-emption options should be entertained. There is a more viable option: a unilateral withdraw of United States ground forces from South Korea. The current administration’s commitment to the global war on terrorism, with subsequent military deployments to Afghanistan and Iraq, has caused considerable strain on the United States Military’s finite resources. Service components, scrambling to meet the increased operational tempo of the current environment, have yet to realize the implications on retention and sustaining a quality force.

Withdrawal of forces from South Korea would enable the United States to realize an infrastructure cost savings while continuing to meet the guidance in the National Security Strategy and regional policy objectives that are inherent in forward basing of troops. It will also make available more forces for the administration’s global war on terrorism. Additionally, the removal of American forces from South Korea would alleviate political unrest associated with the increasing anti-American sentiment among South Koreans.

Withdrawal frees up resources

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc= 
GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Considering the capability of the ROK Military and the recent disparate demands on the United States military, the time is ripe to withdraw ground forces from South Korea. This course of action will enable the military to apply more resources toward the global war on terrorism. Furthermore, there will be inherent cost savings by withdrawing ground forces from South Korea. The American force structure currently in Korea could be deployed elsewhere (Afghanistan, Iraq, or Bosnia). Withdrawal of forces would eliminate the infrastructure cost of maintaining hundreds of individual camps required to forward base U.S. ground forces. Furthermore, the removal of U.S. ground forces would halt the progress of anti-American sentiment among the South Korean population.

2AC Bioweapons Addon

North Korea is ready and willing to use and sell bioweapons

Schneider ‘8

(Mark-, July 1, Comparative Strategy, “The Future of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent”, Vol. 27 #4, 
informaworld.com/715134_770849120_903312920.pdf" 

http://pdfserve. 

informaworld.com/715134_770849120_903312920.pdf
)

Are there actual existing threats to the survival of the United States? The answer is unquestionably “yes.” Both Russia and China have the nuclear potential to destroy the United States (and our allies) and are modernizing their forces with the objective of targeting the United States.4 China is also increasing the number of its nuclear weapons.5 Russia is moving away from democracy, and China remains a Communist dictatorship. A number of hostile dictatorships—North Korea, Iran, and possibly Syria—have or are developing longer-range missiles, as well as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.6 They already have the ability to launch devastating WMD attacks against our allies and our forward deployed forces, and in time may acquire capabilities against the United States. Iran will probably have nuclear weapons within approximately 2 to 5 years.7 The United States already faces a chemical and biological weapons threat despite arms control prohibitions. Due to arms control, we do not have an in-kind deterrent. Both Iranian and Syria acquisition of nuclear weapons could be affected by sales from North Korea, which have been reported in the press.8

Extinction

Singer ‘1

(Clifford-, Spring, “Will Mankind Survive the Millennium?”, 
WillMankindSurvivetheMillennium.pdf" 

http://acdis.illinois.edu/assets/docs/312/articles/ 

WillMankindSurvivetheMillennium.pdf
;  )

There are, however, two technologies currently under development that may pose a more serious threat to human survival. The first and most immediate is biological warfare combined with genetic engineering. Smallpox is the most fearsome of natural biological warfare agents in existence. By the end of the next decade, global immunity to smallpox will likely be at a low unprecedented since the emergence of this disease in the distant past, while the opportunity for it to spread rapidly across the globe will be at an all time high. In the absence of other complications such as nuclear war near the peak of an epidemic, developed countries may respond with quarantine and vaccination to limit the damage. Otherwise mortality there may match the rate of 30 percent or more expected in unprepared developing countries. With respect to genetic engineering using currently available knowledge and technology, the simple expedient of spreading an ample mixture of coat protein variants could render a vaccination response largely ineffective, but this would otherwise not be expected to substantially increase overall mortality rates. With development of new biological technology, however, there is a possibility that a variety of infectious agents may be engineered for combinations of greater than natural virulence and mortality, rather than just to overwhelm currently available antibiotics or vaccines. There is no a priori known upper limit to the power of this type of technology base, and thus the survival of a globally connected human family may be in question when and if this is achieved.

Note- there are 2 Ils- one is the WMD escalation warrant from the first adv, the other is regime collapse ( cbw sales and use from the second

2AC Rape Add-On

US troops have committed 100,000 crimes in the past decades, including countless rapes.
Korea International War Crimes Tribunal 01 [“Report on US Crimes in Korea 1945-2001, 19.  Statistics on Crimes Committed by US Troops in South Korea,” 6/23/01, Acc. 6/25/10, http://www.iacenter.org/Koreafiles/ktc-civilnetwork.htm]
Crimes committed by US soldiers were found as early as when US troops were first stationed in south Korea. According to the South Korean government's official statistics, 50,082 crimes were committed by US soldiers from 1967 to 1998 (including those by soldiers' families), and 56,904 US soldiers were involved (including soldiers' families) in these crimes. The statistics imply that the actual figure may be higher if take into account those cases not handled by the south Korean police. Based on the statistics, the total number of crimes committed by US soldiers since September 8, 1945 (when they were first stationed in Korea) is estimated to be around 100,000. Unfortunately the south Korean government does not have statistics on US soldiers' crimes committed before 1967, because SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement) went into effect in 1967, allowing the south Korean court jurisdiction over crimes committed by US soldiers with narrow and limited application. So, from 1945 to 1967, the US had full authority in court. south Koreans were even subjected to American rulings (of course, in English language). And during 1945-1948, when the US military government took control over the south Korean government, a judge was an active US soldier, with no jury system although the court followed American court system. Many problems aroused including language barrier, lack of cultural understanding and even prejudice on the part of the judge, unfair practices on the part of interpreters. Study by Ministry of Justice of south Korea  shows that among the 39,452 cases (45,183 US soldiers involved) of crimes committed by US soldiers from 1967 to 1987, South Korea was able to exercise its jurisdiction only in 234 cases, punishing only 351 US soldiers. Among them, 84 US soldiers were convicted of rape and 89 US soldiers were convicted of murder and robbery. Taking into account the fact that rape cases were more common before 1967, and that many rape cases were intentionally hidden and forgotten, the actual number of rape cases committed by US soldiers will be much higher than what official figures suggest. 1980, the year of civilian uprising in Kwangju  alone, over 1,679 crimes committed by US soldiers were reported. Due to the military dictator, Chun Doo Hwan’s martial law at the time, south Korea lost its jurisdiction that year. Not even a single case was handled in south Korean court. Countless cases of rape were committed by US soldiers, including a woman gang raped by 4 soldiers' in March 1946, a 14-year-old schoolgirl raped in 1956, a daughter and a mother both raped in 1967, a woman raped by 8 soldiers in the mountains in 1971, a month pregnant teacher raped in 1986 by 5 soldiers in the middle of Team Spirit military exercise, a handicapped schoolgirl sexually harassed in 1996, and a 6-year-old girl sexually harassed in May 1997. 
Rape causes unimaginable trauma—it’s a fate worse than death.

Glazer 97 [Yale, Assistant District Attorney in Bronx County in New York, 25 Am. J. Crim. L. 79]

Studies of rape show it to be a violent and brutal crime, often involving sexual humiliation and physical abuse.  "Rape is unique among acts of violence: it shatters not only a victim's physical well-being but also her emotional world. Psychologists say that the surviving victim's sense of self-esteem, security and basic trust may be irreparably  damaged."  Rape has been called a "fate worse than death."  As a result of being raped, victims often suffer extreme trauma, both physically and emotionally. The symptoms experienced by rape victims have been compared in severity to post-traumatic stress disorder observed in war veterans.  Rape often induces a cycle of behavioral problems that extend well beyond the time when the physical damage from the assault has healed. Women often experience "intense attacks on [their] psychic equilibrium," often requiring intensive psychotherapy treatments.  Other long-term consequences of rape include self-destructive behavior, impaired self-esteem, interpersonal problems,  and a greater likelihood  of becoming a drug or alcohol addict.
2AC Nanotech Add-On (1/2)

South Korean Development is key to advanced development of nanotechnology

Sandhu, 07 

(Adarsh, “South Korea Plays to its Strengths”, www.nature.com/naturenanotechnology) 
Historians and economists describe the  dramatic growth of the South Korean  economy as the ‘Miracle on the Han  River’. South Korea is now the tenth  largest economy in the world and the  third largest in Asia, with a gross national  product of about $25,000 per head. It is  also home to two of the world’s biggest  high-tech companies — Samsung and  LG Electronics. Once an agricultural  economy, South Korea now focuses  on electronics, telecommunications,  automobiles, chemicals, shipbuilding and  steel. Not surprisingly, it has also started  to invest seriously in nanotechnology,  with the aim of becoming one of the top  three countries in the world in this field  by 2015.   “Korea has three strengths in its  approach to nanotechnology,” says  Yoon-Ha Jeong, director of the National  Center for Nanomaterials Technology  (NCNT) in Pohang. The first, according  to Jeong, is the NanoTechnology  Comprehensive Development Project  (NTCDP), which was launched in  2001, and is funded by nine different  government ministries. Total government  spending on nanotechnology was  $277 million last year, and when  investments from the private sector are  included, it is estimated that South Korea  will spend a total of $4,855 million over  the course of the second nanotechnology  master plan, which runs from 2006 to 2015.   Korea’s second strength, says Jeong,  is the way that a collection of loosely  connected R&D projects between  industry, universities and other institutes  has evolved into well-coordinated  programmes with government support  for rapid commercialization of the  results (see Box 1). Finally, as part of the  NTCDP, the government has established  five National NanoTechnology Centers  to build the infrastructure needed by  the nanotechnology community in  South Korea.    Samsung employs 1,200 R&D staff at the Samsung Advanced Institute of Technology in Yongin near Seoul.   Between now and 2015, Korea  will focus on commercializing  nanotechnology and avoiding  unnecessary duplication of effort.  “One of the roles of the NTCDP is to  monitor and guide our efforts so as  to avoid duplication,” says Jeong. “We  want to emphasize efficiency in the  industrialization of nanotechnology,  which means minimizing unnecessary  competition. For example, Samsung is  focusing on semiconductor electronics  and displays and LG is working  closely with its affiliate LG Chemical  in the field of chemicals and life and  health technologies.”   Samsung has clear goals to  use nanotechnology as part of its  future business plans, according to  Jong Min Kim, senior vice-president  of the Samsung Advanced Institute of  Technology (SAIT). “Our nano-activities  are focused on semiconductors, displays  and fuel cells,” he says. “We expect   to launch a wide range of nanotech  products within the next three years  including charge-trap memories using  nanoparticles, phase-change memories,  displays with back lights made of  carbon nanotubes, organic emissive  mobile devices, paper-like displays  based on nano-ink, and fuel cells that  use nanocatalysts.”   Korean universities are  establishing new departments  of nanotechnology to meet the  needs of industry.   Sung Tae Kim, vice-president  of the LG Electronics Institute of  Technology, also has concrete plans  for commercializing nanotechnology,  including applications as diverse as  the use of arrays of scanning probe  microscope tips to achieve data storage

2AC Nanotech Add-On (1/2)
Nanotech key to stopping disease
Hewson, 10 (John,  specialist in variant forms of Sciences, Space Exporation, UFO's and general Paranormal subject matter, “What is the importance of Nanotechnology?”, http://ezinearticles.com/?What-is-the-Importance-of-Nanotechnology?&id=2254839)
One, if not the most important, aspects of the applications of Nanotechnology is the incorporation of this science into medical programs embracing the present research into vaccine formation, wound regeneration, skin care, narcotic countermeasures and chemical and biologic detectors. The biological in addition to medicinal study areas, have utilized the unequalled properties of nanomaterials for various programs not least due to their aspiring enhanced delivery methods, such as pulmonic or epidermic systems to prevent having to pass throughout the abdomen, encapsulation for both delivery and deferred release, and ultimately the combination of detection with transmission, to ensure that medicines are delivered precisely where they are required, consequently reducing the side effects on sound tissue and cells. The future may well include huge task forces of medical nanorobots tinier than a cell drifting through our bodies removing bacteria, cleaning blocked arteries, and undoing the damage of old age. This type of emerging important science would permit medical personnel to analyze if someone has suffered a heart attack quicker than is currently possible with existing checks on blood proteins. Contemplate a medical device that journeys through the body to search for and eliminate small groups of cancerous cells in advance of their spread. The leading light of nanotechnology, Dr K Eric Drexler, even asserts that nanorobots will be produced that are capable of self replicating in much the same method as cells currently do in our bodies. Nanotechnology pulls theories and conceptions from disciplines not only comprising engineering and physics but also chemistry, biology, mathematics and computer science. Moreover, it is being proclaimed as the next big technological revolution.

2AC Environment Add-On

US military presence in bases is contaminating the South Korean environment.

War Resisters Intl. 09 [“South Korea pays the price for big US bases,” http://www.wri-irg.org/node/7314]
In 2007, 23 bases were returned to the ROK under the relocation agreem ent - but without undergoing thorough decontamination. The US ignores ROK regulations, applying its standards of Known, Imminent and Substantial Endangerment to human health. In some places contamination levels are 100 times above the limit set by Korean law. The SOFA between the US and the ROK has been an unequal agreement with grave costs to the ROK; however, due to the consistent efforts and campaigns of civic organisations in the ROK, certain aspects of the SOFA have been altered. The amended SOFA now contains a clause regarding environmental damage caused by military usage, requiring the USFK to clean up contamination before handing over bases that are being shut down.

Loss of ecosystems irreversible – outweighs all other impacts
William Weeks, of the Nature Conservancy, 1991 [/May, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation
In fact, when compared to all other environmental problems, human caused extinctions are likely to be of far greater concern.  Extinction is the permanent destruction of unique life forms and the only irreversible ecological change that humans can cause.  No matter what the effort or sincerity of intentions, extinct species can never be replaced.  “From the standpoint of permanent despoliation of the planet,” Norman Meyers observes, no other form of environmental degradation “is anywhere so significant as the fallout of species.”  Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson is less modest in assessing the relative consequences of human-caused extinctions.  To Wilson, the worst thing that will happen to earth is not economic collapse, the depletion of energy supplies or even nuclear war.  As frightful as these events might be, Wilson reasons that they can “be repaired within a few generations.  The one process ongoing that will take millions of years to correct is the loss of genetic and species diversity by destruction of natural habitats.

 *** Inherency ***

Inherency  
U.S. currently has 28, 500 military personnel stationed in South Korea – No more reductions are planned.

Bureau of East Asia and Pacific Affairs ‘10 (U.S. Department of State on Asian-Pacific matters; ‘Background Note: South Korea;’ May 28, 2010; http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm, Accessed June 23, 2010) Brandon Nhan cut this card. =D

 The United States believes that the question of peace and security on the Korean Peninsula is, first and foremost, a matter for the Korean people to decide. Under the 1953 U.S.-R.O.K. Mutual Defense Treaty, the United States agreed to help the Republic of Korea defend itself against external aggression. In support of this commitment, the United States has maintained military personnel in Korea, including the Army's Second Infantry Division and several Air Force tactical squadrons. To coordinate operations between these units and the over 680,000-strong Korean armed forces, a Combined Forces Command (CFC) was established in 1978. The head of the CFC also serves as Commander of the United Nations Command (UNC) and U.S. Forces Korea (USFK). The current CFC commander is General Walter “Skip” Sharp. Several aspects of the U.S.-R.O.K. security relationship are changing as the U.S. moves from a leading to a supporting role. In 2004 an agreement was reached on the return of the Yongsan base in Seoul--as well as a number of other U.S. bases--to the R.O.K. and the eventual relocation of all U.S. forces to south of the Han River. Those movements are expected to be completed by 2016. In addition, the U.S. and R.O.K. agreed to reduce the number of U.S. troops in Korea to 25,000 by 2008, but a subsequent agreement by the U.S. and R.O.K. presidents in 2008 has now capped that number at 28,500, with no further troop reductions planned. The U.S. and R.O.K. have also agreed to transfer wartime operational control to the R.O.K. military on April 17, 2012. As Korea's economy has developed, trade and investment ties have become an increasingly important aspect of the U.S.-R.O.K. relationship. Korea is the United States' seventh-largest trading partner (ranking ahead of larger economies such as France, Italy, and India), and there are significant flows of manufactured goods, agricultural products, services and technology between the two countries. Major American firms have long been major investors in Korea, while Korea's leading firms have begun to make significant investments in the United States. The implementation of structural reforms contained in the IMF's 1998 program for Korea improved access to the Korean market and improved trade relations between the United States and Korea. Building on that improvement, the United States and Korea launched negotiations on the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA) on February 2, 2006. The KORUS FTA was signed by the United States and Korea on June 30, 2007 and is currently awaiting ratification. The KORUS FTA is a comprehensive FTA that eliminates virtually all barriers to trade and investment between the two countries. Tariffs on 95% of trade between the two countries will be eliminated within three years of implementation, with virtually all the remaining tariffs being removed within 10 years of implementation; the FTA also contains chapters that address non-tariff measures in investment, intellectual property, services, competition policy, and other areas. The KORUS FTA is the largest free trade agreement Korea has ever signed, the largest free trade agreement for the United States since the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1992, and the United States’ first FTA with a major Asian economy. Economists have projected that the FTA will generate billions of dollars in increased trade and investment between the United States and the Republic of Korea, and boost economic growth and job creation in both countries.
Inherency 

The U.S. has no intention of withdrawing its military presence in South Korea.

Daniel ‘10 (Lisa, American Forces Press Service, ‘Obama Reaffirms Alliance With South Korea,’ U.S. Department of Defense,  June 3, 2010, 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/LHS%20Debate/Desktop/Defense.gov%20News%20Article%20%20Obama%20Reaffirms%20Alliance%20With%20South%20Korea.htm, Date Accessed 6/23/10) Brandon Nhan cut this card. 
WASHINGTON, June 3, 2010 – South Korea has the full support of the United States as it confronts North Korea’s sinking of its naval ship Cheonan, and the 60-year U.S. alliance with the republic is as strong as ever, President Barack Obama said last night. Obama made the remarks as part of a videotaped message to the Korea Society’s annual dinner in New York that commemorates the Korean War. Former Secretary of State and Defense Colin Powell spoke at the event. The society is a non-profit group dedicated to furthering understanding and cooperation between the United States and Korea. Obama said he appreciated the opportunity to reaffirm “the unbreakable bonds” of the two nations on the 60th anniversary of the communist invasion across the 38th parallel, and in light of the “unprovoked act of aggression” by North Korea in sinking the South Korean vessel, Cheonan, in March that killed 46 sailors. “To our friends from the Republic of Korea who join you tonight, I say this: you and President Lee [Myung-bak] have shown extraordinary patience and self-restraint,” Obama said. “You have shown the world what true strength and confidence looks like. And you have the full support of your friend and ally, the United States of America.” Obama said the two governments will continue to consult closely on the Cheonan incident, and that he looks forward to meeting with Lee in Toronto later this month. “Together, we will ensure our readiness and deter aggression,” he said. “We will work with allies and partners to hold North Korea accountable, including at the United Nations Security Council, making it clear that security and respect for North Korea will never come through aggression, but only by upholding its obligations. “And as I said during my visit to Seoul and Osan last fall,” Obama continued, “the commitment of the United States to the security and defense of the Republic of Korea will never waver.” Obama said South Korea will demonstrate its “rightful place as a leader on the world stage” by hosting the G-20 Summit in November and the Nuclear Security Summit in two years. Until then, he said, “We go together in these difficult days. And we will continue to go together in the months and years to come.”
=
***Korean War Adv***
War Advantage – North Korea Will Use Nukes

North Korea would use nuclear weapons according to Harvard experts  

Asia Times 2009, (Donald Kirk, 1.13.9, “A nuclear threat is exposed,”

http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KA13Dg01.html)

The report offers few specifics, but Allison, proliferation expert at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government, painted a dire picture of North Korea's rise as a nuclear power since the breakdown of the 1994 Geneva agreement in 2002. "Kim Jong-il has crossed all the red lines pretty much with impunity," he remarked in response to a question by this writer at a briefing at Georgetown University.

The clear inference was that North Korea has done whatever it wants when it comes to developing nuclear warheads with no fear of punishment by the US or other countries. So what's the solution, short of staging a pre-emptive strike on North Korea's nuclear complex at Yongbyon as well as other critical sites, including that of the underground nuclear test of October 9, 2006?

Allison, author of Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe, had no real solution. "What means ‘fully accountable?" he asked. In North Korea, the term means "Do what we ask and offer us some more."

Allison saw China as holding the key if it chooses to exercise its influence over North Korea as the North's only ally, the source of much of its aid and its most important trading partner. He believed, however, that China "is as short-sighted" as the United States in exercising the type of pressure needed to persuade, if not force, North Korea to abandon the program. "If China were after its own interests," said Allison, "It would have been thinking, 'My God, we're not going to live with this situation'."
Allison's portrayal of North Korea's potential for making mischief appeared all the more alarming in the downward spiral of North-South relations. In the latest blast, the North Korean weekly, Tongil Shinbo, responded to South Korean President Lee Mung-bak's promise to "work calmly and flexibly to resolve the current stalemate in inter-Korean relations" by saying "change must come in South Korea by sweeping out the entire group of traitors".

