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Reverse Spending Ans

Military presence needs to remain to keep international credibility and to keep an alliance with South Korea.

Kelly, Professor of Diplomacy at Pusan University, 12/18/09 (Robert, “Should the US Pull Out of South Korea (2): No”, Wordpress.com, http://asiansecurityblog.wordpress.com/2009/12/18/should-the-us-pull-out-of-south-korea-2-no/)

3. Unless the US demobilizes the troops of USFK, it must to rebase them somewhere else. That will require money, construction, hassle, etc. So long as the Koreans are paying for them – and they are, somewhat – and so long as they have Korean popular assent – and they do (USFK is not hated as US forces in Iraq are, e.g.) – then why withdraw them? They are not seen as occupiers; their establishments are already in place; the locals do not mind (too much) their presence.
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Troops aren’t key to escalation- the concept of tripwire is antiquated

Commander Thron, Commander of Supply Corps, United States Navy, 2004

[Thron, Scott. “US Military Overseas Presence in the Northeast Asia-Pacific Region.” 3 May 2004.]

The other significant change in the U.S.’ relationship with Korea is re-appraisal of our

military strategy. In the past, forces were deployed as a tripwire along the demilitarized border

area as a deterrent to a North Korean invasion. Admiral Fargo dismissed this concept during a

press roundtable in Tokyo, stating “I think the term or concept of tripwire is an antiquated one

and doesn’t bear a lot of relevance to current data. In a period of time when you have missiles

that go hundreds of miles or actually thousands of miles, you can threaten a porch or an airfield

a couple of hundred miles away, forces that are tens of miles away don’t constitute a tripwire.”21
The already rising tensions on the peninsula will spark nuclear war.

KCNA 6-16-2010 (“The instigator who promotes full-scale arms race”, KCNA Website, Korean Central News Agency, LexisNexis)
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.
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North Korea war inevitable and the aff can’t solve it 

Sanger, two-time Pulitzer prize winning writer, 5-31-2010 (David E., “Why Korea remains a tinderbox; 5 scenarios could lead to war, especially if the North miscalculates, The International Herald Tribune, Lexis-nexis)

Usually, there is a familiar cycle to Korea crises. Like a street gang showing off its power to run amok in a well-heeled neighborhood, the North Koreans launch a missile over Japan or set off a nuclear test or stage an attack - as strong evidence indicates they did in March, when a South Korean warship was torpedoed. Expressions of outrage follow. So do vows that this time, the North Koreans will pay a steep price. In time, though, the United States and North Korea's neighbors - China, Japan, South Korea and Russia - remind one another that they have nothing to gain from a prolonged confrontation, much less a war. Gradually, sanctions get watered down. Negotiations reconvene. Soon the North hints it can be enticed or bribed into giving up a slice of its nuclear program. Eventually, the cycle repeats. The White House betting is that the latest crisis, stemming from the March attack, will also abate without much escalation. But there is more than a tinge of doubt. The big risk, as always, is what happens if the North Koreans make a major miscalculation. (It would not be their first. Sixty years ago, Kim Il-sung, the father of the current leader, Kim Jong-il, thought the West would not fight when he invaded the South. The result was the Korean War.) What is more, the dynamic does feel different from recent crises. The South has a hard-line government whose first instinct was to cut off aid to the North, not offer it new bribes. At the same time, the North is going through a murky, ill-understood succession crisis. And President Barack Obama has made it clear that he intends to break the old cycle. ''We're out of the inducements game,'' said one senior administration official, who would not discuss internal policy discussions on the record. ''For 15 years at least, the North Koreans have been in the extortion business, and the U.S. has largely played along. That's over.'' That may change the North's behavior, but it could backfire. ''There's an argument that in these circumstances, the North Koreans may perceive that their best strategy is to escalate,'' said Joel Wit, a former State Department official who now runs a Web site that follows North Korean diplomacy. The encouraging thought is the history of cooler heads' prevailing in every crisis since the Korean War. There was no retaliation after a 1968 raid on South Korea's presidential palace; or when the North seized the U.S. spy ship Pueblo days later; or in 1983, when much of the South Korean cabinet was killed in a bomb explosion in Burma, now known as Myanmar; or in 1987, when North Korean agents blew up a South Korean airliner, killing all 115 people on board. So what if this time is different? Here are five situations in which good sense might not prevail. An Incident at Sea Ever since an armistice ended the Korean War, the two sides have argued over - and from time to time skirmished over - the precise location of the ''Northern Limit Line,'' which divides their territorial waters. That was where the naval patrol ship Cheonan was sunk in March. So first on the Obama administration's list of concerns is another incident at sea that might turn into a prolonged firefight. Any heavy engagement could draw in the United States, South Korea's chief ally, which is responsible for taking command if a major conflict breaks out. What worries some officials is the chance of an intelligence failure in which the West misreads North Korea's willingness and ability to escalate. The failure would not be unprecedented. Until a five-nation investigation concluded that the Cheonan had been torpedoed, South Korea and its allies did not think the North's minisubmarine fleet was powerful enough to sink a fully armed South Korean warship. Shelling the DMZ U.S. and South Korean war planners still work each day to refine how they would react if North Korea's 1.2 million-man army poured over the Demilitarized Zone, 1950s-style. Few really expect that to happen - the South Koreans build and sell expensive condos between Seoul and the DMZ - but that does not mean the planning is unjustified. In one recent retaliatory measure, South Korea threatened to resume propaganda broadcasts from loudspeakers at the DMZ. In past years, such blaring denunciations of Kim Jong-il's economic failures were heard only by North Korean guards and the wildlife that now occupies the no man's land. Still, the threat was enough to drive the North's leadership to threaten to shell the loudspeakers. That, in turn, could lead to tit-for-tat exchanges of fire, and to a threat from the North to fire on Seoul, which is within easy reach of artillery. If that happened, thousands could die in frenzied
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flight from the city, and investors in South Korea's economy would almost certainly panic. U.S. officials believe the South is now rethinking the wisdom of turning on the loudspeakers. A Power Struggle or Coup Ask U.S. intelligence analysts what could escalate this or a future crisis, and they name a 27-year-old Kim Jong-un, the youngest of Kim Jong-il's three sons, and the father's choice to succeed him. Little is known about him, but his main qualifications for the job may be that he is considered less corrupt or despised than his two older brothers. One senior U.S. intelligence official described the succession crisis this way: ''We can't think of a bigger nightmare than a third generation of the Kim family'' running the country with an iron hand, throwing opponents into the country's gulags and mismanaging an economy that leaves millions starving. It is possible that on the issue of succession, many in the North Korean elite, including in the military, agree with the U.S. intelligence official. According to some reports, they view Kim Jong-un as untested, and perhaps unworthy. ''We're seeing considerable signs of stress inside the North Korean system,'' another official reported. And that raises the possibility of more provocations - and potential miscalculations - ahead. One line of analysis is that the younger Mr. Kim has to put a few notches in his belt by ordering some attacks on the South, the way his father once built up a little credibility. Another possibility is that internal fighting over the succession could bring wide-scale violence inside North Korea, tempting outside powers to intervene to stop the bloodshed. Curiously, when Kim Jong-il took the train to China a few weeks ago, his heir apparent did not travel with him. Some experts read that as a sign that the Kim dynasty might fear a coup if both were out of the country - or that it might not be wise to put father and son on the same track at the same time, because accidents do happen. An Internal Collapse Washington's most enduring North Korea strategy is not a strategy at all; it is a prayer for the country's collapse. Three former presidents, Harry S. Truman, Dwight D. Eisenhower and John F. Kennedy, hoped for it. Former Vice President Dick Cheney tried to speed it. But could the North collapse in the midst of the power struggle? Sure. And that is the one scenario that most terrifies the Chinese. It also explains why they keep pumping money into a neighbor they can barely stand. For China, a collapse would mean a flood of millions of hungry refugees (who could not flee south; there they are blocked by the minefield of the DMZ). It would also mean the possibility of having South Korea's military, and its U.S. allies, nervously contending with the Chinese over who would occupy the territory of a fallen regime. China is deeply interested in North Korea's minerals; the South Koreans may be as interested in the North's nuclear arsenal. A Nuclear Provocation With tensions high, U.S. spy satellites are looking for evidence that the North Koreans are getting ready to test another nuclear weapon - just as they did in 2006 and 2009 - or shoot off some more long-range missiles. It is a sure way to grab headlines and rattle the neighborhood. In the past, such tests have ratcheted up tension, and they could do so again. But they are not the Obama administration's biggest worry. As one of Mr. Obama's top aides said months ago, there is reason to hope that the North will shoot off ''a nuclear test every week,'' since they are thought to have enough fuel for only 8 to 12. Far more worrisome would be a decision by Pyongyang to export its nuclear technology and a failure by the United States to notice. For years, U.S. intelligence agencies missed evidence that the North was building a reactor in the Syrian desert, near the Iraqi border. The Israelis found it and wiped it out in an air attack in 2007. Now, the search is on to find out whether other countries are buying North Korean technology or, worse yet, bomb fuel. (There are worries about Myanmar.) In short, the biggest worry is that North Korea could decide that teaching others how to build nuclear weapons would be the fastest, stealthiest way to defy a new U.S. president who has declared stopping proliferation Job No. 1. It is unclear whether the U.S. intelligence community would pick up the signals that it missed in Syria. And if it did, a crisis might not be contained in the Korean Peninsula; it could spread to the Middle East or Southeast Asia, or wherever else North Korea found its customers.