War Advantage IL – U.S. Troops (SoKo Conventional Capability

South Korea can already wreck North Korea conventionally- Withdrawal forces Seoul to build up their forces to neutralizing North Korea’s WMD and provide a residual hedge against China

Bandow Sr Fellow Cato ‘9

(Doug-, June 16, The National Interest, “A Tattered Umbrella”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10293)

More than a half century after the Korean War, the Republic of Korea (ROK) remains surprisingly dependent on America. It's as if the United States was cowering before the Mexican military, begging its friends in Europe for help. In fact, the ROK requires no assistance to defend itself from conventional attack.

The so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has a strong numerical military advantage over the South: about 1.1 million personnel under arms, compared to fewer than seven hundred thousand for Seoul. Pyongyang also has impressive numbers of other weapons, including more than four thousand tanks and roughly eighteen thousand artillery pieces.

However, most of the North's equipment is decades old, a generation or two behind even that of the long-gone Soviet Union. Training is minimal and many of the DPRK's military personnel perform construction and similar tasks. The Korean peninsula's rugged geography favors defense. Putting thousands of antiquated tanks backed by hundreds of thousands of malnourished soldiers on the move south would create a human "turkey shoot" of epic proportions.

Anyway, the ROK's numerical inferiority is a matter of choice, not an immutable artifact of geography. In its early years the South's resources were sharply limited. But today, South Korea is thought to have upwards of forty times the North's GDP. Seoul also possesses a substantial industrial base, sports high-tech expertise and enjoys a sterling international credit rating. The ROK's population is twice that of the North. South Korea could spend more than the equivalent of North Korea's entire economy on defense if the former wished. But it hasn't wished to do so, preferring to rely on Washington instead.

The time for subsidizing wealthy allies has long passed. The financial crisis makes it imperative that the United States return to such nations responsibility for their own defense. Undoubtedly an American withdrawal would result in a far-reaching debate among South Koreans over how much they felt threatened by the North and how much they believed necessary to spend in response. But that is precisely the debate they should have had years ago. The prospect of a nuclear North Korea obviously is more frightening than even one with ample numbers of artillery pieces targeting the city of Seoul. But there is little reason to believe that the North has any deliverable weapons at this point.

Given present course, that time is likely, but not certain, to come. However, South Korea has time to prepare. Rather than relying on America for its protection, Seoul should invest in missile defense and enhance its air-defense capabilities. The South also should consider creating a conventional deterrent: the ability to respond to a nuclear strike by eliminating the Kim regime. That means developing potent offensive missile and air attack capabilities. (Japan, despite its quasi-pacifist constitution, should do the same.)

Such forces would help fulfill a second function: deter an aggressive China, if Beijing ever changed its policy from the oft-repeated "peaceful rise" to a more belligerent stance. The People's Republic of China (PRC) has much to gain from stability in East Asia and has worked to assure its neighbors of its peaceful intentions. However, the future is unknowable. The best way for Beijing's neighbors to ensure China's rise is peaceful is to maintain armed forces sufficient to deter the PRC from considering military action.

Such a "dual use" capability would benefit the United States as well. The objective would not be a high-profile attempt at containment, but a low-profile capacity for deterrence, relieving Washington of any need to intervene. Most important, America should not reflexively extend its "nuclear umbrella" in response to the future possibility of a nuclear North Korea. Doing so would inevitably deepen American involvement in regional controversies, potentially turning every local dispute into an international crisis.

War Advantage IL – U.S. Troops (SoKo Conventional Capability

Rising global WMD threats to the U.S. will leave it unable to help South Korea- transitioning defense commitments is key

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Since then, the military leadership in Korea has reassessed the threat from North Korea. General Leon LaPorte, current Commander of all United States forces in Republic of Korea, addressed the threat posed by North Korea in a recent interview on ABC-TV. During the interview he talked about the capability of the South Korea/ United States military in comparison to the capability of the North Korea military. LaPorte stated that “The Republic of Korea and the United States have tremendous military capabilities, far exceeding those of North Korea. The Republic of Korea (ROK) military is a very well-trained, well-led and disciplined force. They have a significant number of ground forces.” LaPorte told the interviewer that North Korea’s navy and air force are “minuscule compared to the ROK and U.S. Navy and Air Force.” In discussing North Korea’s capability he said the North Korean military is “an aging military, with older Soviet equipment and they have not been able to make the investment.” 12

When considering North Korean conventional threat versus ROK military capabilities that include a large ground force, one must ask, what is the military purpose of American ground forces forward deployed to South Korea? What more could the 37,000 United States forces contribute to a ground campaign conducted by 650,000-strong ROK force? Pundits reiterate that the United States’ major military contribution to South Korea in the event of hostilities will be in the form of naval and air forces, not ground forces.

Andrew Krepenevich, noted scholar and expert in foreign relations, approaches the issue in a more strategic context. In an article he wrote concerning America as a global power, he makes several predictions. He states that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and missile technology will likely demand an increasing share of United States defense resources for homeland defense. He maintains that this will leave less military capability available for forward presence. He argues that our policy should encourage allies to assume a larger role in providing ground forces for peacekeeping, urban control operations and regional conflicts. In the case of South Korea, this would not entail an increase of resources on the part of U.S. allies. “South Korea should be capable of effectively defending itself without major United States ground reinforcements.”13

Status quo security arrangements block SK military modernization

Solomon 2010 (Jay, Washington Post Foreign Affairs Correspondent**, “Seoul Weighs Shift in U.S. Military Ties”, May 31, 2010, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB100014240527487034066045752783

50884508216.html)

"We need to have our own ways to threaten North Korea," said Kim Tae-woo, a South Korean defense expert who sits on one of two committees President Lee has established to assess Seoul's military preparedness. "We need to have this dialogue with our allies."

Mr. Lee took office in 2008 calling for an overhaul of South Korea's military apparatus, which his party had charged was weakened during 10 years of liberal rule in Seoul. But South Korea's new government initially agreed with its predecessor's plans to shrink the size of Seoul's military ranks while reining in defense spending.

War Advantage – 2AC Timeframe

War imminent
Kim 6.18 Kwang Tae, Staff Writer, 6/18/2010, The Associated Press, Lexis
North Korea, meanwhile, kept up its harsh rhetoric Friday, with an official accusing South Korea of escalating tensions and repeating Pyongyang's warning that the two sides are on theverge of war. "This has pushed the inter-Korean relations to a total collapse and created such (a) tense situation on the Korean peninsula that a war may break out right now," Choe ThaeBok, a top official in North Korea's Workers' Party, told a gathering in Pyongyang attended by senior party, military and government officials, according to the Korean Central News Agency.
North/South Korea Tensions High

Tensions between North and South Korea are extremely high and can easily escalate to nuclear war

MacLeod 2010 (Calum, Political reporter for USA Today**, “Tension in Korea: A sunken ship, and talk of war”, 6/3/2010, USa Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2010-06-01-korea-tension_N.htm)

"The chances of it escalating into a full-scale war are still fairly low, though we're at a level of tension we haven't seen in decades," says Abraham Denmark, an Asia-Pacific expert at the Center for a New American Security.  "It's not preposterous. Things could definitely escalate."  The situation can get a "whole lot worse before it could get better," says Victor Cha, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a think tank in Washington  Cha says North Korea's decision to cut off a naval hotline with South Korea leaves the opportunity for miscalculation on both sides. The lack of communication comes as the U.S. Navy and South Korean navy prepare for a joint military exercise.  "We're in this clear cycle now without any clear exit ramps. The danger about conventional provocations is that the DMZ and the balance of forces are on hair-trigger alert on both sides," says Cha, who adds that he worries North Korea may attempt another strike against South Korea. "There's an action-reaction cycle that in some ways is more dangerous than the possibility of a conventional war."  Such a war could devastate both sides quickly. North Korea and South Korea boast two of the largest and most well-equipped militaries in the world, says Joseph Bermudez Jr., a senior defense analyst for the Jane's Information Group. 

US Presence ( Nuke War 

Threat of Nuke War Amplified by Troop Presence In South Korea            

Horween ’09, (Matt, commissioned US foreign service officer for US Agency for International Development, “Time To Remove US Troops From South Korea,” The Street, August 29, 2009. http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/1/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html)
If North Korea decides to move against South Korea, our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children. 

Troops aren’t necessary; Nuclear War Would Be Only Solution               

Horween ’09, (Matt, commissioned US foreign service officer for US Agency for International Development, “Time To Remove US Troops From South Korea,” The Street, August 29, 2009. http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/1/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html) 
The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II. 

US Presence ( North Korea Prolif

North Korea began to develop nuclear weapons in the first place as a response to the US military threat present in South Korea.

Pritchard 2007 (Charles, White House negotiator to North Korea**, “The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb”, 2007, Brookings Institution Press, http://site.ebrary.com/lib/berkeley/docDetail.action?docID= 10176636&p00=%22second%20korean%20war%22)
Essentially the same set of events witnessed in June and July with the missile test were repeated after Pyongyang announced on October 3, 2006. that it intended to conduct a nuclear test and then made good on its announcement by conducting its first nuclear explosion on October 9. The North Koreans have been remarkably consistent in their own rationale—however faulty and misguided the United States may believe it to be—for developing their nuclear weapons program. In its October 3 announcement, Pyongyang described the "daily" pressure by the United States that resulted in its decision to test a nuclear device, its no-first use policy, and finally, its continuing commitment to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula: The Foreign Ministry of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea issued the following statement Tuesday solemnly clarifying the DPRK stand on the new measure to be taken by it to bolster its war deterrent for self-defence: The U.S. daily increasing threat of a nuclear war and its vicious sanctions and pressure have caused a grave situation on the Korean Peninsula in which the supreme interests and security of our State are seriously infringed upon and the Korean nation stands at the crossroads of life and death. The U.S. has become more frantic in its military exercises and arms build-up on the peninsula and in its vicinity for the purpose of launching the second Korean war since it made a de facto "declaration of war"
North Korea was the first to offer the idea of denuclearization but this has been abused by the US.

Pritchard 2007 (Charles, White House negotiator to North Korea**, “The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb”, 2007, Brookings Institution Press, http://site.ebrary.com/lib/berkeley/docDetail.action?docID= 10176636&p00=%22second%20korean%20war%22)
As the DPRK has been exposed to the L.S. nuclear threat and blackmail over the past more than half a century, it proposed the denuclearization of the peninsula before any others and has since made utmost efforts to that end. The U.S., however, abused the idea of denuclearization set out by the DPRK for isolating and stilling the ideology and system chosen by its people, while systematically disregarding all its magnanimity and sincerity. The ultimate goal of the DPRK is not a "denuclearization" to be followed by its unilateral disarmament but one aimed at settling the hostile relations between the DPRK and the U.S. and removing the very source of all nuclear threats from the Korean Peninsula and its vicinity. There is no change in the principled stand of the DPRK to materialize the denuclearization of the peninsula through dialogue and negotiation. The DPRK will make positive efforts to denuclearize the peninsula its own way without fail despite all challenges and difficulties.

North Korea’s nuclear tests were in response to pressure from the US and for defensive purposes.

Pritchard 2007 (Charles, White House negotiator to North Korea**, “The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb”, 2007, Brookings Institution Press, http://site.ebrary.com/lib/berkeley/docDetail.action?docID= 10176636&p00=%22second%20korean%20war%22)
In our talks over the next few days we were told that North Korea had tested a nuclear device because of U.S. political pressure and because it was only natural for a nuclear state to test. Even though Pyongyang had conducted a nuclear lest, it was still committed to the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. The rationale for staying away from the six- party talks for the last year was because of the so-called sanctions that the United States had imposed on the Banco Delta Asia (BDA) in Macau. 

Solvency – Presence Leads to War

Military forces in South Korea only serve to increase the likeliness of war.

Gerson, 2007 (Joseph, “Ten Reasons to Withdraw all US Foreign Military Bases,” Peacework Magazine, Jan-Feb, 

http://www.ipb.org/i/pdf-files/Gerson-Forum-Military-Bases.pdf)

Bases Increase the Likelihood of War.  The US maintains an unprecedented infrastructure of more than 700 US foreign military bases. In recent years such bases have been essential to the US wars against Iraq, the 1998 war against Serbia, the US invasion of Panama, and the current wars within Colombia and the Philippines. The 200-plus US military bases and installations in Japan and South Korea increase the likelihood of future US wars against North Korea and China. 

U.S Troops could not withstand NK attack
Troops in South Korea are unable to resist a North Korean attack – they should be removed immediately to minimize damages.

Meyer 2009 (Carlton, former U.S. Marine Corps officer, participated in military exercises in Korea, “The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon”, The Future of Freedom Foundation, 18 June, http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp)


In 1991, as pressure was mounting in the U.S. Congress to cut the Cold War-era military budget, Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staffs General Colin Powell said: “I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of villains. I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.”  North Korea is still touted as a major threat to the United States, yet that conflict persists because of a refusal of the United States to agree to North Korea’s demand that all foreign troops leave the Korean peninsula once an armistice is signed. As some U.S. troops are withdrawn from Iraq and Congress looks to cut budgets, generals are busy exaggerating threats.  North Korea’s million man army is mostly a collection of conscripts with old weaponry who spend most of their time harvesting crops. Its millions of “reservists” are nothing more than men who once served in the military. Most of its tanks and aircraft are not operable and the remainder lack fuel supplies to operate more than a few hours. On the other hand, the 700,000 man South Korean army is well trained, equipped with modern equipment, and backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called to duty within hours. South Korea has twice the population of the North, 40 times its economic power, and spends four times more on its military each year. South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and billions in foreign currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  If North Korea attacked South Korea, the South Koreans would fight from mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road. Their old tanks would not be able to advance through the mountainous border since the South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues. North Korean infantry and engineers could not clear road paths while under heavy artillery fire.  The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications. These attacks would bog down from heavy casualties and a lack of supply. Thousands of South Koreans would suffer casualties from North Korean artillery and commando attacks. Nevertheless, the North Korean army would not break through and its soldiers would soon starve.  A major North Korean objective would be to kill Americans. This is not difficult as American troops and their families are located at easily targeted bases that would be pummeled by North Korean SCUD missiles. If millions of Koreans start fighting, the 28,000 American troops in Korea would make no difference – only 4,000 are combat troops. Therefore, Americans who truly “support the troops” should demand that they be removed from Korea where they are just pawns who face death should a conflict erupt.  It is important to remember that the last Korean War involved Chinese forces with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies. China and Russia no longer aid North Korea, while South Korea has become a major trading partner. If North Korea employed a crude nuclear weapon, that would invite instant nuclear retaliation from the United States. North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an intercontinental ballistic missile, despite the suggestions to the contrary from the National Missile Defense proponents in the United States.  If South Korea is truly concerned about the North Korean threat, it has the resources to expand its military and buy the latest military equipment from the United States, yet it spends a smaller portion of GDP on its military than the United States. Its government supports a large U.S. military presence since that provides thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in economic activity courtesy of the American taxpayer. North Korea’s government is unpredictable, but that is a problem for South Korea and its neighbors to address. Should fighting erupt, North Korea would quickly lose while an irritated China may seize its capital to remove its hermit leaders.  If South Koreans do not want to defend their nation, why should Americans? The United States should not play a major role in Korea, lest America becomes involved in a military conflict. The American people have as much at stake in Korea as the people of Brazil. The best way to defend America from potential North Korean terror attacks is to stop provoking their leaders with demands and threats. If Asian nations can’t resolve their differences and armed conflict erupts, the United States can buy manufactured goods elsewhere.  Promptly withdrawing American troops from Korea is the best option for peace, and may lead to Korean unification. This would save the United States billions of dollars a year and remove American troops and their families from a potential war zone. Americans should recall the logic of President Lyndon Johnson who said in 1964: “We are not about to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing themselves.” 

SK Powerful--Military (1/2)

The South Korean army will crush North Korea – old equipment and size make the North Korean army useless.

Bailey 90 (Tommy F. Lieutenant Colonel, “ISN'T IT TIME FOR U.S.  TROOPS TO LEAVE KOREA?”, Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, April 1990, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA229942&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
Militarily, the two Koreas are as hostile to each other as any two adversaries in the world. Inevitably, in both countries, the military has become "the largest, cohesive vested-interest in their states." This preponderant influence creating its own organizational dynamics,seeks to enhance, enlarge, and expand itself. The only way to justify such action, though, is by continuing to stress the perceived threat and hostility from one another.   (8-364) North Korea is one of the most highly militarized societies in the world. Probably no other industry is as large as defense. Every year, up to 20 percent of GNP is spent on defense. Consequently, North Korea has built up a largely self-sufficient arms industry which is also active in weapons exports to Third World countries. Finally, the whole nation has virtually become a giant fortress, with many important factories and military bases built underground. The military is an inseparable part of North Korean reality. As some observers have pointed out, the military in North Korea is essential to reinforce the legitimacy of the regime. Through mass mobilization, it helps to inculcate the values of "loyalty, absolute obedience to the party and the leader, the willingness to sacrifice and revolutionary brotherhood" in the minds of the people.    And since a large military establishment requires a menacing enemy, the threat of aggression by an imperial United States and its "puppet" regime in South Korea is constantly played up: the ultimate mission of the military is said to lie in completing national liberation of all Korea by driving out American imperialists from the South and freeing the people from class oppression.   (8-365) South Korea is no pacifist either. It spends six percent of GNP on defense which means, in absolute terms, more total expenditure than the North because of the South's much larger GNP. Like North Korea, South Korea has sought to increase self-reliance in the defense sector. By the early 1980s, it was meeting about half of its own armament needs, especially in the light weapons category. Most significantly, this vast military establishment plays a pivotal role in South Korean politics. Perhaps more importantly, ex-officers continue to occupy senior- and middle-level government positions. Because their chief duty was the defense of the nation against the North Korean military threat, these policy-makers in general "give a high priority to internal security, tend toward worst-case analyses of North Korea's military capabilities and intentions, and react with suspicion toward views of North Korea less hard-line than theirs."  (8-366) The threat represented by North Korea is significant. Even by the standards of the rest of the communist world, North Korea is a highly militarized society, but South Korea is no push-over and continues to outdistance the North. The following is a comparison of the Army, Air Force, and Navy of both countries. The regular North Korean Army (KPA) is only slightly larger than the South Korean Army, while the South's reserve and para-military forces are much larger than those of the North. The core of the KPA comprises 38 infantry divisions, only three of which are motorized. These .exceed the 23 infantry divisions of the South Korean army, which has two mechanized divisions. Since the military strategy of North Korea is offensive in nature, the lack of mechanized infantry is a serious problem. Following standard Soviet practice, KPA army forces are sizeable. Though large, relative to South Korea's, KPA tank forces are in need of modernization, but the economic and political possibilities of obtaining large numbers of Soviet main battle tanks are rather slim at the present time. KPA anti-tank capabilities are also reasonably impressive. Despite the large number of such weapons, the South Korean army's anti-tank capabilities are considered to be far superior to those of the KPA and would appreciably reduce the KPA tank superiority in the event of war. Like the Soviet army, the KPA clearly believes that artillery is the "Red God of War." Such massive firepower is matched by that of the South Korean army, whose large artillery forces have the advantage of greater mcbility.    Lastly,  KPA army air defense forces are numerous. The South Korean army's antiaircraft capabilities, though inferior to those of the KPA as regards to numbers, are considered to be more modern.   (9-262) Though large in absolute terms, 740 to South Korea's 450 combat aircraft, the KPA air force urgently needs updating. The 13 fighter ground attack squadrons contain rapidly aging and increasingly obsolete aircraft. With no MIG-27s supplied by the Soviet Union to strengthen KPA air force offensive 

SK Powerful--Military (2/2)

ground attack capabilities, a KPA invasion of the South is a risky enterprise. The problem of obsolescence also centers on the 12 interceptor squadrons. The KPA air force is keen to replace current aircraft with MIG-23 aircraft in order to counter the U.S. F-16 aircraft currently deployed by the South Korean air force. The Soviet Union has only agreed to supply 50 MIG-23s. This does not give the KPA air force the edge in the air, given the fact that the South Korean air force has 36 F-16s. In contrast to the growing modern combat helicopter capabilities of the South Korean air force, the KPA air force helicopter forces are both weak and obsolete. Lastly, KPA air force anti-aircraft SAM capabilities are quite impressive, with 250 SAM SA-2/SA-3 systems in 40 sites, and pitched in the air by AA-2 'Atoll' AAMs. However, as with so much else in the KPA air force, these SAM and AAM capabilities need to be replaced by more modern Soviet systems.   (9-263) It is with the KPA air force that North Korea faces its most serious obsolescence problems, due to increasing South Korean air force superiority in the air, and Soviet unwillingness, to date, to supply all what the KPA air force thinks it needs. The KPA air force, in common with the KPA as a whole, will only get what the Soviet Union thinks it should have.   (9-263) When compared to the South Korean navy, the KPA navy is probably the weakest part of the KPA as a whole, with 21 elderly submarines. They would stand little chance against the highly developed anti-svln^t ine capabilities of the South Korean navy. The KPA navy's largest vessels, four locally made 'Najin' frigate^, coun*. for little in relation to the South Korean navy's 11 US destroyers, eight frigates, and three corvettes. Fast attack craft capabilities are impressive, but rely--more than other equipment type in th entire KPA--on obsolete Chinese vessels, as well as a smaller number of Soviet vessels. Unlike the South Korean navy, which has 11 fast attack craft, the KPA navy has no naval SSM capability, thus greatly weakening its ability to deal with large South Korean naval vessels. The KPA navy, then, is only really a coastal defence force, with some pretensions towards an offensive capability. It is made up of a relatively large number of landing craft and relatively strong amphibious commando special  forces.    But it  is totally inadequate to   properly deal with the far more powerful South Korean forces in the area in the event of war.   (9-363)
Korean War Bad - China
Sudden conflict on the Korean Peninsula trigger’s Chinese involvement

Kim,07

[Samuel S. Kim; Senior Research Scholar at the East Asian Institute of Columbia University; “North Korean Foreign relations in the Post-Cold War World”; Pg. 24; April 2007]

Security Interaction. All of this changed, and changed dramatically, in the heat of the second U.S.-DPRK nu​clear confrontation in early 2003. China suddenly launched an unprecedented flurry of mediation diplomacy. While the idea of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula is important, for the Chinese leadership and most Chinese strategic analysts, the survival of the North Korean regime and the reform of North Korea are China's greatest challenge and prime objective, respectively." Growing fears of the potential for reckless action by the United States and North Korea as they engage in mutual provocation—which could trigger another war in China's strategic backyard— have served as the most decisive proximate catalyst for Beijing's hands-on conflict management diplomacy.

There were other catalysts for the shift, including China's own enhanced geopolitical and economic leverage, the steady rise of regional and global multilateralism in Chinese foreign policy thinking and behavior, and the creeping unilateralism under the Clinton administration float expanded under the Bush administration. In short, the unique confluence of both proximate and underlying factors—greater danger, greater stakes, and greater leverage—explains why Beijing was spurred into action in early 2003.

South Korea Key To Asian Stability

The Korean Peninsula is uniquely key to US security commitments in the area.
Abramowitz and Bosworth 2003 (Morton, Senior Fellow at the Century Foundation and a former U.S. Ambassador to Thailand, Stephen, Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, July/August 2003, Foreign Affairs, “Adjusting to the New Asia”)
Over the past 50 years, Korea has played a key role in U.S. policy toward Asia; affairs on the peninsula have long affected the more central U.S.-Japan security alliance. Developments on the Korean peninsula now could thus profoundly affect Washington’s strategy toward the entire region, and so the peninsula is a good starting place for a discussion of the changes sweeping across East Asia. Already, relations on the peninsula have started to shift dramatically. The two Koreas have moved from unrelenting hostility toward a wary but creeping reconciliation. Simultaneously, Seoul’s relationship with Beijing has expanded exponentially, even as China continues to provide crucial economic aid to the North. Meanwhile, U.S.–South Korean ties have become seriously strained. The only thing that has not changed on the peninsula is the totalitarian, militarized nature of Kim Jong Il’s regime. For all the criticism leveled at former South Korean President Kim Dae Jung’s “Sunshine Policy” of engaging North Korea—his crude attempt to purchase Pyongyang’s favor, the lack of reciprocity, and the creation of a false sense of security in the South—the idea underlying his strategy has taken root. South Korea is using its economic strength to move the South-North relationship from a Cold War standoff to a cautious but peaceful coexistence. Growing contacts, including a widely watched summit meeting in Pyongyang, have allowed many Koreans, especially in the South, to catch glimpses of their neighbors, reducing fears of war. Few South Koreans now consider the impoverished North’s nuclear program or missile capabilities overtly threatening— at least to them. Many Southerners, especially the younger generation, regard the North more as a charity case than as a security threat. For its part, North Korea has become increasingly dependent on the South’s munificence without making real moves toward economic reform. Seoul’s tolerance for carrying Pyongyang economically does have limits, both practically and politically. But President Roh Moo Hyun campaigned on promises to continue his predecessor’s Sunshine Policy, and so far, his constituents seem more worried about the North’s collapse than they are about the costs of engagement or nuclear weapons. This balance could still change, however, if Kim Jong Il overestimates the South’s tolerance for his bluster and nuclear provocations— especially the negative effects his brinkmanship is having on South Korea’s economy.

Chinese Influence

China’s influence is growing in Asia – they have a vested interest in North Korean stability.
Abramowitz and Bosworth 2003 (Morton, Senior Fellow at the Century Foundation and a former U.S. Ambassador to Thailand, Stephen, Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, July/August 2003, Foreign Affairs, “Adjusting to the New Asia”)
Apart from events on the Korean peninsula and Japan, the third major development reshaping American strategy in Asia is the dramatic shift in the United States’ perception of China. In short order, Beijing has gone from Washington’s strategic competitor to being its security collaborator and a major trade and investment partner. The change has been abrupt, dating to the aftermath of September 11, 2001, when the Bush administration virtually reversed its China policy. This turnaround was reflected in the administration’s National Security Strategy, released a year later, which identified terrorism—and not a rising China—as the United States’ primary strategic threat. Indeed, Washington has made clear that it sees the fight against terror as an interest that it shares with Beijing, although human rights considerations may come to trouble that bond. President Bush recently received outgoing Chinese President Jiang Zemin at his ranch in Texas, and Vice President Dick Cheney, an arch China-skeptic, plans to visit Beijing later this year. Even the recalcitrant Pentagon has resumed high-level military exchanges with China, and both countries have expanded their intelligence cooperation. Preoccupied by the war on terror and events in Iraq, the United States has also pushed China to play a bigger role in maintaining Asian security—a role of which Washington would no doubt have been wary prior to September 11. Nowhere is this new reliance starker than regarding North Korea, with which the United States has refused to deal bilaterally. Instead, Washington has pressed Beijing to take the lead in keeping Pyongyang from pursuing its nuclear weapons programs. This element of U.S. policy makes sense, since China shares U.S. concerns about weapons proliferation in its neighborhood. And there have already been strong signs of Chinese cooperation: the talks held in late April between all three countries were one result of pressure from Beijing. Chinese officials, however, believe that the North Korean nuclear problem will ultimately be resolved only through direct talks between Washington and Pyongyang. The issue could thus still become a source of serious tension with the United States. China also remains strongly opposed to any effort at a military solution to the problem. And it fears the prospect of a North Korean collapse, which would send refugees flooding across China’s border. Beijing is thus unlikely to consider sustained coercive measures that would risk destabilizing North Korea as long as Washington resists serious negotiation with Pyongyang. 
Asian Terrorism

The US is entering Southeast Asia due to concerns over Islamic terrorism.
Abramowitz and Bosworth 2003 (Morton, Senior Fellow at the Century Foundation and a former U.S. Ambassador to Thailand, Stephen, Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, July/August 2003, Foreign Affairs, “Adjusting to the New Asia”)
After more than a decade of relative American disengagement from Southeast Asia, the war on terrorism has once again made the region more central to U.S. strategy. Since September 11, new concerns about Islamic extremism in the region and links to al Qaeda have caused Washington to reexamine its interests and role there, which was previously limited to commercial factors and support for regional institutions such as ASEAN. The United States is now working closely with all Southeast Asian governments other than Burma’s to fight terrorism. Congress has increased appropriations for military sales and police training. U.S. intelligence capabilities, which were seriously weakened in the 1990s, are being bolstered substantially, and cooperation with national intelligence agencies in the region has improved. Last October, at a meeting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum in Mexico, President Bush proposed that Malaysia host a regional counterterrorism center, which is now being established. And U.S. special operations forces are now working with the Philippine military to wipe out Abu Sayyaf, a terrorist group with links to al Qaeda.
China Key to Diplomacy 

China’s influence on North Korea is key to curbing North Korean Nuclear Development.

Kim, 07

[Samuel S. Kim; Senior Research Scholar at the East Asian Institute of Columbia University; “North Korean Foreign relations in the Post-Cold War World”; Pg. 14; April 2007]

In sum, China's mediation diplomacy since early 2003 has been the primary factor in facilitating and energizing multilateral dialogues among the Northeast Asian states concerned in the nuclear standoff. Whereas in 1994 China wanted the United States and the DPRK to handle their dispute bilaterally, from 2003 to 2005 China succeeded in drawing North Korea into a unique regional, multilateral setting that Pyongyang—as well as Beijing—had previously foresworn in a quest for direct bilateral negotiations with the United States.

China’s economic connection to Korea is Fueling its rogue state strategy.

Kim, 07

[Samuel S. Kim; Senior Research Scholar at the East Asian Institute of Columbia University; “North Korean Foreign relations in the Post-Cold War World”; Pg. 17; April 2007]

Although the exact amount and terms of China's aid to Norm Korea remain unclear, it is generally estimated at one-quarter to one-third of China's overall foreign aid. By mid-1994. China accounted for about three-quarters of North Korea's oil and food imports.'" Whether intentionally or not, Beijing became more deeply involved, playing an increasingly active and, indeed, crucial year-to-year role in the politics of regime survival by providing more aid in a wider variety of forms: direct government-to-government aid, subsidized cross-border trade, and private barter transactions.

North Korea's dependency on China for aid has grown unabated and has intensified even in the face of its hardline policy towards Pyongyang's rogue state strategy. Recent estimates of China's aid to Norm Korea are in the range of 1 million tons of wheat and rice and 500,000 tons of heavy fuel oil per annum, accounting for 70 to 90 percent of North Korea's fuel imports and about one-third of its total food imports. With the cessation of America's heavy fuel oil delivery in November 2002, China's oil aid and exports may now be approaching nearly 100 percent of North Korea's energyimports.  As a way of enticing Pyongyang to the Six Party talks m late August 2003, President Hu Jintao promised Kim Jong II greater economic aid than in previous years. The Chinese government has extended indirect aid by allowing private economic transactions between North Korean and Chinese companies in the border area, despite North Korea's mounting debt and the bankruptcy of many Chinese companies resulting from North Korean defaults on debts
Asian Hegemony

The US is losing control and influence in Asia – security adjustments are needed. 

Abramowitz and Bosworth 2003 (Morton, Senior Fellow at the Century Foundation and a former U.S. Ambassador to Thailand, Stephen, Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, July/August 2003, Foreign Affairs, “Adjusting to the New Asia”)
Transpacific relations today have become almost as uncertain as those across the Atlantic. The United States’ strategic position in East Asia is changing, and in ways few anticipated just a couple of years ago. America’s role in the region and its military posture there will look very different at the end of this decade than they did at the start of it. The changes are due in part to trends within East Asia itself— trends over which the United States has little control and lessening influence. Two factors have affected Washington’s role most directly. The first is the rise of China, in both economic and geopolitical terms. And the second is the dramatic diminishment of Japan’s economic vitality, which has led its regional influence to slip. Japan will remain a major economic player in the region for years to come, especially as a source of investment and technology for the rest of Asia. But its strategic value to the United States, although still great, is declining. Meanwhile, other players are starting to take on more importance in East Asia. First among these is South Korea, where stunningly rapid economic growth, burgeoning democracy, and generational change have produced a newly assertive and more independent foreign policy. At the same time, Taiwan—long an economic powerhouse and ward of Washington—is being further marginalized internationally and increasingly integrated into the mainland’s economy. Peaceful reconciliation between the two Chinas thus now seems closer than ever. Changes outside Asia have also affected the U.S. role in the region. First on this list is the Bush administration’s preoccupation with the war on terrorism. Fighting terror has become as or more important to Washington than were its traditional concerns for peace and stability. This shift in priorities—as well as America’s demonstrated ability to wage war with minimal international support and the reconsideration of its worldwide basing requirements—has raised pointed questions about the vitality of the U.S. commitment to its long-standing alliances in Asia and elsewhere. More specifically, the war on terror has led to a new American focus on the growth of Islamic extremism among Muslim populations of Southeast Asia. Suddenly, that area is experiencing significant American involvement—including the United States’ largely unexamined participation in a small war in the Philippines. Together, all of these changes in Asia will ultimately require Washington to reexamine its strategy of the 1990s. That strategy was based on the idea that stability and prosperity in East Asia depend on a “hub and spokes”—that is, bilateral relationships between the United States and key regional players—and on the trilateral relationship among the United States, China, and Japan. These relationships will obviously continue to be important. But the United States, consciously or not, has already begun stepping back from its role as the unique balancing power in East Asia and is moving toward a closer relationship with China instead. Despite the strategic differences that remain between the two countries, a new and heretofore unimaginable relationship is developing, with regional actors also playing important roles. Power and influence are diffusing, although this trend has been restrained by continuing tensions over North Korea and Taiwan.

****Regionalism Adv****
2AC – Regionalism Adv – Economy Add-on

EAR k/t withstand another financial crisis and environmental collapse
India Infoline News Service 6.7 “Regional Integration Will Enhance East Asian Stability,” http://www.indiainfoline.com/Markets/News/Regional-Integration-Will-Enhance-East-Asian-Stability/4855048891

Deepening and widening regional integration is critical to strengthening the stability and resilience of East Asia’s economies in the face of mounting global risks, particularly the possibility of another financial crisis, according to business and government leaders in a panel session on the opening day of the 2010 World Economic Forum on East Asia. While East Asia has weathered the global economic crisis well, it is crucial that countries take coordinated steps to ensure that the region is in an even better position to withstand further turmoil.

“The spirit of open regionalism is very important,” said Donald P. Kanak, Chairman of Prudential Corporation Asia in Hong Kong, in the session which focused on how East Asia is responding to global risks. “If there is anything we have learned, it is that the spirit of open trade and open capital has made [East Asia’s strong growth performance] possible.” Reckoned Victor L. L. Chu, the Hong Kong-based Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of First Eastern Investment Group, who is a Member of the Foundation Board of the World Economic Forum: “We have to accelerate regional cooperation and coordination. Knowing all the constraints of the global market, ASEAN Plus Three [South-East Asia along with China, Japan and South Korea] is the minimum. ASEAN is too limited to be the third leg of the stool. ASEAN Plus Three will stand a chance to create a powerful enough trading bloc.”

To strengthen their economies, panellists argued, East Asian countries should focus on two other priorities: promoting inclusive growth and environmental sustainability. “Many economies in Asia have to pay attention that the benefits of policies are shared by all and not just the privileged segments of society,” warned Masahiro Kawai, Dean and Chief Executive Officer of the Asian Development Bank Institute in Japan and a Member of the World Economic Forum’s Global Agenda Council on Systemic Financial Risk. Added Kanak: “Moving to a more sustainable and low-carbon growth path will insulate Asia more from an economic downturn.” Investing in the green economy will drive new growth, Kiat Sittheeamorn, President of Thailand Trade Representative, observed. “This would be a very huge business opportunity for many countries.”

Soft Power Add-on

A. The US security measures have hindered South Korean development as a middle power

Robertson et al, 07

(Jefferey, qualifications, International  Journal of Korean Reunification Studies, The International Journal of Korean Unification Studies,(Registration No. Seoul Sa 02132), biannually published by the Korea Institute for National Unification

In part, the inability to demonstrate middle-power foreign policy behavior can be attributed to the unique security situation on the Korean peninsula. Strategic imperatives continue to impede the South Korean capability to act decisively in relation to a number of middlepower initiatives. As Bae Geung Chan of the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (IFANS) notes in relation to East Asian regionalism: “...all of Korea’s diplomatic resources are pooled toward resolving the North Korean nuclear issue or strengthening the ROK-US alliance, leaving Seoul with very little means to show the least appreciation for or reciprocate Southeast Asian countries’ interest.”17 In fact, the unique security situation on the peninsula has impeded the ability of South Korea to evolve from a middle-ranking state in terms of capacity to a middle-ranking state in terms of foreign policy behavior. Throughout the Cold War South Korea relied upon the United States for its security and economic development. As a divided nation, South Korea, to a degree, even relied on the United States for political recognition. Its capability to act independently was understandably severely constrained. 
B. South Korea soft pwoer is key to the environment and economic development 

Feffer, 09 (John, Political Analysis, “South Korea: Still Dreaming of Regionalism”, 

http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/129)
“Unlike the Cold War period, the security environment in North-east Asia is fluid and uncertain,” explains Young Jong Choi, a professor of international relations at the Catholic University of Korea and keynote speaker at a Sasakawa Peace Foundation panel in here on Oct. 2. “Even a properly working U.S.-South Korean alliance will not take care of South Korea’s concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, North Korea, and Japan offer only a partial solution given South Korea’s partial leverage over those countries.” Given these changes in the regional security dynamics, there is good reason for South Korea to go regional,” Choi continued. “A regional structure can provide stability to the security environment in Northeast Asia. It can provide breathing space for South Korea and also boost the country’s self-esteem.” South Korea’s interest in middle-power diplomacy – the active, multilateral efforts of a mid-sized country – can be traced back to the mid-1960s, when authoritarian leader Park Chung-Hee created the Asian and Pacific Council. South Korean President Kim Dae Jung pushed for the creation of an East Asian grouping of nations, and his successor Roh Moo-Hyun made the North-east Asia Cooperation Initiative a foreign policy priority. Choi attributes the attractiveness of regional politics in part to South Korea’s presidential politics. “South Korea has a five-year single-term presidency,” he observes. “It’s not enough time to carry out a domestic agenda. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to increase the popularity and legitimacy” of South Korean leaders. 
No Soft Power Now

South Korea has developed necessary hard power for defense; to utilize it, it needs soft power.

Nye 09 [Joseph S. Jr., Prof @ Harvard, "South Korea's Growing Soft Power." Daily Times, 11/11, Acc. 6/22/10, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19694/south_koreas_growing_soft_power.html]

This was not always so. If geography is destiny, South Korea was dealt a weak hand. Wedged into an area where three giants — China, Japan, and Russia — confront each other, Korea has had a difficult history of developing sufficient "hard" military power to defend itself. Indeed, at the beginning of the twentieth century, such efforts failed and Korea became a colony of Japan. After World War II, the peninsula was divided along the lines of Cold War bipolarity, and American and UN intervention was necessary to prevent South Korea's subjugation in the Korean War. More recently, despite its impressive hard-power resources, South Korea has found that an alliance with a distant power like the United States continues to provide a useful insurance policy for life in a difficult neighbourhood. In a recent survey of G-20 nations published in the newspaper Chosun Ilbo, the Hansun Foundation ranked South Korea 13th in the world in terms of national power. South Korea ranked 9th in hard power resources but performed more poorly in terms of soft power. In the newspaper's words, "State of the art factories, high-tech weapons, advanced information communications infrastructure are the key components that a country must have for stronger international competitiveness." But for these "hard power" ingredients to become true engines of the country's growth and prosperity, they must be backed by more sophisticated and highly efficient "soft power". 

Emerging markets such as South Korea will dominate the 21st century with soft power

Buisness Monitor International, 09

(“Emerging Markets: Oppurtunities for ‘Soft Power’, http://www.riskwatchdog.com/2009/08/28/emerging-markets-opportunities-for-‘soft-power’/)

If emerging markets (EMs) are to dominate the 21st century, as many reasonably expect, then they will need to capture the world’s imagination, not just that of businesses and investors. To this end, ‘soft power’ will become increasingly important. ‘Soft power’ is an essential element of global branding, and in this case, I am talking about the branding of entire nations. Although definitions of soft power vary, the term generally refers to ways through which countries can gain influence through the attractiveness of their culture, values and institutions (as opposed to hard power, which refers to military force, diplomatic pressure, and economic sanctions). For the purposes of this post, I will say that soft power is most clearly manifested through films and television programmes, mass media, popular music, fashion and design, food, computer software, tourism, education, literature, language, and religion. In other words, all things that contribute to ‘lifestyle appeal’. These are mostly non-tangible assets and therefore impossible to quantify, but they undoubtedly have an economic impact, through sales and syndication and by attracting tourism and migrants. Furthermore, as developed states and the more sophisticated emerging markets move away from old industries to ‘knowledge-based’ sectors, soft power will gain importance. 
US Hinders SK Soft Power
South Korea must pursue its interest without US aid
Robertson, 08

(Jeffery, Senior Researcher in Foreign Affairs at the Nautilus Institute, “Middle Powers and Korean Normalization: An Australian Perspective Revisited”, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/08034Robertson.html)
Middle powers have certain advantages over major powers in pursuing their interests. Endowed with a comparable diplomatic capacity, middle powers are able to similarly utilize information, communication and coalition building to win support for their endeavors. In addition, middle powers benefit from a more focused, narrower international agenda and correspondingly less responsibility in international security, stronger credibility amongst other middle power states and lesser power states, as well as greater freedom to rapidly pursue core national interests that are not yet under major power consideration.
America’s time as leader is facing a count down. We should allow South Korea to lead regionally 

Buisness Monitor International, 09

(“Emerging Markets: Oppurtunities for ‘Soft Power’, http://www.riskwatchdog.com/2009/08/28/emerging-markets-opportunities-for-‘soft-power’/)

Media: The global media has long been dominated by Western newspapers, press agencies and television channels, but this is changing. Al Jazeera was one of the first major non-Western alternatives, but several others (e.g. China’s CCTV, Russia Today, and Iran’s Press TV) are emerging, and are increasingly targeting Western audiences. This is important because it is leading to the creation of new narratives. A Western journalist once said that ‘the Vietnam War was the first in which the mainstream history was written by the losers’. In future, this may not be the case. Candidates For New Soft Powers For the next few years, the world’s soft powers will remain the US, UK, France, Italy, and Japan. However, China, South Korea, India, Brazil, Nigeria, and several others are making their pitch. Meanwhile, the Hispanisation of the US through immigration from Latin America (especially Mexico) could boost the region’s soft power by proxy. In addition, the US infotainment complex is increasingly tapping ideas from Japanese, Korean and Chinese pop culture, allowing these nations too to gain influence

US Hinders SK Soft Power

The US power projection in Korea inhibits their development of soft power today.
Lee 09 [Geun 'A theory of soft power and Korea's soft power strategy', Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, 21:2, 205 – 218, 6/2/09, Acc. 6/23/10
 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section~db=all~content=a912630555~fulltext=713240928~dontcount =true#s912630564]
Korea's soft power capacity is still very limited, not because Korea does not have ample soft resources, but because Korea has not been interested in developing and applying soft resources to produce influence in the region and on the global stage. Korea's ingrained habit of following the leadership of the United States may be one of the reasons why Korea has not been sufficiently interested in soft power. This indirectly proves the strong soft power projection of the United States into the policy mindset of Korea. The long history of Korea's relatively low position in the international hierarchy of countries may be another reason why Korea has not been able to think in terms of soft power. But Korea has climbed the ladder of the international hierarchy extremely quickly during the past several decades, and now is under pressure to play a more global role in the international community. Now Korean leaders need to recognize the importance of soft resources and soft power for Korea and invest more in the development of Korea's soft power through national and systematic efforts.