Hege DA- Arms Race 1NC (1 of 2)

United States presence in South Korea is key to extended deterrence preventing nuclear arms race 

Wortzel, vice president for foreign policies and defense studies at the Heritage Foundation, 7/26/2000 (Larry, “Planning for the Future: The Role of U.S. Forces in Northeast Asian Security”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/07/The-Role-of-US-Forces-in-Northeast-Asian-Security)

Officials in Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo should seriously consider the future when responding to these calls. In Europe, because of mutual insecurity (and mistrust) and a desire to avoid an arms race, the members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) welcomed the continued U.S. presence after the fall of the Soviet Union and the reunification of Germany.5 For the same reasons, it makes good sense to continue to keep a forward-based U.S. presence in Northeast Asia.

Should the United States isolate itself and withdraw militarily from Asia, or be asked to withdraw by its allies,6 the consequences--both for the stability of the region and for U.S. national security interests--would be disastrous. A robust U.S. military presence in Asia creates the conditions for economic and strategic stability. The absence of the United States in this region would create a major void in the strategic architecture of the Asia-Pacific that would lead to a serious arms race (among China, Korea, Japan, and the Southeast Asian nations), competition for control of the Korean peninsula, and competition for control of sea and air lanes of communication in the Western Pacific, and perhaps even fuel a nuclear weapons race. After all, if U.S. air, sea, and land forces are no longer present in South Korea and Japan, extended deterrence and the assurance of security disappear as well.

Asian arms races escalate to nuclear conflict

Cimbala ‘8

(Stephen J.-, March, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, Vol. 27 #2, Informaworld)

The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12

The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on.

The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation.

Hege DA- Arms Race 1NC (2 of 2)

This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

Hege DA- Deterrence Turn & CP 1NC (1 of 2)

The United States federal government should support the creation and operations of a joint U.S., South Korean, Japanese naval task force in the Yellow Sea to secure freedom of navigation and defend U.S. interests against North Korea. 