US Hinders SK Soft Power

The US security measures have hindered South Korean development as a middle power

Robertson et al, 07

(Jefferey, qualifications, International  Journal of Korean Reunification Studies, The International Journal of Korean Unification Studies,(Registration No. Seoul Sa 02132), biannually published by the Korea Institute for National Unification (KINU))
In part, the inability to demonstrate middle-power foreign policy behavior can be attributed to the unique security situation on the Korean peninsula. Strategic imperatives continue to impede the South Korean capability to act decisively in relation to a number of middlepower initiatives. As Bae Geung Chan of the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (IFANS) notes in relation to East Asian regionalism: “...all of Korea’s diplomatic resources are pooled toward resolving the North Korean nuclear issue or strengthening the ROK-US alliance, leaving Seoul with very little means to show the least appreciation for or reciprocate Southeast Asian countries’ interest.”17 In fact, the unique security situation on the peninsula has impeded the ability of South Korea to evolve from a middle-ranking state in terms of capacity to a middle-ranking state in terms of foreign policy behavior. Throughout the Cold War South Korea relied upon the United States for its security and economic development. As a divided nation, South Korea, to a degree, even relied on the United States for political recognition. Its capability to act independently was understandably severely constrained. 
Moving troops out of South Korea increases the credibility of South Korea in Eastern Asia

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)
Withdrawal of United States ground forces from South Korea will not degrade the military readiness of the alliance defense. On the contrary, it will eliminate one of the major sources of growing anti-Americanism among the South Korean population. Moreover, UnitedStates can utilize ground forces that are re-deployed from the peninsula in the Global War on terrorism, and save the associated costs of forward based troops. For South Korea, with strong United States support, to take the lead in the defense of their nation is an idea whose time has come. In conclusion, withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from South Korea would be a win-win alternative. We gain economic and military resources while maintaining our objectives in northeast Asia and garnering positive public opinion, and South Koreans step out of our shadow and join the first rank of nations as a fully functioning democratic nation in charge of its own national defense.
SK Soft Power Will Grow (1/2)
South Korea has values attractive for growing soft power in its economy, government, and culture.
Nye 09 [Joseph S. Jr., Prof @ Harvard, "South Korea's Growing Soft Power." Daily Times, 11/11, Acc. 6/22/10, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19694/south_koreas_growing_soft_power.html]

Moreover, in terms of attractive values, South Korea has a compelling story to tell. In 1960, it had approximately the same level of economic wealth as Ghana, one of the more prosperous of the newly independent countries in Africa. Today, the two countries are vastly different. Over the next half-century, South Korea became the world's 11th largest economy, with per capita income reaching more than $15,000. It joined the OECD and is an important member of the G-20. It has become the home of world-famous brands and a leader in the adoption of the Internet and information technology. Even more important, South Korea also developed a democratic political system, with free elections and peaceful transfer of power between different political parties. Human rights are well protected, as is freedom of speech. South Koreans often complain about the disorderliness of their political system, and the Hansun Foundation Report rated South Korea 16th among the G-20 in the efficiency of legislative activities, and 17th in political stability and efficiency.  According to the survey, "The low standings are not surprising, given habitually violent clashes between governing and opposition parties over sensitive bills and unending bribery scandals involving politicians." Nevertheless, while improvement in these areas would certainly enhance South Korea's soft power, the very fact of having an open society that is able to produce and discuss such criticisms makes South Korea attractive.

According to the survey, "The low standings are not surprising, given habitually violent clashes between governing and opposition parties over sensitive bills and unending bribery scandals involving politicians." Nevertheless, while improvement in these areas would certainly enhance South Korea's soft power, the very fact of having an open society that is able to produce and discuss such criticisms makes South Korea attractive. Finally, there is the attractiveness of South Korean culture. The traditions of Korean art, crafts, and cuisine have already spread around the world. Korean popular culture has also crossed borders, particularly among younger people in neighbouring Asian countries, while the impressive success of the Korean diaspora in the US has further enhanced the attractiveness of the culture and country from which they came. Indeed, the late 1990s saw the rise of "Hallyu", or "the Korean wave" — the growing popularity of all things Korean, from fashion and film to music and cuisine. In short, South Korea has the resources to produce soft power, and its soft power is not prisoner to the geographical limitations that have constrained its hard power throughout its history.

SK Soft Power Will Grow (2/2)
The Korean government is eager to cultivate soft power.

 Kang 08 [Hyun-Kyung, writer for Korea Times, Korea Times 10/2/08, Acc. Lexis-Nexis on 6/24/10, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9622562282&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9622562285&cisb=22_T9622562284&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=11]
A group of 30 lawmakers called for the creation of a presidential design committee Thursday to help strengthen the country's competitiveness. The lawmakers are scheduled to submit a bill to the National Assembly soon to join a "soft power" initiative, Rep. Nam Kyung-pil of the governing Grand National Party (GNP) said. "Many governments have begun taking an interest in cultivating culture and cultural products in an attempt to make their countries more competitive," he said. Nam is an architect of a bill to give the national and local governments a mandate to produce guidelines for a consistent nationwide design policy. Under the measure, the government would create the presidential committee to oversee national design policy and to coordinate local government policy. If the bill is passed, the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism must map out the mid-term national design strategy and assess its performance every five years. Local governments are required to produce a tailored design policy that represents the unique characteristics of their cities and provinces. With the move, lawmakers are seeking to foster a campaign for Korea's soft power, which Harvard University Professor Joseph S. Nye Jr. defined as the "ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payment." In July, Nye said in an interview with The Korea Times that "governments can pursue policies that attract others and they can take a number of steps to explain their positions and to promote culture and exchange." The government's plan to seek a soft power strategy has become much more visible since President Lee Myung-bak took office in February. On several occasions, President Lee pledged to establish a presidential committee for the promotion of brand Korea, saying he would upgrade the national reputation so as to strengthen its competitiveness. Foreign ministry officials are catching up to the elements of soft power. Earlier, the ministry said it would increase international aid and send more volunteers to underdeveloped countries. The ministry also vowed to increase cultural exchange programs with Middle Eastern countries to build a good working relationship with the oil-rich nations. It also launched the Korea-Arab Society in July. Following the government's initiative, lawmakers are now jumping on the soft power bandwagon. Earlier, Rep. Nam told reporters that the design policy, which he had in mind, refers to a set of measures aimed at transforming current public or residential space into aesthetic venues containing cultural elements. The lawmaker leads the National Assembly's Design Korea Forum, which was created in July. Thirty-two lawmakers and approximately 50 experts outside the Assembly make up the forum.
South Korea Defense Good

South Korea is capable of stopping North Korea, and they know it

Kang 07 [David, Prof of Govt @Dartmouth, “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance,” Asia Policy, Jan. 2008, from a paper presented in December 2007, http://asiapolicy.nbr.org, Acc. 6/26/10]

Under what conditions would the North Korean leadership feel emboldened enough to return to a destabilization campaign waged through terrorist acts, infiltration, and active subversion of South Korea? Can South Korea deter and defend itself against North Korea? Although all defense planners desire more military goods, South Korea is not obviously weaker than North Korea. To quote Richard Betts, the military capabilities of South Korea “need to be kept comfortably superior to those of [North Korea]. But they should be measured relatively, against its capabilities, and not against the limits of what is technologically possible or based on some vague urge to have more.”26North Korea spent approximately $5.5 billion on defense in 2005, ranking 25th in the world in military spending. By comparison, South Korea spent $20.7 billion on defense in 2005, ranking 10th in the world.27 Even as far back as 1977 South Korea was spending more than North Korea on defense in absolute dollar terms—with South Korea’s defense budget at $1.8 billion compared to North Korea’s $1 billion. The only measure by which North Korea has outspent South Korea is per capita GNP—an indicator of North Korean weakness, not strength.  The quality of North Korea’s military, including training and equipment, has steadily deteriorated relative to South Korea, especially in the past three decades. The South Korean military not only is better equipped, better trained, and more versatile than its northern counterpart but also has better logistics and support.28 The bulk of North Korea’s main battle tanks are of 1950s vintage, and most of the country’s combat aircraft were introduced before 1956. Evaluations after the first Gulf War concluded that Western weaponry is at least twice—or even four times—as effective as older Soviet-vintage systems.29 
By contrast, South Korea’s military modernization is actually increasing. President Roh Moo-hyun has repeatedly said that it is unacceptable for the world’s twelfth largest economy not to “assume the role of main actor” in its own defense. Indeed, South Korea has increased defense spending 10% annually since 2004 and plans to continue this expansion until 2012. The country also expects expenditures on military research and development to increase 18% until 2012, combined with a reduction in armed forces by 6% (approximately 45,000 personnel). Such military modernization will include new surface-to-air missile capabilities (the SAM-X project), as well as air-to-air refueling capability, Aegis-equipped destroyers, attack helicopters, and advanced command and control capabilities.30 South Korea is also beginning to take a more active role in the planning and operation of defense along the DMZ, with the United States already taking the role of a supporting military.31 A further reduction in U.S. commitment to South Korea would be consistent with the general trend over the past few decades.

South Korea Defense Good

South Korea will do anything to prevent a Korean war – for them it’s a matter of survival

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
South Korea is particularly adamant. In early 2002, South Korean presidential aide Lim Dong Won said he planned to visit Pyongyang to stave off a “rumored crisis on the Korean peninsula in 2003.” Seoul anticipated that this crisis would be exacerbated by delays in the construction of the reactors that were permitted under the Agreed Framework, the Bush administration’s characterization of the DPRK as a member of the axis of evil, and a report that North Korea was one of seven countries identified as possible targets by the U.S. military.34 When president- elect Roh Moo-hyun denounced “blindly following U.S. policy,” an unnamed U.S. official returned the favor by denouncing Roh as “an appeaser.”35 Seoul’s assertiveness on the issue is likely only to increase. Beating the war drums in the United States now sparks immediate South Korean criticism. After President Bush indicated that military action was an option, Chang Chun-hyong, deputy spokesman for the ROK’s ruling Millennium Democratic Party, wondered aloud “whether emotions have interfered with U.S. efforts to resolve the North’s nuclear problem.”36 Howard French of the New York Times describes South Korean officials as being “shocked” by Secretary Rumsfeld’s rhetoric.37 Seoul continues to publicly contend that Washington would not act without the ROK’s agreement. Unification minister Jeong Se-hyun characterized fears of unilateral action by Washington as “groundless” and wondered aloud how Washington could “ignore or go against South Korea in its North Korean policy.”38 But that is exactly what happened in 1994. President Clinton admitted that his administration had prepared military options for use against the North a decade earlier, without a nod to the South Koreans.39 South Korean President Roh understandably complained, “We almost went to the brink of war in 1993 with North Korea, and at the time we didn’t even know it.”40 The avoidance of war is of primary importance to Seoul. President-elect Roh declared that he could not support U.S. policy if that entailed “attacking North Korea.”41 During a campaign debate, candidate Roh admitted, “our nation failed to play our rightful part in the conflict between the North and the United States” in 1994, but he affirmed “it is still our nation that should take the main role to make the difference.” “For Washington,” Roh explained, “their prime interest lies in getting rid of weapons of mass destruction to restore the world order, but for us it’s a matter of survival.”42 

 South Korea Defense Good

Korea losing its credibility destroys their negotiation opportunities in Eastern Asia

Young 08 (professor of international relations at the Catholic University of Korea, Asian Voices 11/5/08, 6/22/10)

 http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855)

As a ‘middle power, South Korea, can take the initiative and play a key role in the field of regional cooperation. South Korea has the ability to push East Asian regionalism forward in a way that Japan, China and the United States, as the region’s major powers, are unable to. The limited capabilities of Japan and China in this regard are a result of historical antagonisms and fears of a future hegemony. South Korea, which has no history or future prospects of regional hegemony, can thus be a major actor, especially in cooperation with the United States, in future moves towards regional integration. Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. The following is an excerpt of the paper presented by Dr. Young.

South Korea must grow and mature politically before it can become the middle power in Eastern Asia

Young 08 (professor of international relationsat the Catholic University of Korea, Asian Voices 11/5/08, 6/22/10)

 http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855)

For the success of this joint effort, South Korea needs to mature politically and diplomatically, thereby reestablishing itself as a trustworthy partner for the United States. South Koreans are still suffering from a victim mentality or an inferiority complex. As a result, they are overly sensitive to national sovereignty or pride. Anti-Americanism still commands a wide audience. Mob mentality is taking foreign policy hostage, which has to be a rational calculation of national interests. Policy makers and the general public quite often forget budget constraints or inevitable trade-offs between important values like security and autonomy. Most important of all, South Koreans must realize that its middle power activism can succeed only if the United States is behind it.
The U.S doesn’t need to maintain stability in Eastern Asia-South Korea solves

Young 08 (professor of international relationsat the Catholic University of Korea, Asian Voices 11/5/08, 6/22/10)

 http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855)

Washington does not have to assume all the responsibilities for maintaining regional stability or building a regional security structure. Cooperation with regional countries is essential, and Washington needs to understand the beauty of leadership from below. In this regard, the South Korea card deserves more attention. As mentioned above, South Korea has a long history of active regional policy. Despite its recent aberration, it has largely been a faithful alliance partner. Fortunately, a pro-US government is in power in South Korea, and Washington has to take advantage of this opportunity, thereby expanding the scope of bilateral cooperation and laying the foundation for a multilateral security structure for the region. South Korea’s activism will not draw as much opposition as China’s or Japan’s may from neighbors.
South Korea Defense Good

South Korea’s ability to become a regional leader is key to the environment and development of South Korea

Feffer, 09 (John, Political Analysis, “South Korea: Still Dreaming of Regionalism”, 

http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/129)

“Unlike the Cold War period, the security environment in North-east Asia is fluid and uncertain,” explains Young Jong Choi, a professor of international relations at the Catholic University of Korea and keynote speaker at a Sasakawa Peace Foundation panel in here on Oct. 2. “Even a properly working U.S.-South Korean alliance will not take care of South Korea’s concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, North Korea, and Japan offer only a partial solution given South Korea’s partial leverage over those countries.” Given these changes in the regional security dynamics, there is good reason for South Korea to go regional,” Choi continued. “A regional structure can provide stability to the security environment in Northeast Asia. It can provide breathing space for South Korea and also boost the country’s self-esteem.” South Korea’s interest in middle-power diplomacy – the active, multilateral efforts of a mid-sized country – can be traced back to the mid-1960s, when authoritarian leader Park Chung-Hee created the Asian and Pacific Council. South Korean President Kim Dae Jung pushed for the creation of an East Asian grouping of nations, and his successor Roh Moo-Hyun made the North-east Asia Cooperation Initiative a foreign policy priority. Choi attributes the attractiveness of regional politics in part to South Korea’s presidential politics. “South Korea has a five-year single-term presidency,” he observes. “It’s not enough time to carry out a domestic agenda. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to increase the popularity and legitimacy” of South Korean leaders. 
South Korea will be the deciding factor in Asian conflicts

Feffer, 09

(John, Political Analysis, “South Korea: Still Dreaming of Regionalism”, 

http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/129)

“I don’t think Roh Moo-Hyun meant ‘balancer’ in traditional political science terms,” argues Derek Mitchell, the director for Asia at the Centre for Strategic and International Studies. “I think he meant that South Korea is in a unique position and can play an arbiter role. Given the rise of China, the end of the Cold War, and the lowering of tensions on the Korean peninsula, South Korea’s strict alignment with the United States exposes it in a way that it doesn’t want to be exposed.” During the last five years, much of the talk of Northeast Asian regionalism has become subsumed within the Six-Party Talks. One of the working groups created within this negotiating framework is devoted to a North-east Asia peace and security mechanism. “This mechanism is based on success in the denuclearisation task,” explains Victor Cha, director of Asian studies at Georgetown University and a former Bush administration official involved in the Six-Party Talks. “We went back to international relations theory when coming up with this mechanism: if you want to build a regime, you have to get an agreement on the norms, rules, and principles many of the actors have about security. We are still trying to create a set of principles that all six parties can agree on.” Mitchell worries about focusing on a regional security structure rather than the agenda that such a structure would tackle. “We need to think about practical outcomes,” he observers. “We have tremendous agenda in the region – climate change, energy, maritime security – and we shouldn’t just create an artificial structure to deal with it. We shouldn’t rush to build something.” 
U.S. Relations Bad
South Korean youth are anti-US; this sentiment will grow in future.
Kim and Lim 7 [Sunhyuk, Prof @ Korea University, and Wonhyuk, Korea Development Institute @ Brookings, “How to Deal with South Korea,” The Washington Quarterly, 30: 2, 71 — 82, Acc. 6/23/10, http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/wash.2007.30.2.71]
The current anti-US. sentiment in South Korea is thus a function of young South Koreans’ perception of the ambiguous US. role in .the checkered history of South Korean democratization. Whenever young South Koreans see the United States, particularly the current Bush administration, carrying the torch of democracy promotion around the globe, they cannot help but recall the contradictory U.S. role in South Korea and be suspicious of Washington’s motives. They question the traditional patron-client relationship that has been the status quo since the 1950s. For the next several decades, this new breed of progressive-minded South Koreans will constitute a sizable portion of the adult population. South Koreans born after 1960 accounted for 64.3 percent of the South Korean population in 2000. According to a Korea Society Opinion Institute public survey conducted in November 2006, 68.9 percent of those in. their 20s defined themselves as “progressive,” greatly exceeding the national average of progressives of 44.6 percent in all age groups.”
U.S Destroys Regional Stability 1/2
The US inhibits a necessary regional security structure in East Asia, destroying the region’s chance for stability.

Choi 08 [Dr. Young Jong, prof of IR @ the Catholic University of Korea, paper at the Asian Voices convention in DC, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855

Unlike during the cold war period, the security environment surrounding South Korea is very fluid, dynamic, and uncertain. Nothing is a given for South Korea, including the ROK-US bilateral security alliance; and even a properly working US-ROK alliance will not do to relieve South Korea’s security concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, Japan, and North Korea will offer only a partial solution, given South Korea’s limited leverage over them. South Koreans are feeling increasingly frustrated over their complete inability to influence North Korea, China, the United States and even Japan. If the nationalism and anti-Americanism that brought Roh to presidency five years ago arose largely from elated self-confidence and national pride, the recent rise of nationalist feelings in South Korea more reflects anxiety, fear, and frustration. Under the circumstances, South Korea has good reasons to go “regional”. A regional security structure can add stability and certainty to South Korea’s security environment. Depending on the strength of institutional norms and rules, South Korea can also lessen power asymmetry vis-a-vis China, Japan, and even North Korea. A regional security structure will provide breathing space to South Korea, which is unavailable in a tight bilateral alliance with the United States. It will also have the effect of boosting South Korea’s self-esteem, as well as the legitimacy of political leaders. Besides an institutional lock-in effect with China and Japan, a regional structure will be useful to manage North Korea. North Korea’s nuclear issue is currently deadlocked in spite of China’s high leverage against North Korea, as well as the “carrot and stick” approach applied by the hegemonic US. The nuclear issue may be embedded in a broader regional security framework to come up with a sustainable solution. A more serious problem for South Korea is a post-nuclear era North Korea. To reform North Korea in a sustainable and non-threatening way while minimizing costs to South Korea will be a daunting task, and a multilateral approach will be better for burden sharing. Again, territorial issues in the region can in no way be resolved bilaterally: they require sustained effort by regional organizations. 

U.S Destroys Regional Stability 2/2
North Korea began to develop nuclear weapons in the first place as a response to the US military threat present in South Korea.

Pritchard 2007 (Charles, White House negotiator to North Korea**, “The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb”, 2007, Brookings Institution Press, http://site.ebrary.com/lib/berkeley/docDetail.action?docID= 10176636&p00=%22second%20korean%20war%22)
Essentially the same set of events witnessed in June and July with the missile test were repeated after Pyongyang announced on October 3, 2006. that it intended to conduct a nuclear test and then made good on its announcement by conducting its first nuclear explosion on October 9. The North Koreans have been remarkably consistent in their own rationale—however faulty and misguided the United States may believe it to be—for developing their nuclear weapons program. In its October 3 announcement, Pyongyang described the "daily" pressure by the United States that resulted in its decision to test a nuclear device, its no-first use policy, and finally, its continuing commitment to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula: The Foreign Ministry of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea issued the following statement Tuesday solemnly clarifying the DPRK stand on the new measure to be taken by it to bolster its war deterrent for self-defence: The U.S. daily increasing threat of a nuclear war and its vicious sanctions and pressure have caused a grave situation on the Korean Peninsula in which the supreme interests and security of our State are seriously infringed upon and the Korean nation stands at the crossroads of life and death. The U.S. has become more frantic in its military exercises and arms build-up on the peninsula and in its vicinity for the purpose of launching the second Korean war since it made a de facto "declaration of war"
North Korea was the first to offer the idea of denuclearization but this has been abused by the US.

Pritchard 2007 (Charles, White House negotiator to North Korea**, “The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb”, 2007, Brookings Institution Press, http://site.ebrary.com/lib/berkeley/docDetail.action?docID= 10176636&p00=%22second%20korean%20war%22)
As the DPRK has been exposed to the L.S. nuclear threat and blackmail over the past more than half a century, it proposed the denuclearization of the peninsula before any others and has since made utmost efforts to that end. The U.S., however, abused the idea of denuclearization set out by the DPRK for isolating and stilling the ideology and system chosen by its people, while systematically disregarding all its magnanimity and sincerity. The ultimate goal of the DPRK is not a "denuclearization" to be followed by its unilateral disarmament but one aimed at settling the hostile relations between the DPRK and the U.S. and removing the very source of all nuclear threats from the Korean Peninsula and its vicinity. There is no change in the principled stand of the DPRK to materialize the denuclearization of the peninsula through dialogue and negotiation. The DPRK will make positive efforts to denuclearize the peninsula its own way without fail despite all challenges and difficulties.

***Regime Collapse Adv***

Regime Collapse Advantage – 2AC Timeframe 

Regime Collapse is imminent – U.S. must act immediately

Stares 2009  (Paul B., Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2.3.9, “Prepare for North Korean instability,”)

Third, the likely challenges associated with sudden change in North Korea are too big and complex to be addressed by the United States and South Korea alone. Cooperation between the principal powers provides the best chance of coping with these daunting problems and of ensuring a stable, peaceful, new regional order. Failure to accommodate national interests, on the other hand, could have profoundly negative consequences for the evolution of Korea, the stability of northeast Asia, and U.S. relations with major allies and other countries in the region. Policies should therefore be crafted that are either inclusive or at least reassuring to the other interested parties.
Although the situation in Pyongyang following Kim Jong-Il’s recent illness could soon return to the status quo ante, continuing uncertainties about his health and succession arrangements warrant heightened attention and preparation for the possibility of sudden change in North Korea. The stakes are simply too high and the risks too great for U.S. policymakers to assume that this will not happen any time soon or that very little can usefully be done in advance given all the inherent impediments to contingency planning. Before discussing the specific initiatives that should be pursued to prepare for sudden change, it is useful to lay out some basic principles to guide U.S. preparation for, and management of the major policy challenges that could arise as a consequence.
Regime Collapse Advantage – China Solvency

Announcing our commitment to remove troops forces China and South Korea to denuclearize the peninsula. Left with the forced choice, China will makes concessions to the US to preserve security. This solves great power wars, US economic interests, and relations with every other Asian country. 

Garfinkle, 03 (Adam, Professor at University of Pennsylvania and Editor of the National Interest, “Checking Kim”, January 27, 2003, http://article.nationalreview.com/267742/checking-kim/garfinkle)

The U.S. finds itself in an unenviable situation: one in which it has no military options, yet normal diplomacy is futile. Diplomacy of the sort being pressed upon the U.S. by South Korea amounts to paying North Koreans for acting temporarily less scary until the next occasion for extortion. I have argued that the only way to solve the problem is to transcend it: to think not like a diplomat, who is paid to manage, but like a statesman, who is paid to transform basic circumstances. I proposed last October that the major powers — the U.S., Japan, Russia, and China — unite to condition aid to North Korea in such a way as ultimately to undermine North Korean sovereignty. This proposal stood at least a chance of getting at the real source of the problem, which is the nature of the North Korean regime; and it could provide benefits to all the major powers that they could not otherwise achieve for themselves. I also acknowledged its drawbacks: that North Korea would not easily allow itself to be managed into oblivion and might lash out (which might happen anyway); and that the degree of cooperation we required, especially from China, might not be forthcoming.

China has in fact proved recalcitrant, but not irremediably so. Indeed, the Chinese seem to appreciate the gravity of the present situation, and may still be prepared to cooperate with the U.S. if we persist in our efforts. The reason is that the Chinese may ultimately put their own national interest above habit. The key Chinese interest is that Korea not be nuclearized, because that presupposes a nuclear Japan. China also prefers, however, for perfectly understandable Realpolitik reasons, that Korea not be unified. China has been a free rider on U.S. policy and power for years to achieve both of these interests, and has never been forced to choose between the two. Now that choice is looming: China's reliance on U.S. policy to prevent the nuclearization of the Korean peninsula is proving ill-founded. Meanwhile, as a result of North Korean proliferation, the U.S. has an interest in bringing about a unified non-nuclear Korea in which some redefined U.S. military presence underwrites the peninsula's non-nuclear status. If forced to choose between a) a nuclear North Korea and b) a unified Korea under Seoul's aegis whose non-nuclear status is underwritten by the U.S., China would be slightly crazy not to choose the latter. But it will not so choose until the choice becomes inevitable.

A secondary Chinese interest, often cited, is Beijing's fear of chaos on its border. But unless one assumes that North Korea can be reformed successfully, a proposition for which there is no evidence, waiting will only make things worse from the Chinese perspective. The more time the North Korean regime has both to fail and to build nuclear weapons, the more likely its eventual collapse will be maximally calamitous. China's policy today amounts to propping up an influence-resistant and disaster-prone regime — seething with refugees ready to pour across the Chinese border by the hundreds of thousands. Concert with the U.S., Japan, and Russia, on the other hand, would give China far more influence over what may happen in North Korea , and help to manage it. If the Chinese leadership sees its choices for what they really are, why would it choose a course of minimal influence and maximum ultimate peril?

SENDING OUT FOR CHINESE

And so we come to thoughts the administration may or may not have allowed itself to think, about how the U.S. can achieve the cooperation it needs to solve the North Korean problem. In other words, how can we bring other powers, particularly China, to the point of serious decisions that will lead them to join with the United States?

Charles Krauthammer recently suggested using the "Japan card" for this purpose — in other words, telling the Chinese that their failure to help us isolate North Korea would make the U.S. receptive to Japanese nuclear-weapons development. The U.S. need not say a word to Beijing about this, however; the Chinese understand the stakes better than we do. Besides, we have a far more dramatic option — the explanation of which requires a brief preface.

It made sense for the U.S. to risk war on the Korean peninsula between 1953 and the end of the Cold War, for Korea was bound up in a larger struggle. We could not opt out of any major theater in that struggle without the risk of losing all. But it no longer makes sense to run such risks. What larger stakes since 1991 have justified the costs and dangers of keeping 37,000 U.S. troops in South Korea, the overburdening of the 

Regime Collapse Advantage – China Solvency

[Garfinkle Continues – No Text Deleted]

U.S.-South Korean relationship, and the tensions caused to the U.S.-Japanese alliance? None that is readily apparent in the cold light of U.S. interests.

The division of Korea puts U.S. interests at risk more than it does those of any other major regional power (we have troops there; we — not China or Russia or Japan — face directly a nuclearizing adversary), and for the sake of the lowest stakes. Think about what the U.S. might suffer if war broke out in Korea, and about what we would gain from its not breaking out. We would suffer thousands of dead GIs, the probable ascription of responsibility for the razing of Seoul (and maybe Tokyo), and maybe accidental conflict with China. What do we gain from the status quo? Perpetual diplomatic heartburn with Japan and others, and the privilege of fruitlessly negotiating with Pyongyang.

In short, the end of the Cold War dramatically changed the balance of risks and rewards in U.S. Korea policy, and should have led us to adjust our stance. But U.S. policymakers conducted business as usual, only responding to North Korean threats and never themselves taking the lead to solve the underlying problem. We should have managed the transition to South Korea's responsibility for its own security, while at the same time joining with other regional powers to limit North Korea's trouble-making potential. Had we started early enough, before North Korea had nukes, we would have had far more robust military options to enforce a muscular diplomacy than we do today.

Better late than never, however; we still need to rethink the Korea problem down to its roots. When we do, we immediately see our other option: Announce our intention to withdraw all U.S. military forces from Korea. Lots of South Koreans would be delighted. More important, such an announcement would force China and the other parties to the problem to face reality.

South Koreans, having to defend themselves, will either see the illusions of their own policy or suffer the consequences of maintaining it. But it's their country, and, frankly, their potential misfortune no longer matters to us as much as it did during the Cold War. If North Korea becomes a six-or-more-weapon nuclear power, we will be far away, with deterrence reasonably intact, and with a decent if imperfect ability to prevent North Korea from exporting fissile materials and missiles. China, however, cannot relocate. If we profess an intention to leave, Beijing will then have to choose between a nuclear North Korea and Japan (and maybe South Korea, too) on its doorstep, or joining with the U.S. and others to manage the containment, and ultimately the withering away, of the North Korean state. Until it is faced with such a choice, Beijing will temporize and try to fob off the problem on Washington, hoping as before to free-ride on us for an outcome that benefits China more than it benefits the U.S. That's reality, and the Chinese need to face it. We can help them do so. 

Regime Collapse Advantage – China Solvency

Withdrawal motivates Chinese action

Bandow Sr Fellow Cato ‘9

(Doug-, June 16, The National Interest, “A Tattered Umbrella”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10293)

Even if the risk was small, the cost would be catastrophic. And the U.S. government's principal responsibility is to protect American lives, not to guarantee the security of foreign lands. Adopting a policy inviting a nuclear attack on the American homeland violates that duty. Offering nuclear guarantees also diminishes the threat — to North Korea and China — of America's friends developing independent nuclear deterrents. Far better for Washington to indicate that it is not inclined to leave the DPRK with a nuclear monopoly among smaller powers in East Asia. While the United States would not encourage its allies to exercise the nuclear option, it should suggest that it would not stop them.

Pyongyang might not mind the further spread of nuclear weapons, but Beijing certainly would not relish the prospect of Japan, and even worse Taiwan, exercising the nuclear option. Even if the PRC was not certain that Washington was serious, it would have an incentive to bring greater pressure on the North. And that, of course, is the ultimate goal: halt proliferation to the DPRK.
Whether America and allied states would want to go down this path if Pyongyang proceeded unimpeded could be addressed then. But a written pledge now by Washington to defend South Korea against a nuclear North would eliminate perhaps the most powerful way of sharing the nuclear nightmare with China, and thus encouraging it to act against North Korea. There's nothing unusual about American officials pledging to protect the South. Last month, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated: "I want to underscore the commitments the United States has and intends always to honor for the defense of South Korea and Japan." But the justification of such a policy long ago disappeared.

Washington should devolve responsibility for the ROK's defense to the ROK. Seoul can protect itself against conventional threats. South Korea could respond to nuclear weapons in the North by raising the possibility of building a countervailing nuclear capability. That's not a good solution. But it might prove to be the best of a bunch of bad options.

Regime Collapse Inevitable 

North Korea is in Dire Political and Economic Turmoil and Kim Jong Il righn is coming to an end.
Lee, 5/27

[Jean H. Lee, Associated press Writer, “Cheonan attack may be tied to North Korean Succession”; Associated Press; May 27, 2010; http://www.csmonitor.com/From-the-news-wires/2010/0527/Cheonan-attack-may-be-tied-to-North-Korean-succession]


North Korea's leaders tightly control information and thrive on myths and lies. However, they cannot hide that the nation is in turmoil, struggling to build its shattered economy and to feed its 24 million people. The number of defectors is rising, and the encroachment of the outside world, through videos and films smuggled from China, has shown citizens what lies beyond the so-called Hermit Kingdom's borders.

Kim Jong Il, now 68, is ailing. North Korea has never confirmed that he suffered a stroke in 2008, but his sudden weight loss last year and the persistent paralysis that has left him with a slight limp was visible during his rare trip to China last month.
Kim Jung Il’s failing health make a leader ship change inevitable which sparks regional conflict.

Lee, 5/27

[Jean H. Lee, Associated press Writer, “Cheonan attack may be tied to North Korean Succession”; Associated Press; May 27, 2010; http://www.csmonitor.com/From-the-news-wires/2010/0527/Cheonan-attack-may-be-tied-to-North-Korean-succession]

Young, inexperienced and virtually unknown even at home, Kim Jong Un needs at least a few political victories under his belt if he is to succeed his father as leader of communist North Korea.

The sinking of a South Korean warship may well have provided Kim Jong Il's 20-something son and rumored heir with a victory that would bolster his support within the communist country's military, a million-man force in need of a boost after a November sea battle left one North Korean sailor dead.

North Korea has vehemently denied involvement in the torpedo attack that sank the Cheonan near the Koreas' sea border in March, killing 46 sailors in one of the boldest attacks on the South since the Korean War of the 1950s.

The timing might seem inexplicable: After a year of intransigence, North Korea seemed willing and ready to return to nuclear disarmament talks.

But North Korea has never seen violence and negotiation as incompatible, and domestic issues — a succession movement and military discontent — may be more urgent than foreign policy.

North Korea's leaders tightly control information and thrive on myths and lies. However, they cannot hide that the nation is in turmoil, struggling to build its shattered economy and to feed its 24 million people. The number of defectors is rising, and the encroachment of the outside world, through videos and films smuggled from China, has shown citizens what lies beyond the so-called Hermit Kingdom's borders.

Kim Jong Il, now 68, is ailing. North Korea has never confirmed that he suffered a stroke in 2008, but his sudden weight loss last year and the persistent paralysis that has left him with a slight limp was visible during his rare trip to China last month.

None of his three sons has had the benefit of the more than a decade of grooming Kim had by the time he took over after his father Kim Il Sung's death in 1994, and the regime says it is determined to usher in a "stronger, prosperous" era in 2012, the centenary of the patriarch's birth.

Any change in leadership has the potential to be traumatic and tumultuous. A bold attack would be a quick way to muster support and favor in a country where one in 20 citizens is in the military.

Regime Collapsing – Succession  

Kim Jong Il is in poor health and talk of succession have already begun behind closed doors.

Stares and Wit, ‘09

[Paul B. Stares and Joel S. Wit; Director of the center of preventative Action, Coordinator of U.S. Department of State; “Preparing for a Sudden change in North Korea; Pg. 4; January 2009;

http://www.cfr.org/publication/18019/preparing_for_sudden_change_in_north_korea.html]
These confident assumptions about North Korea have recently been jolted by reports that Kim jong-II suffered a debilitating stroke in early August 2008 after he failed to appear at an event celebrating the sixti​eth anniversary of the founding of the state. Despite official protesta​tions of his good health, Kim |ong-H disappeared from sight for several months with many rumors circulating about his physical and mental impairment.2 However, with no outward signs that a leadership transi​tion is under way, the prevailing expectation is that he is recuperating and the situation will eventually return to the status quo ante.

It is possible, however, that Kim Jong-ITs condition may actually be much worse than press reports suggest and that his capacity to govern —if it hasn't already been seriously compromised—may be short lived. There has long been speculation that he is a diabetic and therefore prone to kidney failure, heart complications, and at a higher risk of stroke.3 Indeed, preparations for his succession may already have begun (or been accelerated) but discreetly, to prepare the rest of the country for the transition. The designated leader or leaders may even have assumed considerable governing powers with both Kim's blessing and the sup​port of other senior members of the regime. Given how little we know about the inner workings of North Korea, this is entirely plausible. If true, continuity of the regime, albeit under new leadership, will have been maintained with most likely minimal impact on the rest of North Korea and its outward posture.

Succession complications would result in internal turmoil, collapsing North Korea.

Stares and Wit, ‘09

[Paul B. Stares and Joel S. Wit; Director of the center of preventative Action, Coordinator of U.S. Department of State; “Preparing for a Sudden change in North Korea; Pg. 4; January 2009;

http://www.cfr.org/publication/18019/preparing_for_sudden_change_in_north_korea.html]
However, other scenarios that bring about more fundamental change to North Korea should not be summarily dismissed. It is possible, for example, that succession planning would not proceed smoothly—if at all—leaving a vacuum at the top or a weak transitional arrangement should Kim suffer a fatal relapse. This might tempt certain individuals or factions to seize power, resulting in a potentially disruptive and even violent leadership struggle. What outcome might ensue and what course North Korea might take as a consequence is impossible to predict, but a prolonged and potentially violent contest for supremacy in Pyong​yang—North Korea's capital—would undoubtedly place immense stress on the rest of the country, given how much the state is controlled from the center. Resilient though it has proven to be, North Korea is still a fundamentally weak state.4 Itseconomv has never recovered from the contraction of the 1990s and the population remains chronically short of food and other basic necessities. Indeed, before news broke of Kim's illness, the UN's World Food Program (WFP) had warned that the country was facing widespread food shortages and even famine.

Under these circumstances, the uncertainty and stress imposed by a lengthy and perhaps ultimately inconclusive leadership struggle on the overall system of governance might prove too much. As numer​ous cases from around the world attest, totalitarian states—despite outward signs of strength—are remarkably brittle when stressed by internal forces. North Korea is an exceptional state for all the reasons outlined, but at a certain point the pressures could become too intense for the country to stay intact. In this case, earlier predictions of collapse and the end of North Korea as an independent sovereign state might finally come to pass.

NK Collapse – Kim Jong-Il Death (1/2) 
Kim Jong-il the North Korean Dictator is in very poor health                              

Klingner, 2010 Klingner , Bruce, Writer for Heritage Foundation. "Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S. 4-7-10". The Heritage Foundation . 4-22-10

 <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/04/leadership-change-in-north-korea-what-it-means-for-the-us>.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             In August 2008, Kim Jong-il suffered one or two strokes, leading to his absence from public view for months. Later in 2008, the North Korean government released photos of Kim that purportedly showed him to be in good health, but these pictures were subsequently exposed as doctored. Kim eventually recovered but appears frail and emaciated. Initial judgments about Kim's health have been reassessed as a result of Kim's August 2009 meetings with former President Bill Clinton and Hyundai Chairwoman Hyun Jung-eun, during which the North Korean leader was described as robust and in full control of his faculties, but there are continuing concerns about Kim's health, and a sudden collapse is possible at any time. Life expectancy for stroke victims is low, particularly for someone like Kim, who has resumed smoking and drinking. Kim Jong-il continues to suffer from chronic health problems, including diabetes, kidney and heart problems, and high blood pressure. He reportedly receives regular dialysis, particularly before meetings with foreign leaders, so that he can appear to be in good health. In December 2009, there were reports that Kim remained weak and could work only every other day. Contrary to rumors, he likely does not have pancreatic cancer.
Sudden leadership change will destabilize North Korea        

Klingner, 2010 Klingner , Bruce, Writer for Heritage Foundation. "Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S. 4-7-10". The Heritage Foundation . 4-22-10

"We would also be mindful of the potential for instability in North Korea," he said. "Combined with the country's disastrous centralized economy, dilapidated industrial sector, insufficient agricultural base, malnourished military and populace, and developing nuclear programs, the possibility of a sudden leadership change in the North could be destabilizing and unpredictable."  South Korea and the U.S. are ready for any kind of contingency, he said, including local skirmishes, humanitarian support operations, and even the elimination of the North's weapons of mass destruction. 
NK Collapse – Kim Jong-Il Death (2/2) 
A unstable North Korean government would be disastrous                      

Klingner, 2010 Klingner , Bruce, Writer for Heritage Foundation. "Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S. 4-7-10". The Heritage Foundation . 4-22-10

International attention has been focused on North Korea's nuclear weapons program, which endangers U.S. national interests, the safety of critical U.S. allies Japan and South Korea, and peace and stability in Asia. Washington must continue to use a combination of diplomatic pressure and highly conditional negotiations to induce Pyongyang to abide by its denuclearization pledges, as well as to prevent nuclear proliferation. Yet there is another North Korean threat for which Washington must prepare: instability in the country's leadership. The planned succession from the ailing Kim Jong-il to his third son faces many challenges and may not be successful. Because the young son lacks the gravitas of his father, there is the potential for a power struggle among challengers within the senior party and military leadership. The issue of succession is especially worrisome in view of recent indications that deteriorating economic conditions, exacerbated by the tightening noose of international sanctions, and rising civil unrest in response to draconian attacks against free-market activity could create a tinderbox of instability. If the situation became so dire as to bring about the collapse of the regime, it could lead to North Korea's loss of control over its nuclear weapons, greater risk of rogue elements selling weapons of mass destruction to other rogue governments and terrorist groups, fighting among competing factions, economic turmoil, and humanitarian disaster. Under such circumstances, China or South Korea might feel compelled to send troops into North Korea to stabilize the country, raising the potential for miscalculation and armed confrontation. Moreover, even a smooth leadership transition would put diplomatic efforts to induce North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons on hold. It is unlikely that Pyongyang would trade away its nuclear weapons when it feels weakened by leadership transition. The North Korean regime has shown remarkable resilience over the past 15 years, belying repeated predictions of its imminent demise. However, there is now a growing sense that a combination of stresses is pushing Pyongyang closer to the tipping point. Like storm clouds on the horizon, the implications of leadership transition are significant and unpredictable. Kim's sudden death or incapacitation could trigger events culminating in a cataclysmic security challenge for the United States, South Korea, and Japan. The potential for turmoil in a nation with nuclear weapons must therefore be a top priority for the U.S. and its allies.
Preemptive Attack Bad – NK Retaliates