The CP is necessary to prevent North Korean adventurism. The plan and permutation hurt deterrence by removing critical forward deployments in support of a key ally. The only language North Korea understands is force and maintaining forward deployments is key to prevent war

Magan Leader of 2008 U.S. Negotiating Delegation to North Korea 3-10

(Christian Whiton-, Fmr. State Department Senior Adviser & Deputy Special envoy for North Korean human rights issues, The Daily Caller, July 2, “Exposing Pyongyang could bring light to sunken ship”, http://dailycaller.com/2010/03/31/exposing-pyongyang-could-bring-light-to-sunken-ship/#ixzz0sULz0LvH)

The cause of Friday’s sinking of the South Korean naval corvette Cheonan remains unclear. But the ship’s location 10 miles from the North Korean coast when it sank makes the Pyongyang regime a prime suspect. Whether or not responsibility for the deaths of 46 sailors lies with the North Korean government, the potential for it serves as a reminder of the extreme dangers of that regime and the need for firm policies to bring security to the region. Unfortunately, the Obama administration is likely to continue a cycle of bad policy by the U.S. and North Korea’s neighbors.

Pyonyang’s complicity in the sinking of the Cheonan would fit a cycle of misconduct that has served Kim Jong-il’s regime well. Kim’s government has followed a now well-worn path of belligerence followed by the reaping of rewards from governments unwilling to punish the regime seriously. For example, the North tested seven ballistic missiles in July 2006, drawing broad condemnation, including a UN Security Council resolution demanding suspension of its missile program. Pyongyang then tested a nuclear weapon in October of that year, drawing similar condemnation.

But just four months after the nuclear test, the U.S. and its negotiating partners agreed to provide North Korea with massive assistance in exchange for a promise to end its nuclear program; a promise that turned out to be empty and unverifiable. The U.S. had reached agreement in the spring of 2008 to provide up to 500,000 metric tons of food under a significantly improved framework that ensured food would reach the North Korean people. This agreement would have remedied past problems of the regime diverting humanitarian food shipments to the military for black market revenues. Pyongyang reneged on the agreement—but not before it pocketed food and energy aid, and surmounted financial sanctions that had been enacted by the U.S. Treasury. In March 2009, the North itself halted all food aid programs and after asking all humanitarian organizations to leave, it began another round of missile testing. This followed a pattern of what happened in the 1990s where North Korea offered to end its nuclear program in return for massive aid under the 1994 Agreed Framework.

The cycle began anew last year, when North Korea tested a nuclear device in May 2009. The UN dutifully issued another resolution. President Obama vowed the U.S. and its allies would “stand up” to North Korea. But little has happened outside of efforts by the Treasury to make life harder on Pyongyang’s money launderers. If the Cheonan was attacked by North Korea, it would fit the pattern by which North Korea continues to ramp up activity to alarm its neighbors and the U.S. and then offers a very expensive fig leaf. In addition to the largesse this has brought Pyongyang over the years, each instance also extends the dictatorship’s military capacity and reinforces its stranglehold over its people, most of whom live on less than 1,700 calories a day.

Pyongyang has strong reasons to believe this cycle could be repeated again. Just last week the State Department voiced its willingness to resume food aid and some international organizations have voiced new concerns about the severe state of malnutrition in the North. It is certain that aid resumption will be put on hold temporarily if North Korean involvement in the Cheonan is indicated, but Pyongyang knows from experience that voices supporting aid will return with the passage of a few months. This argument typically holds that aid should be provided to North Koreans regardless of disagreements with their government, and that it is productive to use aid in a way that enables talks with the regime. However, allowing the North to politicize food, as it would like to do, is the wrong approach and will enable the North Korean regime to continue to survive decades after other Stalinist governments have fallen.