A US attack on North Korea would spark a full military retaliation.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
To attack on the assumption that the North would not respond would be a wild gamble. Some advocates of military action have proposed that an attack on Yongbyon be coupled with a nuclear ultimatum and even tactical nuclear strikes on North Korean artillery and troop emplacements.47 But a military strike might not get all of Pyongyang’s nuclear assets; the North Koreans favor underground facilities, which might prove difficult to destroy, even with newer, more destructive bombs. Warns Joshua Muravchik: “the North Koreans have also built underground nuclear reactors, plutonium reprocessing plants, and uraniumenrichment facilities—and who knows what else?”48 Moreover, hitting the reprocessing plant and spent fuel rods might also create radioactive fallout that could drift over China, Japan, Russia, and South Korea. That would be a high price to pay for an unsuccessful strike. Most important, warns Stanley Kurtz of the Hudson Institute, “The true disaster for the United States would be a strike against North Korea that does anything less than successfully intimidate its military capacity. Short of rapid and total success, we face the deaths of hundreds of thousands, even millions, of South Koreans.”49 Yet U.S. military action would virtually force Pyongyang to respond militarily. The North’s response could come in two forms: full scale war, or limited retaliatory attacks. Given the formal U.S. policy of preemption, and the designation of the North as a member of the “axis of evil,” Pyongyang might decide that a military strike on its nuclear facilities was evidence of America’s determination to destroy the Kim Jong-il government, the opening phase of a war for regime change. Indeed, it is obvious that Pyongyang fears, and has considered the possibility of, an American attack.50 The North explicitly threatened in early February 2003 that “a surprise attack on our peaceful nuclear facilities” would “spark a total war.”51 That is precisely what most analysts predicted would happen during the previous crisis in 1994. Gen. Gary Luck, U.S. commander in Korea, observed: “If we pull an Osirak, they will be coming South.”52 Bill Taylor, formerly of West Point and the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and who met with Kim Il-sung and other senior leaders in the early 1990s, believes: “faced with a major military strike on its territory, the North Korean leadership will respond with everything it has against Americans and our allies.”53 South Korean Defense Minister Lee Jun says simply: “If America attacks North Korea, war on the Korean peninsula will be unavoidable.”54 An account by a high-ranking North Korean defector, Cho Myung-chul, is particularly sobering. In analyzing Iraq’s defeat in the (first) Gulf War, North Korean military officials concluded that Baghdad was too defensive. Cho characterized the North’s approach, growing out of the lessons learned from Iraq: “If we’re in a war, we’ll use everything. And if there’s a war, we should attack first, to take the initiative.” Cho estimates the chances of general war at 80 percent in response to even a limited strike on Yongbyon.55 Unfortunately, “everything” is a daunting force: in addition to an army of more than a million soldiers, the North possesses long-range artillery and rocket launchers, deploys up to 600 Scud missiles and additional longer-range No Dong missiles, and has developed a significant number and range of chemical and perhaps biological weapons.56 Estimates of the number of likely casualties from a full-scale North Korean attack exceed one million.57 

Preemptive Attack Bad – NK Negotiates

North Korea will negotiate now – their nukes are a pretense to get the recognition of a nuclear power.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
Given the sober assessments of East Asian nations, the United States should not overstate the nature of the North Korean threat. There is no artificial timeline beyond which negotiations will be automatically ineffective. Though the DPRK is flirting with brinkmanship, it is merely threatening to build nuclear weapons, not to use them. And the world has survived far worse international crises: the Cuban missile crisis, China’s intervention in the Korean War, Douglas MacArthur’s proposal to strike the Chinese mainland, and the confrontation over Quemoy and Matsu.64 Through all of its bluster and vitriol, the North at least claims a willingness to resolve issues peacefully.65 Although Pyongyang has behaved in a reckless manner in recent months, over the last decade the regime’s behavior has actually improved. The DPRK has been more engaged with the outside world than it was before, and it appears to want to increase that engagement. Thus it has quite a bit to lose from confrontation. The DPRK’s emphasis so far on negotiations with the United States is another indication of its willingness to bargain. An overture through former United Nations ambassador and current New Mexico governor Bill Richardson was another sign.66 If the North simply wanted to build a bomb, it did not have to flaunt before Washington its nuclear activities. Its emphasis on the United States suggests an attempt by Pyongyang to win what only Washington can give—the security guarantees and status conferred on nuclear powers. That is what Governor Richardson believes: “They use those cards to get what they want. They also have a mind-set that they demand international respect. They want to deal directly with the United States, not with South Korea. They want to be considered big, major powers.”67 Seoul’s Ministry of Unification argues that the North Koreans’ “true aim is not to continue the nuclear development program, but to seek a breakthrough in relations with the United States.”68 That is the clear implication of Pyongyang’s rejection of an ROK offer of increased aid in exchange for an end to the North’s nuclear program.6

Preemptive Attack Fails

North Korea’s rearming now – but the US should resist the urge to start a full-on conflict.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 2k3 (Doug, Cato Institute, Foreign Policy Briefing No. 76, “Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not Be Used to Resolve the North Korean Nuclear Crisis”, 12 May 2003)
During a visit to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea) in October 2002, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs James A. Kelly informed officials in Kim Jong-il’s government that the United States knew about the secret uranium enrichment program underway in the DPRK. This program, Kelly explained, violated at least the spirit, if not the letter, of the Agreed Framework, negotiated between the United States and the DPRK in 1994. Once confronted, North Korea admitted that it was processing nuclear material. It then followed this unexpected admission by announcing the reopening of a mothballed nuclear plant to make plutonium, removing seals and surveillance cameras installed by the International Atomic Energy Agency, expelling IAEA monitors, and announcing its withdrawal from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.1 At the beginning of February, U.S. satellites revealed North Korean technicians moving fuel rods at the Yongbyon complex, potentially a prelude to reprocessing the 8,000 spent fuel rods to produce plutonium. The DPRK appears determined to become a member of the world’s nuclear club. Halting the North’s program is an important goal, but exactly how important depends a bit on Pyongyang’s plans. Does it intend to maintain only a modest arsenal for the defensive purpose of preserving the regime? Will it marry this new nuclear capability with existing missile technology and threaten a first strike on one of its neighbors, South Korea or Japan? Will it continue its efforts to build an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), thereby threatening the United States? Or, will North Korea’s nuclear development program shift into high gear, enabling the impoverished nation to sell plutonium or highly enriched uranium on the international market? It is this last hypothetical in particular—the prospect of North Korean nuclear technology falling into the hands of al Qaeda, or other terrorist organizations willing to use them against the United States—that has prompted anxious discussion. Some analysts have gone so far as to argue for a military strike against nuclear installations in the DPRK, in the hope of dismantling these facilities before the program becomes a threat to the United States. But while a military attack might appeal to those frustrated by a lack of good options for dealing with the problem of North Korean nuclear weapons, the U.S. should resist the urge to use military force on the Korean peninsula. An attack on North Korean nuclear facilities is unlikely to achieve the desired result (the complete destruction of the North’s program) and is likely to lead to a fullscale military conflict in East Asia that would threaten the lives of millions of people. 

Regime Collapse Bad – Nuke War

Turmoil in North Korea escalates into a global nuclear conflict

Stares and Wit, ‘09

[Paul B. Stares and Joel S. Wit; Director of the center of preventative Action, Coordinator of U.S. Department of State; “Preparing for a Sudden change in North Korea; Pg. 5; January 2009;

http://www.cfr.org/publication/18019/preparing_for_sudden_change_in_north_korea.html]
These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world's largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery andmissiles.it can also wreak havoc on America's most impor​tant Asian allies—South Korea and japan—both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia—that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. Although all the interested powers share a basic interest in maintain​ing peace and stability in northeast Asia, a major crisis from within North Korea could lead to significant tensions and—as in the past— even conflict between them. A contested or prolonged leadership strug​gle in Pyongyang would inevitably raise questions in Washington about whether the United States should trv to swav the outcome.1 Some will almost certainly argue that only by promoting regime change will the threat now posed by North Korea as a global proliferator, as a regional menace to America's allies, and as a massive human rights violator, finally disappear. Such views could gain some currency in Seoul and even Tokyo, though it seems unlikely. Beijing, however, would certainly look on any attempt to promote a pro-American regime in Pyongyang as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and a challenge to China's national interests.
North Korea War Bad – Biological Attack 

A North Korean biological attack would cause a global plague that outweighs a nuclear bomb

Levy ’07 (“The Threat of Bioweapons” The American Thinker June 8. http://www.americanthinker.com/2007/06/the_threat_of_bioweapons.html)

Immediately following 9-11, an anthrax attack originating from letters containing anthrax spores infected 22 people, killing five.  After almost six years, the case has not been solved.   Intelligence analysts and academics report that North Korea has developed anthrax, plague, and botulism toxin and conducted extensive research on smallpox, typhoid and cholera.   A world-renowned bioweapons expert has confirmed that Syria has weapons grade smallpox resistant to all current vaccines developed under the cover of legitimate veterinary research  on camelpox, a very closely related virus.  The researcher further reports that Syria is suspected of testing the pathogen on prison populations and possibly in the Sudan.   Although there are close to 50 organisms that could be used offensively, rogue nations have concentrated their bioweapons development efforts on smallpox, anthrax, plague, botulinum, tularemia and viral hemorrhagic fevers.  With the exception of smallpox, which is exclusively a human host disease, all of the other pathogens lend themselves to animal testing as they are zoonotic, or can be transmitted to humans by other species.   Biological weapons are among the most dangerous in the world today and can be engineered and disseminated to achieve a more deadly result than a nuclear attack.  Whereas the explosion of a nuclear bomb would cause massive death in a specific location, a biological attack with smallpox could infect multitudes of people across the globe.  With incubation periods of up to 17 days, human disseminators could unwittingly cause widespread exposure before diagnosable symptoms indicate an infection and appropriate quarantine procedures are in place.   Unlike any other type of weapon, bioweapons such as smallpox can replicate and infect a chain of people over an indeterminate amount of time from a single undetectable point of release.  According to science writer and author of The Hot Zone, Richard Preston, "If you took a gram of smallpox, which is highly contagious and lethal, and for which there's no vaccine available globally now, and released it in the air and created about a hundred cases, the chances are excellent that the virus would go global in six weeks as people moved from city to city......the death toll could easily hit the hundreds of millions.....in scale, that's like a nuclear war."[1]     More so than chemical and nuclear research, bioweapons development programs lend themselves to stealth development.  They are difficult to detect, can be conducted alongside legimate research on countermeasures, sheltered in animal research facilities within sophisticated pharmaceutical corporations, disguised as part of routine medical university studies, or be a component of dual use technology development.  Detection is primarily through available intelligence information and location-specific biosensors that test for the presence of pathogens.  Biological weapons have many appealing qualities for warfare and their effects can be engineered and customized from a boutique of possibilities.  Offensive pathogens are inexpensive compared to conventional weapons and small quantities can produce disproportionate damage.  They have unlimited lethal potential as carriers and can continue to infect more people over time.  Bioweapons are easy to dispense through a variety of delivery systems from a missile, an aerosol or a food product.  They can be placed into a state of dormancy to be activated at a later stage allowing for ease of storage.  Pathogens are not immediately detectable or identifiable due to varying incubation periods and can be rapidly deployed, activated and impossible to trace.  The technology to develop biological agents is widely available for legitimate purposes and large quantities can be developed within days.   

*** Solvency ***

Solvency Advocate

Washington should remove troops and shift the burden to Asian countries.

Carpenter, 2009  

 (Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute , “Cato Handbook for Policymakers” (7th Edition), Cato Institute, 18 June 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-54.pdf)
That approach is precisely the opposite of the course Washington ought to adopt. The new administration should immediately begin to reduce America’s risk exposure by ordering a phased withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea. Washington should also indicate to the East Asian powers that they bear primary responsibility for dealing with the problem of North Korea’s nuclear program, since they have the most at stake. It is time, indeed it is long past time, to insist that South Korea manage its own security affairs. The United States has drawn down its military forces stationed in that country from approximately 37,000 to 27,000 over the past six years. Washington should implement a complete withdrawal within the next three years and terminate the misnamed mutual security treaty. That commitment was designed for an entirely different era. There is no need and very little benefit today for keeping South Korea as a security client. 

Solvency – US Should Remove Troops

Time to Remove Troops from South Korea

VFP & Barr ‘08 (Bob Barr, representative of Georgia in U.S. House of Representatives, appointed US Attorney under Reagan administration, also served as official of CIA. VFP (Voters for Peace), organization educating and promoting end to American occupation and future war aggression, “Time To Remove Troops From South Korea Says Bob Barr,” Voters For Peace June 10, 2008.  http://votersforpeace.us/press/index.php?itemid=448) 

Defense Secretary Robert Gates just returned from a trip to South Korea, where he reaffirmed America’s defense commitment, including the presence of nearly 29,000 troops. This is precisely the wrong strategy, according to Bob Barr, the Libertarian Party nominee for president. After more than 50 years of American support, “South Korea is well able to defend itself,” notes Barr. The South has an economy that is estimated to be 40 times as large as that of North Korea; South Korea has twice the North’s population and a vast technological edge. “It is time for real leadership on this important national security matter,” Barr said, adding that “maintaining a large and costly American military presence in Korea largely because that’s the way it’s been done for more than half a century makes little sense, especially if we, as we should, maintain the capability to respond quickly to actual threats against us when necessary and where necessary.” Indeed, Barr adds, South Korea has been sending money and food to the government in Pyongyang. “That is a very strange way to treat a supposed enemy,” he notes. Today the U.S. military is badly stretched by the continuing occupation of Iraq. Surely “Washington can bring home troops stationed in not only South Korea, but also Europe and Japan,” he adds.
We must completely revamp U.S. foreign policy, returning to the noninterventionist strategy of the nation’s Founders. The interests of the American people, rather than of wealthy allies, should become the new lodestar of U.S. policy.
We Should Remove All Troops                                                                                        

Horween ’09, (Matt, commissioned US foreign service officer for US Agency for International Development, “Time To Remove US Troops From South Korea,” The Street, August 29, 2009. http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/1/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html)                                                                                                                          

It is obvious to anyone who thinks about it, that what the U.S. government is doing now and proposing to do in the future in South Korea is not a good plan. So what would be a good plan? We could withdraw all of our troops, close all our bases, and bring all our assets back to the USA. 

Solvency – South Korea Capable

South Korea will be capable of defending itself after the US leaves – its economy is large enough to overwhelm the North.

Bandow Senior Fellow Cato Institute 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, “South Korea Needs Better Defense”, 26 March 2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628)

A South Korean warship sank in the Yellow Sea following an explosion Friday. North Korean involvement is widely suspected, but Seoul says no conclusions have yet been reached.  The incident, irrespective of the details, should remind officials in Seoul that the Korean peninsula remains extraordinarily unstable. Pyongyang has long used brinkmanship as a negotiating technique. The North employed its usual array of rhetorical bombs in response to recently concluded joint maneuvers between U.S. and South Korean forces. And ships of both nations exchanged fire last November around the ill-defined sea boundary between the two countries.  Nevertheless Pyongyang has generally eschewed violence in recent years. Tensions on the peninsula thankfully have receded substantially. Two South Korean presidents have ventured north for summits with Kim Jong Il. The Republic of Korea spent roughly 10 years subsidizing the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea as part of the "Sunshine Policy."  Pyongyang has long used brinkmanship as a negotiating technique. However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.  Instead of focusing on national defense, Seoul has been expanding its ambitions. President Lee now talks about "Global Korea." His government's latest Defense White Paper spoke of "enhancing competence and status internationally." Seoul has begun regularly contributing to international peace-keeping missions.  Washington has promoted this perspective, enlisting the ROK military in Afghanistan and Iraq, for instance. A new study from the Center for a New American Security argues that "the value of the alliance goes far beyond security in the Korean peninsula." Participants urged the South to create a capability "to provide assistance in more global contingencies."  It obviously is up to Seoul to decide what it wants to do in the world. But its first responsibility is to defend itself. As long as 27,000 American personnel remain on station in the ROK, the South is not doing enough militarily. Moreover the U.S. maintains the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force in Okinawa, Japan, as back-up for Korean contingencies, and would be expected to intervene with other large-scale forces in the event of war.  Yet the South is capable of defending itself. Over the last 60 years it has been transformed from an authoritarian wreck into a prosperous democratic leader internationally. The ROK's economy ranks 13th in the world. South Korea's GDP is roughly 40 times that of the North. Should it desire to do so, Seoul could spend more than the entire North Korean GDP on defense alone. 

Solvency – SK Likes Removal
Koreans want us out – polls prove.

Ilbo 2005 (JoongAng, “South Koreans Want U.S. Troops to Leave”, 25 September 2005, Angus Reid Global Monitor, http://www.angus-reid.com/polls/view/9110)
(Angus Reid Global Scan) - Many adults in South Korea believe their country should not accommodate United States military bases, according to a poll by JoongAng Ilbo. 54 per cent of respondents want all U.S. forces currently stationed in their country to be withdrawn.  Diplomatic relations between the North and South have been strained since the end of the Korean War. A one-mile demilitarized zone has separated the two countries since 1953. The U.S. currently has 32,500 soldiers in South Korea.  The U.S. has close to 230,000 troops stationed all over the world, not including U.S.-based forces currently deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. In August 2004, U.S. president George W. Bush announced plans to close some overseas military bases, which would reduce the number of soldiers in South Korea to 25,000 by 2008.  U.S. defence secretary Donald Rumsfeld is scheduled to meet with South Korean counterpart Yoon Kwang-ung on Oct. 21 in Seoul. The South Korean government said the talks will focus on "bilateral ties and cooperation on the global war of terrorism."  Polling Data  Do you think U.S. forces currently stationed in South Korea should be withdrawn immediately, withdrawn gradually, left for a considerable period of time, or left permanently?  Withdrawn immediately 4% Withdrawn gradually 50% Left for a considerable period of time 30% Left permanently 16% Source: JoongAng Ilbo

Military presence in South Korea not supported

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)

Indeed, President Roh Mu-hyon’s statement earlier this year suggesting that South Korea would not support the deployment of U.S. forces in Korea to engage in regional conflicts indicates that it may be disadvantageous to seek to maintain a large military presence in South Korea. While the possibility of a U.S. military withdrawal from South Korea is nearly unthinkable to many analysts, such an action need not be equated with the ending of the alliance or the very important economic relationship. The most recent polls indicate that over the last few years the number of South Koreans favoring the withdrawal of U.S. forces has steadily increased to the point where it seems to constitute the majority. Under the circumstances, arguably, removing this irritant in U.S.-Korea relations could provide a firmer basis for their economic and strategic relationship.   

 Solvency – Presence Not Key
US defense presence in South Korea is useless for regional stability

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 8. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Other advocates of the alliance make the “dual use” argument, that American forces stationed on the Korean peninsula are useful for purposes other than defending South Korea. But an army division and assorted other forces have little useful role in promoting regional stability, whatever that means in practice (invading Burma or preventing the dissolution of Indonesia?). And minimal ROK support for other U.S. objectives, such as providing a small troop contingent to a safe sector of Iraq (which Seoul plans on withdrawing by year’s end), is not worth today’s one-sided alliance.

US pullout is not likely to create a war – the region isn’t a point of hegemonic contention.

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute , 5. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
Some alliance advocates, however, are vigorously re-imagining the rationale for retaining U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula. Advocates of a permanent U.S. occupation talk grandly of preserving regional stability and preparing for regional contingencies. Some South Koreans do so as well: Kim Sung-ban of the Institute on Foreign Affairs and National Security argues that "Even in the absence of a military threat from North Korea", the alliance should be revamped "to focus on promoting stability in Northeast Asia." Yet it is difficult to spin a scenario involving real war between real countries. No general East Asian conflict, other than a possible China-Taiwan confrontation, seems to be threatening to break out. The region is no longer the focus of global hegemonic competition. All of the major regional powers benefit from peace; none has significant and growing differences with other major powers. Nor is it clear how unexplained "instability", as opposed to widespread conflict, would harm the global economy and thus U.S. interests. Only if nations throughout East Asia essentially collapsed--an unlikely event in the extreme--would there be substantial harm to America and other countries.

Troops in South Korea are irrelevant to regional stability – threats can’t be solved through the military

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute , 5. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
In response, some supporters of America's position in South Korea suggest using forces stationed there to intervene in local conflicts and civil wars. However, a commitment to defend "stability" in East Asia implies a willingness to intervene in a score of local conflicts revolving around border disputes, ethnic divisions and other parochial squabbles. Of course, Washington refused to use force against Indonesia over East Timor; it is not likely to intervene in inter-communal strife in the Moluccas or independence demands in Aceh or Irian Jaya. The greatest threats to regional stability come from within weak if not outright failed states: insurgency and corruption in the Philippines, democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma, economic, ethnic, nationalistic and religious division in Indonesia. Most of these problems are not susceptible to solution via U.S. military intervention--nor is it clear why the Mutual Defense Pact between Seoul and Washington is required. Advocates also fall back on a familiar litany of transnational threats such as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking and infectious diseases to justify the continued existence of the alliance. One wonders, however, how stationing troops in Korea helps to combat the spread of aids, or whether the Air Force is preparing to bomb opium fields in Burma. Piracy is a major problem, but not only is there no reason that the regional powers--including South Korea, Singapore, Australia, Japan and Indonesia--cannot deploy more ships and other assets to cope with this threat, U.S. ground forces based in Korea cannot patrol the Malacca Strait. Terrorism, meanwhile, is best combated by accurate intelligence and special forces, not thousands of conventional forces configured to repel a land assault. 