Ultimately, Washington, Seoul and Tokyo need to realize that the North Korean threat can neither be ignored, nor can the regime’s docility be bought with aid. Both of these approaches have been tried repeatedly and left the region in a considerably more unstable position. Instead, the Pacific’s democracies should focus first on military deterrence. Hopefully U.S. allies see this development as a reminder that their near-abroad is far from stable and secured, and that a forward-deployed U.S. military presence is essential. A special naval task force involving the U.S., South Korea and Japan should be formed to re-establish security and reassert freedom of navigation in the Yellow Sea right up to North Korean waters. Most importantly, policies should be implemented to expose Pyongyang with an eye toward empowering the North Korean people. Tried and true methods from the Cold War should be used to help them free themselves of the Kim Jong-Il’s oppressive policies and select those who could lead the country toward a transition. Otherwise, one of the world’s most strategically and economically important regions will be increasingly endangered by a regime that is ready, willing and able to wage war on its peaceful neighbors.

Hege DA- Brink

North Korea’s recent aggression against Seoul is designed to test the credibility of U.S. commitments

Belfer Director Department International Relations Metropolitan U. 6-2

(Belfer, editor-in-chief Central European Journal of International and Security Studies Mitchell A. The Prague Post)

So, why did North Korea shatter nearly a decade of reconciliation efforts with South Korea and gamble with regional stability and the lives of millions of people? On reflection, four possible sets of objectives are evident that may have convinced North Korea that the time was optimal to conduct a relatively small operation and profit from post-attack political fluctuations.

The first possible objective is rooted in North Korea's domestic politics and the preservation of Kim Jong Il's ruling cli-que. Kim may have been looking to dispel rumors that his health had deteriorated beyond the capacity to govern. The Cheonan attack and the well-coordinated post-attack media blitz showed that Kim maintains control over the junta. In ordering a physical attack against South Korea and then standing up to international pressure, Kim was in fact saying, "I am the leader of North Korea, and there is no alternative until I choose a successor."

It is also important to remember that North Korea suffers from an acute "legitimacy gap" in that Kim rules without public consent and the country has few channels for public dialogue. Knowing that many civilians have also been anticipating post-Kim life, the Cheonan's sinking may have been used to create a rally-around-the-flag effect - in this case, the flag symbolized by Kim himself. In doing so, the regime was attempting to divert attention away from more pressing issues, like looming economic catastrophe.

The second potential objective was economic. If this was the actual rationale, then the international community is experiencing dÃ ja vu, since North Korea has often raised tensions to extort financial concessions in exchange for a return to the status quo. The Cheonan's sinking may have been ordered because reactions have become predictable: a stiffening of rhetoric, military brinkmanship followed by a tidal wave of diplomatic activity seeking de-escalation. During periods of de-escalation, North Korea typically requests (and receives) huge civilian aid packages, such as food and medical aid. Such an economic price tag is, for many, acceptable since it does not directly contribute to the North Korean military-industrial complex. However, this indirect support releases significant resources and affords North Korea the ability to continue to spend some 25 percent of its GDP on military procurements without having to ensure that its people are fed.

The all-too-familiar pattern of crisis (initiation followed by escalation and an international involvement for crisis de-escalation) is visible, and, given the timing of the Cheonan attack, Kim's price for peace is likely to be the extension of the United Nation's food aid, which is due to expire June 30. North Korea requires international support to feed its population, especially since its currency revaluation in December 2009 further undermined the won (KPW), resulting in increased poverty, blackouts and economic stagnation. However, murdering South Korean sailors for economic concessions is a grotesque act that has convinced many to redouble efforts to destabilize Kim's regime. If economic objectives prompted the Cheonan attack, North Korea miscalculated the willingness of the international community to open de-escalation negotiations and is now poised to lose more than it could have hoped to gain through extortion.

A third possible motivation of the attack may be understood within the nuclear proliferation context as a way of dis-rupting Russo-American nuclear relations prior to ratification of the START II Treaty, which sets in motion a general framework for nuclear reductions. It should be remembered that hours before U.S. President Barack Obama's 2009 Prague speech, where he presented plans for nuclear disarmament, North Korea tested long-range delivery systems, overshadowing Obama's plans and making clear that his vision of a nuclear weapons-free world was a pipedream when it came to dealing with the erratic North Koreans. Over the past two years, following the launch of the so-called Medvedev Initiative and Obama's famed reset in Russo-American relations, North Korea has become increasingly estranged from Russia and regards START as a means of deciding who may or may not possess nuclear weapons. If the attack occurred in this context, North Korea properly foresaw U.S. reactions, but failed to adequately anticipate Russia's, which has made it abundantly clear (by action) that it would rather do business with the West than politics with North Korea.

Another aspect to its nuclear objectives is North Korea's relationship with Iran. There is growing evidence that Iran is working closely with North Korea's nuclear scientists and strategists and that the former receives important technologi-cal know-how with the North Koreans being well paid for their involvement. Since North Korea is already internation-ally isolated, Iran, by default has become a primary ally. In light of this, the Cheonan's sinking may have been con-ducted to either redirect U.S. political and diplomatic attention away from Iran, thereby postponing any new sanctions by dividing the UN Security Council, or as a way of exposing an American credibility deficit where the United States might fail to unequivocally support an ally that had been directly attacked. Again, if this was the logic behind North Korea's attack, it was flawed.

Hege DA- U (1 of 2)

U.S. is commited to defend South Korea 

Sanger and Shanker 5-25

(David and Thom, New York Times U.S. Pressures North Korea After Sinking Of South's Ship, New York Times, www.newyorktimes.com)

WASHINGTON -- The United States and its allies put new pressure on North Korea on Monday, announcing naval exercises next month to detect submarines of the kind suspected of sinking a South Korean warship, and winning the support of the secretary general of the United Nations for Security Council action.
  The officials were seeking to calibrate the response to North Korea cautiously in large part because of concern about how North Korea might react. The country's defense commission, which rarely issues public statements, has threatened direct attacks on South Korea if it retaliates for the sinking of the warship Cheonan, though the North has denied responsibility for attack, which killed 46 sailors. 

  American officials acknowledged that the types of steps announced Monday -- the threat of Security Council sanctions, military maneuvers and exercises to practice intercepting North Korean ships suspected of carrying arms or nuclear technology -- have been tried before over the past two decades. While some have inflicted temporary pain, they have not deterred North Korea from conducting two nuclear tests since 2006, a battery of missile tests that have yielded mixed results and the sale of nuclear and missile technology to the Middle East. 

  The strongest statement about North Korea's culpability came at the United Nations, from Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, who was foreign minister in South Korea during a failed effort at what was once called the ''Sunshine Policy'' of increased interchanges with the North.

  ''There must be some measures taken,'' he said at a news conference, though he stopped short of saying what those measures should be. 

  ''The evidence is quite compelling,'' he added, saying he was trying to separate his personal feeling from his duties as secretary general. ''There is no controversy. Therefore it is the responsibility of the international community to address this issue properly.''
  On a trip to Beijing, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said, ''Our support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal.''

  At the Pentagon, officials announced that the United States and South Korea would hold exercises in coming weeks to practice missions detecting enemy submarines and intercepting cargo vessels suspected of hauling nuclear weapons, bomb-making materials or other prohibited arms.

  ''Bryan Whitman, a Pentagon spokesman, said one exercise would allow the South Korean and American militaries to practice antisubmarine warfare. South Korean officials said their warship was sunk by a North Korean torpedo.
  But the announcement also appeared to be an acknowledgement that South Korea's submarine detection technologies left something to be desired. The Cheonan crew had no idea that a North Korean submarine was in the region, and even after the sinking, it took weeks to determine what had hit the ship. 

  A second set of naval exercises will focus on halting banned cargo at sea, and will be held under the auspices of the Proliferation Security Initiative, a multilateral program to intercept the movement of nuclear materials, weapons and components. 