Solvency – Presence Not Key
American troop pullout facilitates a stable NEA

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)
If South Korea desires the reduction or even the elimination of a U.S. military presence, then it behooves us to oversee the repositioning of those forces under our terms and our control. The recent U.S. initiated agreements to draw down U.S. Forces Korea from 37,000 to 25,000 and consolidate U.S. forces to bases south of the Han River could be a promising initiative toward redefining the security relationship, even if some South Koreans interpret the move as a U.S. ruse to launch a pre-emptive attack on the North. We should not be apprehensive about completing the process if that is what the South Korean people want. It is even possible to imagine a U.S. pullout as facilitating the unification of the Koreas that can contribute toward overcoming the North Korean conundrum as the perennial security challenge of the region. This can come about through a change in China’s perception that a unified Korea without U.S. military presence, a unified Korea that is fiercely independent, could actually provide a better buffer state than North Korea. China holds the trump card on unification by the sheer fact that it alone insures the existence of North Korea. It also enjoys good relations with South Korea. The possibility of a more stable northeast Asia based on a balance between a continental bloc consisting of China and a China-leaning unified Korea on the one hand, and a maritime bloc anchored on the U.S.-Japan alliance on the other, is perhaps an outcome to be welcomed. 

A military pull-out results in success for both sides

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)

In conclusion, South Korean politics is in a profound period of transition as the result of a generational shift, the end of the Cold War, democratization, and growing self-confidence. Among the emerging political forces, those that are creating the most important political fault lines are the ideologies of pan-Korean nationalism and anti-Great Power-ism. These trends could well mark the end of the U.S. – South Korean alliance as we know it. Most importantly, such an outcome, which could eventually lead to a complete U.S. military pull out, need not mean the end of a close relationship between the two nations. Indeed, it could very well resolve some of the thorniest security issues in the region. Above all, we can take comfort in knowing that such maturation of South Korea and of the Korean peninsula could fulfill not only the long held Wilsonian ideal of a world organized on principles of self-determination, but also encourage the spread of democratization and freedom in step with realization of the principle of self-determination. It is an outcome to be welcomed not feared.  

Solvency – Phased Withdrawal
The US should execute a phased withdrawal – any instability is outweighed by US benefits.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 87 A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Korea: The Case for Disengagement”, 8 December 1987, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=962)
For 20 straight days last June the Republic of Korea teetered on the brink of chaos. Demonstrations rocked the capital, Seoul, and other major cities after ROK president Chun Doo Hwan abruptly terminated negotiations with the opposition over constitutional reform. Civilian riot police, who had easily broken up earlier protests led by radical university students, lost control when housewives, office workers, and professionals joined the marches. "Democracy is more important than economics," said one businessman.[1] President Chun reshuffled his cabinet and only barely backed away from imposing martial law. A military coup against Chun, a former general who had seized power seven years earlier, seemed increasingly likely.  Officials in Washington were nearly as nervous as their Korean counterparts. The ROK, tied to the United States by a bilateral defense treaty, had long been considered one of this country's closest military allies. The United States maintains tactical nuclear weapons and 40,000 troops in South Korea to back its defense commitment, yet the Reagan administration could only stand by helplessly in the face of the growing disorder.  But the Chun government unexpectedly gave ground. On June 29 the ruling party's chairman and presidential candidate, Roh Tae Woo, proposed an eight-point program that met most of the opposition's demands, including direct presidential elections (scheduled for December 16), the release of political prisoners, and protection of human rights. Chun agreed to the changes, and the demonstrations waned; the ROK moved away from the abyss.  Many dangers remain. Elections have been held in Korea before, but they have been fixed. Civilian governments have attained power there before, but the military has subsequently seized control; its fear of retaliation for past human rights abuses alone could trigger a coup attempt, particularly if long-time dissident Kim Dae Jung is elected.  Moreover, Korea's political future is uncertain. Two opposition leaders who have feuded bitterly in the past, Kim Dae Jung and Kim Young Sam, are running for president, and a split vote could result in Roh's election. Even if one of the two Kims wins, political instability could follow; both disdain compromise and are distrusted by many Koreans. Whoever is elected will have to deal with the continued incarceration of more than a thousand political prisoners, unprecedented labor unrest, and renewed student protests. The current relative calm, warned one Western diplomat, "is just temporary. There are a hell of a lot of fights to come, and some of them will be in the streets. There will be more crises. The Koreans are great brinksmen."[2]  Nevertheless, the ROK has a brighter future today than it did before Roh unveiled his eight-point program on June 29. Unfortunately, the United States can take little solace in that changed outlook. Anti-American sentiment in the ROK may be more intense today than it was before the protests began. And if South Korea's move toward democracy is reversed, the United States is likely to receive much of the blame. After four decades of intervention in Korean affairs, it is deeply entangled in the ROK's fractious internal struggles.  The case of Korea is yet another in which the political risk posed by popular disenchantment with U.S.-supported autocrats--which has poisoned America's relations with Iran since the shah fell, for example--is not counterbalanced by any substantial security gain. Indeed, the United States' commitment to defend the ROK is a major detriment, costing billions and increasing the risk of American involvement in an Asian war.  The United States should execute a phased military withdrawal from the ROK and should sever its defense guarantee once all the troops have been removed. Economic and cultural relations should be maintained thereafter, of course, but South Korea, a wealthy nation with the capability to match North Korea's military, should be deemed to have graduated from the American military safety net. Even if the ROK then seemed somewhat less secure, the United States' position would be immeasurably better. America would no longer be forced to take sides in South Korea's internal political squabbles or subsidize the defense of a trading rival. Most important, the Korean tripwire, and the consequent threat of U.S. involvement in an armed conflict, would be gone. 

Solvency – Phase Withdrawal

Phase withdrawal is the most effective solution

Bailey, Lieutenant Colonel, 1990 (Tommy F, “Isn’t it time for U.S. Troops to leave Korea?,” Air War College Research Report, December 26, June 23, 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA229942&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.)
Now on to the recommendations. A rapid, wholesale American withdrawal could destabilize the Korean peninsula, weaken U.S.-ROK relations, and undermine American interests in Northeast Asia. However, a carefully planned and enunciated, gradual reduction in U.S. ground forces, accomplished after consultation with ROK authorities and in conjunction with various arms control and confidence-building measures, can constitute a positive response to internal South Korean politics, regional dynamics, and the rapidly evolving demands of international security in the fluid Asian environment. (1-6)

What policies should the United States adopt facilitate troop reductions and enhance its interests to in Northeast Asia? First, any policy should be based upon a bipartisan consensus in the Congress and should be the result 29of a NSDM (National Security Defense Memorandum). A troop reduction effort should be underpinned by a "war game" or crisis simulation focused on the Korean Peninsula--a war game managed by a bipartisan, nongovernmental institution, and not by the OSD, JCS, PACOM, or CINC-CFC, each of which may have normal predispositions affecting objectivity of war game conclusions. The result of these efforts should be shared with South Korean authorities and could (not necessarily would) lead to formal notification of the U.S. intention to withdraw and deactivate selected tactical air units and up to one brigade of the U.S. 2nd Infantry Division. U.S. interests in further cuts should be expressed pending North Korean reciprocation and simultaneous progress towards arms control on the peninsula. Finally, the United States should state its willingness to withdraw all American ground forces when sufficient progress toward reunification takes place, to the satisfaction of both North and South Korea, and the U.S. military presence on the ground is no longer necessary. (1-13)
Solvency – Withdrawal Eliminates Risk

Removal of troops eliminates a risk that’s unjustifiable both economically and from a danger perspective.

Bandow senior fellow at the Cato Institute 97 (Doug, “Weaning South Korea”, Cato Handbook for Congress, 105th Congress, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb105/105-49.pdf)

The United States should view the four-decade-old defense subsidy to South Korea in the same way. At the most basic level, U.S. policymakers need to ask, Does intervention in Korea benefit Americans, the people who will be paying for and dying in any war? That U.S. political elites enjoy greater influence (and travel opportunities) because of such an alliance and troop deployment is not enough. Common people, too, should benefit, and benefit enough to warrant the expense. That expense, in the case of Korea, and more broadly East Asia, is not minor. It involves the risk of war resulting from disputes that no longer have relevance to America's security. Maintaining the forces necessary to police the region runs upward of $40 billion annually, about half of which is attributable to the defense of South Korea. As a result, Washington's security guarantees impose an onerous tax burden on all Americans and put U.S. firms at an economic disadvantage in the international arena. Moreover, the Mutual Defense Treaty with South Korea is one of many commitments that have forced America to adopt imperial rather than republican policies; imperial policies range from an outsized military to a secretive national security bureaucracy. What are we getting in return, if no longer genuine defense? The principal answer is allies. In fact, if the United States wanted, it could have as allies most nations on earth. But alliances are supposed to serve a purpose—enhancing not undermining America's security. Maintaining rigid alliances, security guarantees, and troop deployments for the sake of keeping allies is, not Just costly, but dangerous, since the way we prove that we are a loyal ally is by participating in their conflicts, even those with no significant connection to U.S. security. Nowhere is that more obvious than on the Korean peninsula, the international flashpoint where the most Americans are at the greatest risk. Another reason to preserve America's Cold War military posture in the region, explains the White House, is to contribute "to regional stability by deterring aggression and adventurism." But it would be dangerous to set stability as the lodestar for U.S. policy. It may conflict with other important goals, be irrelevant to American security, or be impossible to impose from outside. Or, in light of the changing balance of power, it may be enforceable by other states in the region. In the end, the chimera of stability is likely to lead Washington to risk thousands of lives day in and day out, and spend tens of billions of dollars year after year, in hopes of preventing events that are not only purely speculative but also tangential to U.S. security. Finally, America's military presence in and treaty with the ROK are supposed to yield a host of other benefits—national credibility, open trading systems, cultural exchange, democratic education, and the like. Whether or not those benefits in fact result from U.S. military deployments in South Korea is open to question, and even if they do, they are at best fringe benefits. They do not justify commitments that are simultaneously expensive and dangerous

Solvency – Troops Useless/Instant Withdrawal

Troops in South Korea are unable to resist a North Korean attack – they should be removed immediately to minimize damages.

Meyer 2009 (Carlton, former U.S. Marine Corps officer, participated in military exercises in Korea, “The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon”, The Future of Freedom Foundation, 18 June, http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp)


In 1991, as pressure was mounting in the U.S. Congress to cut the Cold War-era military budget, Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staffs General Colin Powell said: “I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of villains. I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.”  North Korea is still touted as a major threat to the United States, yet that conflict persists because of a refusal of the United States to agree to North Korea’s demand that all foreign troops leave the Korean peninsula once an armistice is signed. As some U.S. troops are withdrawn from Iraq and Congress looks to cut budgets, generals are busy exaggerating threats.  North Korea’s million man army is mostly a collection of conscripts with old weaponry who spend most of their time harvesting crops. Its millions of “reservists” are nothing more than men who once served in the military. Most of its tanks and aircraft are not operable and the remainder lack fuel supplies to operate more than a few hours. On the other hand, the 700,000 man South Korean army is well trained, equipped with modern equipment, and backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called to duty within hours. South Korea has twice the population of the North, 40 times its economic power, and spends four times more on its military each year. South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and billions in foreign currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  If North Korea attacked South Korea, the South Koreans would fight from mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road. Their old tanks would not be able to advance through the mountainous border since the South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues. North Korean infantry and engineers could not clear road paths while under heavy artillery fire.  The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications. These attacks would bog down from heavy casualties and a lack of supply. Thousands of South Koreans would suffer casualties from North Korean artillery and commando attacks. Nevertheless, the North Korean army would not break through and its soldiers would soon starve.  A major North Korean objective would be to kill Americans. This is not difficult as American troops and their families are located at easily targeted bases that would be pummeled by North Korean SCUD missiles. If millions of Koreans start fighting, the 28,000 American troops in Korea would make no difference – only 4,000 are combat troops. Therefore, Americans who truly “support the troops” should demand that they be removed from Korea where they are just pawns who face death should a conflict erupt.  It is important to remember that the last Korean War involved Chinese forces with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies. China and Russia no longer aid North Korea, while South Korea has become a major trading partner. If North Korea employed a crude nuclear weapon, that would invite instant nuclear retaliation from the United States. North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an intercontinental ballistic missile, despite the suggestions to the contrary from the National Missile Defense proponents in the United States.  If South Korea is truly concerned about the North Korean threat, it has the resources to expand its military and buy the latest military equipment from the United States, yet it spends a smaller portion of GDP on its military than the United States. Its government supports a large U.S. military presence since that provides thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in economic activity courtesy of the American taxpayer. North Korea’s government is unpredictable, but that is a problem for South Korea and its neighbors to address. Should fighting erupt, North Korea would quickly lose while an irritated China may seize its capital to remove its hermit leaders.  If South Koreans do not want to defend their nation, why should Americans? The United States should not play a major role in Korea, lest America becomes involved in a military conflict. The American people have as much at stake in Korea as the people of Brazil. The best way to defend America from potential North Korean terror attacks is to stop provoking their leaders with demands and threats. If Asian nations can’t resolve their differences and armed conflict erupts, the United States can buy manufactured goods elsewhere.  Promptly withdrawing American troops from Korea is the best option for peace, and may lead to Korean unification. This would save the United States billions of dollars a year and remove American troops and their families from a potential war zone. Americans should recall the logic of President Lyndon Johnson who said in 1964: “We are not about to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing themselves.” 

Solvency – US Forces Unnecessary

The disparity in power between the Koreas makes the US forces unnecessary

Wallace ’10 (Member of the National Society of John Birch. “Proper of the U.S. Military” The New American. June 23. http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/3836-proper-use-of-the-us-military)
Why are we still guarding the 38th parallel in Korea, almost 57 years after a truce was declared? More than 28,000 U.S. troops currently are stationed in South Korea. Why? Supposedly, we are there to protect our ally South Korea against attack from North Korea. But South Korea is an economic and technological dynamo compared to its communist neighbor to the north, a centrally planned dictatorship that is such a pathetic economic basket case it can’t even feed itself. In fact, the North Korean regime has had to rely on foreign assistance for the past several years to prevent mass starvation of its population. Consider the following statistical comparisons of the North and South Koreas from the CIA’s World Fact Book. With its population base, economic base, industrial base, energy, technology, infrastructure, transportation, education, agriculture — virtually every relevant measure — South Korea dwarfs North Korea, and has done so for many years. So, perhaps we should be asking, particularly in light of the recent rattling of sabers, firing of missiles, and flaring of tensions between Seoul and Pyongyang: Why are the lives of tens of thousands of Americans still being put at risk on the Korean Peninsula? Isn’t it time for South Korea and the “economic tigers” of Asia to defend themselves?

Solvency – Troops Useless

US military presence in South Korea is ineffective in deterring North Korea and promoting regional stability.

Espiritu 2006 (Emilson, “Eagle Heads Home Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, 15 March 2006, U.S. Army War College,Carlisle Barracks,Carlisle,PA,17013-5050)
One of the long standing objectives of the National Security Strategy of East-Asia Pacific is to seek a peaceful resolution of the Korean conflict with a non-nuclear, democratic, reconciled, and ultimately unified Korean Peninsula.14 Although the National Security Strategy was updated in 2002, the U.S. Security Strategy for the East-Asia Region has been in effect since 1998. The strategy states the U.S. will “work with South Korea to maintain vigilance towards the North while preparing our alliance to make contributions to the broader stability of the region over the longer term.”15 The United States commitment of maintaining troop presence in South Korea was made possible through the 1953 Mutual Defense Treaty. This treaty essentially keeps U.S. troops forward deployed and permanently stationed in South Korea to help maintain stability in the region. In short, keeping U.S. troops in South Korea is used to deter any possibility of North Korean aggression as well as maintain peace and stability in the region. Currently there are over 37,000 U.S. troops permanently deployed in South Korea. The first and foremost objective is to prevent North Korea from producing and acquiring nuclear weapons. Ruling out any military action, Six Party Talks have been established as the best means for resolving the nuclear issue.16 The Six Party members are the United States, China, Japan, Russia, North and South Korea. The talks were formed in hopes to use diplomacy as well as soft power to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons. With North Korea aggressively trying to obtain and produce nuclear weapons, coupled with President Bush’s labeling North Korea as one of the Axis of Evil, has essentially made the strategy to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons a top priority. One of the contributing factors of instability in the region is North Korea trying to obtain nuclear weapons. North Korea has developed a high lethal weapons delivery system, called the No-Dong missile and the Taepo-Dong 1 and 2 missiles. The Taepo-Dong missile system is capable of delivering WMD to almost anywhere in the region. The United States and South Korea formed a Nonproliferation Task Force to ensure North Korea maintains their WMD profile. This task force was established to ensure a viable monitoring system was in place to support the U.SNorth Korea Agreed Framework of October 21, 1994. Since 1996, the U.S. has encouraged North Korea to freeze their missile technology and in turn, the U.S. has agreed to ease some economic sanctions. At present, this Framework does not appear to be working. North Korea continues to seek nuclear weapons to add their already capable arsenal. These actions by North Korea affect the peace, stability and security in the region. The second objective of the U.S Security Strategy of the East Pacific Region is to maintain peace, security, and stability in the Korean Peninsula. The presence of U.S. troops will help support South Korea in case of an attack by North Korea. Additionally, this gives the U.S. a reason maintain presence in the overall region. Even though this helps in the security and stability in the region, there are military and diplomatic risks involved while executing this strategy. The current administration has suggested a troop reduction as well as a troop reassignment in the region. In this day and age of new technology, why subject U.S. troops in the Demilitarization Zone (DMZ) when there are U.S. troops present in Japan as well as Okinawa that can respond to any Korean crisis? The military strategy whether to reduce the number of troops or re-assign their location (in Korea) has been an issue amongst the strategists and theorists. In fact, there is only a marginal difference if troops were present in South Korea or in other areas such as Japan (if North Korea attacked)…the U.S. would still prevail.17 
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US military presence in South Korea is ineffective in deterring North Korea and promoting regional stability.

Espiritu 2006 (Emilson, “Eagle Heads Home Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, 15 March 2006, U.S. Army War College,Carlisle Barracks,Carlisle,PA,17013-5050)
One of the long standing objectives of the National Security Strategy of East-Asia Pacific is to seek a peaceful resolution of the Korean conflict with a non-nuclear, democratic, reconciled, and ultimately unified Korean Peninsula.14 Although the National Security Strategy was updated in 2002, the U.S. Security Strategy for the East-Asia Region has been in effect since 1998. The strategy states the U.S. will “work with South Korea to maintain vigilance towards the North while preparing our alliance to make contributions to the broader stability of the region over the longer term.”15 The United States commitment of maintaining troop presence in South Korea was made possible through the 1953 Mutual Defense Treaty. This treaty essentially keeps U.S. troops forward deployed and permanently stationed in South Korea to help maintain stability in the region. In short, keeping U.S. troops in South Korea is used to deter any possibility of North Korean aggression as well as maintain peace and stability in the region. Currently there are over 37,000 U.S. troops permanently deployed in South Korea. The first and foremost objective is to prevent North Korea from producing and acquiring nuclear weapons. Ruling out any military action, Six Party Talks have been established as the best means for resolving the nuclear issue.16 The Six Party members are the United States, China, Japan, Russia, North and South Korea. The talks were formed in hopes to use diplomacy as well as soft power to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons. With North Korea aggressively trying to obtain and produce nuclear weapons, coupled with President Bush’s labeling North Korea as one of the Axis of Evil, has essentially made the strategy to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons a top priority. One of the contributing factors of instability in the region is North Korea trying to obtain nuclear weapons. North Korea has developed a high lethal weapons delivery system, called the No-Dong missile and the Taepo-Dong 1 and 2 missiles. The Taepo-Dong missile system is capable of delivering WMD to almost anywhere in the region. The United States and South Korea formed a Nonproliferation Task Force to ensure North Korea maintains their WMD profile. This task force was established to ensure a viable monitoring system was in place to support the U.SNorth Korea Agreed Framework of October 21, 1994. Since 1996, the U.S. has encouraged North Korea to freeze their missile technology and in turn, the U.S. has agreed to ease some economic sanctions. At present, this Framework does not appear to be working. North Korea continues to seek nuclear weapons to add their already capable arsenal. These actions by North Korea affect the peace, stability and security in the region. The second objective of the U.S Security Strategy of the East Pacific Region is to maintain peace, security, and stability in the Korean Peninsula. The presence of U.S. troops will help support South Korea in case of an attack by North Korea. Additionally, this gives the U.S. a reason maintain presence in the overall region. Even though this helps in the security and stability in the region, there are military and diplomatic risks involved while executing this strategy. The current administration has suggested a troop reduction as well as a troop reassignment in the region. In this day and age of new technology, why subject U.S. troops in the Demilitarization Zone (DMZ) when there are U.S. troops present in Japan as well as Okinawa that can respond to any Korean crisis? The military strategy whether to reduce the number of troops or re-assign their location (in Korea) has been an issue amongst the strategists and theorists. In fact, there is only a marginal difference if troops were present in South Korea or in other areas such as Japan (if North Korea attacked)…the U.S. would still prevail.17 To date, the National Security Strategy still calls for troop presence overseas to promote, deter, and defend allies

A2: Presence Key – Stability (2/4)

The US inhibits a necessary regional security structure in East Asia, destroying the region’s chance for stability.

Choi 08 [Dr. Young Jong, prof of IR @ the Catholic University of Korea, paper at the Asian Voices convention in DC, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855

Unlike during the cold war period, the security environment surrounding South Korea is very fluid, dynamic, and uncertain. Nothing is a given for South Korea, including the ROK-US bilateral security alliance; and even a properly working US-ROK alliance will not do to relieve South Korea’s security concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, Japan, and North Korea will offer only a partial solution, given South Korea’s limited leverage over them. South Koreans are feeling increasingly frustrated over their complete inability to influence North Korea, China, the United States and even Japan. If the nationalism and anti-Americanism that brought Roh to presidency five years ago arose largely from elated self-confidence and national pride, the recent rise of nationalist feelings in South Korea more reflects anxiety, fear, and frustration. Under the circumstances, South Korea has good reasons to go “regional”. A regional security structure can add stability and certainty to South Korea’s security environment. Depending on the strength of institutional norms and rules, South Korea can also lessen power asymmetry vis-a-vis China, Japan, and even North Korea. A regional security structure will provide breathing space to South Korea, which is unavailable in a tight bilateral alliance with the United States. It will also have the effect of boosting South Korea’s self-esteem, as well as the legitimacy of political leaders. Besides an institutional lock-in effect with China and Japan, a regional structure will be useful to manage North Korea. North Korea’s nuclear issue is currently deadlocked in spite of China’s high leverage against North Korea, as well as the “carrot and stick” approach applied by the hegemonic US. The nuclear issue may be embedded in a broader regional security framework to come up with a sustainable solution. A more serious problem for South Korea is a post-nuclear era North Korea. To reform North Korea in a sustainable and non-threatening way while minimizing costs to South Korea will be a daunting task, and a multilateral approach will be better for burden sharing. Again, territorial issues in the region can in no way be resolved bilaterally: they require sustained effort by regional organizations. 
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US defense presence in South Korea is useless for regional stability

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 8. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Other advocates of the alliance make the “dual use” argument, that American forces stationed on the Korean peninsula are useful for purposes other than defending South Korea. But an army division and assorted other forces have little useful role in promoting regional stability, whatever that means in practice (invading Burma or preventing the dissolution of Indonesia?). And minimal ROK support for other U.S. objectives, such as providing a small troop contingent to a safe sector of Iraq (which Seoul plans on withdrawing by year’s end), is not worth today’s one-sided alliance.

US pullout is not likely to create a war – the region isn’t a point of hegemonic contention.

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute , 5. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
Some alliance advocates, however, are vigorously re-imagining the rationale for retaining U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula. Advocates of a permanent U.S. occupation talk grandly of preserving regional stability and preparing for regional contingencies. Some South Koreans do so as well: Kim Sung-ban of the Institute on Foreign Affairs and National Security argues that "Even in the absence of a military threat from North Korea", the alliance should be revamped "to focus on promoting stability in Northeast Asia." Yet it is difficult to spin a scenario involving real war between real countries. No general East Asian conflict, other than a possible China-Taiwan confrontation, seems to be threatening to break out. The region is no longer the focus of global hegemonic competition. All of the major regional powers benefit from peace; none has significant and growing differences with other major powers. Nor is it clear how unexplained "instability", as opposed to widespread conflict, would harm the global economy and thus U.S. interests. Only if nations throughout East Asia essentially collapsed--an unlikely event in the extreme--would there be substantial harm to America and other countries.

Troops in South Korea are irrelevant to regional stability – threats can’t be solved through the military

Bandow - senior fellow at the Cato Institute , 5. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
In response, some supporters of America's position in South Korea suggest using forces stationed there to intervene in local conflicts and civil wars. However, a commitment to defend "stability" in East Asia implies a willingness to intervene in a score of local conflicts revolving around border disputes, ethnic divisions and other parochial squabbles. Of course, Washington refused to use force against Indonesia over East Timor; it is not likely to intervene in inter-communal strife in the Moluccas or independence demands in Aceh or Irian Jaya. The greatest threats to regional stability come from within weak if not outright failed states: insurgency and corruption in the Philippines, democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma, economic, ethnic, nationalistic and religious division in Indonesia. Most of these problems are not susceptible to solution via U.S. military intervention--nor is it clear why the Mutual Defense Pact between Seoul and Washington is required. Advocates also fall back on a familiar litany of transnational threats such as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking and infectious diseases to justify the continued existence of the alliance. One wonders, however, how stationing troops in Korea helps to combat the spread of aids, or whether the Air Force is preparing to bomb opium fields in Burma. Piracy is a major problem, but not only is there no reason that the regional powers--including South Korea, Singapore, Australia, Japan and Indonesia--cannot deploy more ships and other assets to cope with this threat, U.S. ground forces based in Korea cannot patrol the Malacca Strait. Terrorism, meanwhile, is best combated by accurate intelligence and special forces, not thousands of conventional forces configured to repel a land assault. 

A2: Presence Key – Stability (4/4)

American troop pullout facilitates a stable NEA

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)
If South Korea desires the reduction or even the elimination of a U.S. military presence, then it behooves us to oversee the repositioning of those forces under our terms and our control. The recent U.S. initiated agreements to draw down U.S. Forces Korea from 37,000 to 25,000 and consolidate U.S. forces to bases south of the Han River could be a promising initiative toward redefining the security relationship, even if some South Koreans interpret the move as a U.S. ruse to launch a pre-emptive attack on the North. We should not be apprehensive about completing the process if that is what the South Korean people want. It is even possible to imagine a U.S. pullout as facilitating the unification of the Koreas that can contribute toward overcoming the North Korean conundrum as the perennial security challenge of the region. This can come about through a change in China’s perception that a unified Korea without U.S. military presence, a unified Korea that is fiercely independent, could actually provide a better buffer state than North Korea. China holds the trump card on unification by the sheer fact that it alone insures the existence of North Korea. It also enjoys good relations with South Korea. The possibility of a more stable northeast Asia based on a balance between a continental bloc consisting of China and a China-leaning unified Korea on the one hand, and a maritime bloc anchored on the U.S.-Japan alliance on the other, is perhaps an outcome to be welcomed. 

A military pull-out results in success for both sides

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)

In conclusion, South Korean politics is in a profound period of transition as the result of a generational shift, the end of the Cold War, democratization, and growing self-confidence. Among the emerging political forces, those that are creating the most important political fault lines are the ideologies of pan-Korean nationalism and anti-Great Power-ism. These trends could well mark the end of the U.S. – South Korean alliance as we know it. Most importantly, such an outcome, which could eventually lead to a complete U.S. military pull out, need not mean the end of a close relationship between the two nations. Indeed, it could very well resolve some of the thorniest security issues in the region. Above all, we can take comfort in knowing that such maturation of South Korea and of the Korean peninsula could fulfill not only the long held Wilsonian ideal of a world organized on principles of self-determination, but also encourage the spread of democratization and freedom in step with realization of the principle of self-determination. It is an outcome to be welcomed not feared.  

A2: Presence Key – SK weak

South Korea will be capable of defending itself after the US leaves – its economy is large enough to overwhelm the North.

Bandow Senior Fellow Cato Institute 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, “South Korea Needs Better Defense”, 26 March 2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628)

A South Korean warship sank in the Yellow Sea following an explosion Friday. North Korean involvement is widely suspected, but Seoul says no conclusions have yet been reached.  The incident, irrespective of the details, should remind officials in Seoul that the Korean peninsula remains extraordinarily unstable. Pyongyang has long used brinkmanship as a negotiating technique. The North employed its usual array of rhetorical bombs in response to recently concluded joint maneuvers between U.S. and South Korean forces. And ships of both nations exchanged fire last November around the ill-defined sea boundary between the two countries.  Nevertheless Pyongyang has generally eschewed violence in recent years. Tensions on the peninsula thankfully have receded substantially. Two South Korean presidents have ventured north for summits with Kim Jong Il. The Republic of Korea spent roughly 10 years subsidizing the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea as part of the "Sunshine Policy."  Pyongyang has long used brinkmanship as a negotiating technique. However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.  Instead of focusing on national defense, Seoul has been expanding its ambitions. President Lee now talks about "Global Korea." His government's latest Defense White Paper spoke of "enhancing competence and status internationally." Seoul has begun regularly contributing to international peace-keeping missions.  Washington has promoted this perspective, enlisting the ROK military in Afghanistan and Iraq, for instance. A new study from the Center for a New American Security argues that "the value of the alliance goes far beyond security in the Korean peninsula." Participants urged the South to create a capability "to provide assistance in more global contingencies."  It obviously is up to Seoul to decide what it wants to do in the world. But its first responsibility is to defend itself. As long as 27,000 American personnel remain on station in the ROK, the South is not doing enough militarily. Moreover the U.S. maintains the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force in Okinawa, Japan, as back-up for Korean contingencies, and would be expected to intervene with other large-scale forces in the event of war.  Yet the South is capable of defending itself. Over the last 60 years it has been transformed from an authoritarian wreck into a prosperous democratic leader internationally. The ROK's economy ranks 13th in the world. South Korea's GDP is roughly 40 times that of the North. Should it desire to do so, Seoul could spend more than the entire North Korean GDP on defense alone. 
A2: Presence Key –Deter NK
Our deterrence of North Korea Comes from the U.S intelligence rather than its troops

Garamone 2004 (Jim, American Forces Press Service, Global Posture Part and Parcel of Transformation, oct 14, 6/25/10, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=25053)

American forces are moving around the world. U.S. forces in South Korea will drop by 12,500 personnel over the next three years. Those forces have been in some of the same positions in Korea since the armistice was signed in 1953. "In the meantime, the Republic of Korea has grown economically and matured politically," Hunt said. The Korean military has grown, become more professional and has many world-class capabilities. Further, the country has a well-integrated command-and-control network with U.S. forces in Korea. "The U.S. contribution in Korea comes less from troop numbers than from better intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance," Hunt said. The United States will invest more than $11 billion over the next few years to improve these capabilities.The other piece to global posture in Korea is the consolidation of forces into better locations. Hunt said U.S. forces must get out of areas that are now overly congested. "We don't want to be stepping all over our host nations," he said. "We want to exist in a very non-intrusive way."  Fifty years ago, these areas were in the middle of nothing. U.S. forces could train right outside the gates. Now, apartment complexes, industrial parks or other developments surround many of the bases. Consolidating forces further south will allow the troops that remain in Korea improved access to training areas. It will improve their mobility and will simplify the force-protection equation, Hunt said.  "This improves the overall combat effectiveness," Hunt said. "The lower (U.S.) numbers do not diminish the ability to accomplish the mission. In fact, U.S. capabilities are enhanced."

A2: Presence Key – Soft Power

The US power projection in Korea inhibits their development of soft power today.
Lee 09 [Geun 'A theory of soft power and Korea's soft power strategy', Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, 21:2, 205 – 218, 6/2/09, Acc. 6/23/10
 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section~db=all~content=a912630555~fulltext=713240928~dontcount =true#s912630564]
Korea's soft power capacity is still very limited, not because Korea does not have ample soft resources, but because Korea has not been interested in developing and applying soft resources to produce influence in the region and on the global stage. Korea's ingrained habit of following the leadership of the United States may be one of the reasons why Korea has not been sufficiently interested in soft power. This indirectly proves the strong soft power projection of the United States into the policy mindset of Korea. The long history of Korea's relatively low position in the international hierarchy of countries may be another reason why Korea has not been able to think in terms of soft power. But Korea has climbed the ladder of the international hierarchy extremely quickly during the past several decades, and now is under pressure to play a more global role in the international community. Now Korean leaders need to recognize the importance of soft resources and soft power for Korea and invest more in the development of Korea's soft power through national and systematic efforts.

A2: Presence Wanted (1/3)
Anti-Americanism is growing in South Korea due to contrasting North Korean policy perception.

Sheen ’3 (Seongho, assistant professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, ‘Grudging Partner: South Korea,’ Asian Affairs, Vol. 30, No. 2, The Responses of Asian Nations to Bush Administration, (Summer, 2003), pp. 96-103, Published by: Heldref Publications, http://www.jstor.org/stable/30172849, Accessed: 23/06/2010)

 Brandon Nhan cut this card. =D
Growing Anti-Americanism Differences between the United States and South Korea over North Korea policy have exacerbated anti-American sentiment in South Korea. Many South Koreans have come to view the United States as a spoiler of the inter-Korean reconciliation process. To South Koreans, Washington's policies appear to create crises on the Korean peninsula by provoking North Korea into desperate moves. More of the South Korean public is beginning to question South Korea's support of U.S. policies, which is causing grave concern for the future of the U.S.-ROK alliance. The Bush administration's uncompromising policies toward North Korea, as perceived by many Koreans, tend to undermine South Korea's engagement efforts with Pyongyang. As relations between the United States and North Korea have soured, inter-Korean dialogues have also suffered setbacks. Bush's harsh views of the North Korean regime, manifested in the "axis of evil" formulation and his alleged "loathing" of Kim Jong II, deeply worry many Koreans, including those in the government. Bush's statements have increased popular anti-Americanism because the United States appeared willing to take any unilateral measure, including attacking North Korea at the cost of South Korean security. Anti-American sentiments make many South Koreans question the need for a U.S. military presence on the peninsula. The younger generations, including those in their thirties and forties who are assuming prominent positions in Korean soci- ety, do not have a firsthand memory of the Korean War. They see North Korea as less threatening and the possibility of another war as less likely. Instead, they ask why the United States is bullying the North and causing an unnecessary crisis on the peninsula. South Korea's younger generations increasingly see U.S. troops not as guarantors of security but as obstacles to reunification.
A2: Presence Wanted (2/3)
Koreans want us out – polls prove.

Ilbo 2005 (JoongAng, “South Koreans Want U.S. Troops to Leave”, 25 September 2005, Angus Reid Global Monitor, http://www.angus-reid.com/polls/view/9110)
(Angus Reid Global Scan) - Many adults in South Korea believe their country should not accommodate United States military bases, according to a poll by JoongAng Ilbo. 54 per cent of respondents want all U.S. forces currently stationed in their country to be withdrawn.  Diplomatic relations between the North and South have been strained since the end of the Korean War. A one-mile demilitarized zone has separated the two countries since 1953. The U.S. currently has 32,500 soldiers in South Korea.  The U.S. has close to 230,000 troops stationed all over the world, not including U.S.-based forces currently deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. In August 2004, U.S. president George W. Bush announced plans to close some overseas military bases, which would reduce the number of soldiers in South Korea to 25,000 by 2008.  U.S. defence secretary Donald Rumsfeld is scheduled to meet with South Korean counterpart Yoon Kwang-ung on Oct. 21 in Seoul. The South Korean government said the talks will focus on "bilateral ties and cooperation on the global war of terrorism."  Polling Data  Do you think U.S. forces currently stationed in South Korea should be withdrawn immediately, withdrawn gradually, left for a considerable period of time, or left permanently?  Withdrawn immediately 4% Withdrawn gradually 50% Left for a considerable period of time 30% Left permanently 16% Source: JoongAng Ilbo

Military presence in South Korea not supported

Kim ’06- (Director of Asian Studies at the U.S. Army War College. Nautilus Institute "Pan-Korean Nationalism, Anti-Great Power-ism and U.S.-South Korean Relations” January 4. June 22, 2010)

Indeed, President Roh Mu-hyon’s statement earlier this year suggesting that South Korea would not support the deployment of U.S. forces in Korea to engage in regional conflicts indicates that it may be disadvantageous to seek to maintain a large military presence in South Korea. While the possibility of a U.S. military withdrawal from South Korea is nearly unthinkable to many analysts, such an action need not be equated with the ending of the alliance or the very important economic relationship. The most recent polls indicate that over the last few years the number of South Koreans favoring the withdrawal of U.S. forces has steadily increased to the point where it seems to constitute the majority. Under the circumstances, arguably, removing this irritant in U.S.-Korea relations could provide a firmer basis for their economic and strategic relationship.   
A2: Presence Wanted (3/3)
The Cheonan incident has damaged antibase movements in South Korea due to concerns over regional stability.

Yeo Assistant Professor Politics 2010 (Andrew, Assistant Professor in the Department of Politics at the Catholic University of America, June 23, “Anti-Base Movements in South Korea: Comparative Perspective on the Asia-Pacific”, Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/anti-base_movements_in_south_korea)
A pro-U.S. security consensus still ingrained in the national security perceptions of South Korean and Japanese elites continues to dominate strategic thinking in Seoul and Tokyo. Heightened tension with North Korea under the conservative Lee Myung-Bak regime has dampened the political climate for anti-base opposition and shaped Asian leaders’ perceptions of U.S. force posture and base realignment in South Korea. Although many South Koreans rebuked President Lee for his harsh response towards the North, the Cheonan incident has nevertheless reinforced this dominant security consensus.25  In South Korea, escalating tensions with North Korea even before the Cheonan incident had strengthened South Korean support for continued U.S. military presence on the Korean Peninsula. In this environment, opposition to U.S. military initiatives ring hollow to the broader public compared to previous campaigns. For example, the emerging anti-base movement on Jeju Island earlier this year against the construction of a South Korean naval base capable of hosting two Aegis destroyers has been isolated primarily to Gangjeong village.26 Although the appeal of Gangjeong village’s mayor and residents have received significant attention from global anti-base activists in Okinawa, Japan, Guam, Europe, and the U.S., the movement has garnered relatively little attention in South Korea.  The Cheonan incident has also reinvigorated calls to delay the transfer of wartime operational control (OPCON) from the United States to South Korea.27 Currently scheduled to take place in April 2012, the South Korean MND, as well as conservative forces in Seoul and Washington, have advocated delaying the transfer until 2015 after USFK completes its relocation process from Seoul to Pyeongtaek.28 The previous government and progressive NGOs supported transfer of OPCON to South Korea sooner rather than later. However, as East Asia Institute president Sook-Jong Lee argues, following the Cheonan incident, “public opinion began to shift toward the conservative view that Seoul is not ready to take on OPCON.”29 Proponents argue that OPCON’s transfer provides South Korea with greater independence when dealing with North Korea.  However, progressive leaders may also find grounds for supporting OPCON’s delay if it contributes to greater restraint on South Korean policies towards the North.  In Japan’s case, the Cheonan incident does not appear to have significantly swayed domestic attitudes regarding Futenma’s relocation. A Mainichi Shimbun opinion poll conducted on May 31 indicated only 41% of respondents favoring relocation to Henoko, whereas 52% stated they opposed the plan.30 However, Japanese political leaders, including the now disgraced former Prime Minister Hatoyama, suggest that the Cheonan incident underscored the importance of U.S. military presence in Okinawa. Initial signs suggest that Prime Minister Kan Naoto will attempt to follow through on his predecessor’s final decision to keep Futenma’s relocation within Okinawa. News reports following Kan’s first telephone conversation with President Obama indicate his acceptance of U.S. plans in relocating at least part of Futenma’s functions to Henoko. However, Prime Minister Kan will confront the same problem that his predecessors failed to resolve: strong Okinawan opposition to base construction on the island that has produced a formidable, sustained movement. 
2AC – AT: Deterrence DAs

U.S. troops aren’t useful for deterrence- continued presence can only escalate the conflict
Erickson Executive Director of CenterMovement.org ‘10 

(Stephen, the, ‘End the Cold War in Korea: Bring American Troops Home Before it’s Too Late,’ May 6, 2010, http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/end-the-cold-war-in-korea-bring-american-troops-home-before-its-too-late/)

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. The United States never properly created a new foreign and defense policy when the Cold War ended.  Instead, it has generally maintained its Cold War military posture, with bases and commitments strewn throughout the globe, even as new challenges since 911 have called American forces to new missions.   The US military presence in Korea is a Cold War artifact that needs to be brought home before it’s too late.   
2AC – AT: SoKo Politics/Credibility DAs

The existence of a U.S. presence undermines the legitimacy of the South Korean government- complete withdrawl is key 

Nguyen ‘9 (Peter Van Nguyen is a freelance writer based in Sydney, Australia. His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal. ©Copyright Peter Van Nguyen). October 13 2009

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.

This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security. 

2AC – AT: Move HQ CP

AT Move HQ CP

Cummings 04 (John P. colonel of the united states military, SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA? March 19, 6/23/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-

bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423298)

Moving the headquarters from Seoul to the south will do little to stem the tide of growing anti-American sentiment. The source of anti-American feelings resides with the large amount of ground forces that operate and train on Korean soil, not the location of the headquarters.

2AC – AT: Let Others Have Bases CP

The CP risks war

Nguyen ‘9 (Peter Van Nguyen is a freelance writer based in Sydney, Australia. His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal. ©Copyright Peter Van Nguyen). October 13 2009

The question  is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat.

The United States may not withdraw its troops, as that would leave a strategic vacuum. It would risk losing influence over Korea to China, whose economy is touted to race ahead of that of the United States.

Although complete U.S. withdrawal would be ideal, an alternative would be to allow China to set up bases in the northern part of Korea, similar to Kyrgyzstan allowing Russia and China to set up bases to ease their concerns over the U.S. military presence.

This would have its challenges, however, and might increase the chances of military confrontation. But regardless of the implications and consequences, the United States will hesitate to remove its bases.
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