  When that program was begun by the administration of President George W. Bush, South Korea at first refused to join, for fear of angering the North. That decision was reversed more than a year ago, but Seoul is now willing to participate in exercises in how to track North Korean ships and force them into port.

  Although the White House released a statement early Monday morning that assailed North Korea for its ''belligerent and threatening'' behavior and promised close military cooperation between the United States and South Korea, Pentagon officials later in the day spoke in cautious tones , and stressed that the issue should be resolved through diplomatic efforts .

  ''Obviously, the goal here is not to increase tensions or do things that are going to look overly provocative or add to the tension in the region,'' said one senior military officer. ''At the same time, we want to make sure we are ready to support the South Koreans throughout this issue.''

  American officials say there are no plans to bolster the American troop presence in South Korea, which has dwindled to about 26,000, about half the number of troops in the region during the nuclear crises of 1994 and 2002-2003. In the 1994 crisis -- when North Korea threatened military action if its nuclear program was referred to the Security Council for action -- President Bill Clinton was preparing to reinforce the American military presence on the peninsula.

Hege DA- U (2 of 2)

Obama is committed to maintaining troops in South Korea.

Office of the Press Secretary 5/24/’10 (“White House Statement on South Korea”, http://www.america.gov/st/texttrans-english/2010/May/20100524101226EAifaS0.2045404.html)

 “Specifically, we endorse President Lee’s demand that North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior. U.S. support for South Korea’s defense is unequivocal, and the President has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression. We will build on an already strong foundation of excellent cooperation between our militaries and explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula as part of our ongoing dialogue.

“As President Lee stated in his address earlier today, the Republic of Korea intends to bring this issue to the United Nations Security Council. We support this move. Secretary Clinton and Ambassador Rice are each consulting very closely with their Korean counterparts, as well as with Japan, China, and other UN Security Council member states in order to reach agreement on the steps in the Council.

“In response to the pattern of North Korean provocation and defiance of international law, the President has directed U.S. government agencies to review their existing authorities and policies related to the DPRK. This review is aimed at ensuring that we have adequate measures in place and to identify areas where adjustments would be appropriate.

“The U.S. will continue to work with the Republic of Korea and other allies and partners to reduce the threat that North Korea poses to regional stability. Secretary Clinton is currently in Beijing and she will travel to Seoul for discussions with President Lee and his senior advisors on May 26 before reporting back to the President on her consultations in the region. Secretary Gates is in close contact with ROK Defense Minister Kim and will meet with him and other counterparts at the June 4-6 Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore. President Obama and President Lee agreed to meet in Canada at the time of the G-20 Summit.”

Meanwhile, Secretary Clinton briefing traveling press on the republic of Korea said today that “President Obama has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Korean counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression. As part of our ongoing dialogue, we will explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula.”

The U.S. military is increasing defense capabilities in the region to prepare to defend South Korea 

Gates, US Secretary of Defense, 6/5/’10 (Robert, “Gates Urges Positive US-China Military Relations”, New Asia Republic, http://newasiarepublic.com/?p=18874)
With regard to Asia, the U.S. is increasing its deterrent capabilities in a number of ways. 
First, we are taking serious steps to enhance our missile defenses with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that are flexible and deployable – tailored to the unique needs of our allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region.

Second, we are renewing our commitment to a strong and effective extended deterrence that guarantees the safety of the American people and the defense of our allies and partners. As President Obama has stated, this administration is committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons as we work toward a world without such armaments. But, as long as these weapons exist, we will maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.

Finally, as has been the case for six decades, the strength of U.S. commitment and deterrent power will be expressed through the forward presence of substantial U.S. forces in the region. While this is the subject of a Global Posture Review scheduled to be completed by the end of the year, one general trend should be clear: the U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient, and politically sustainable. The buildup on Guam is part of this shift, as well as the agreement reached on basing with Japan – an agreement that fittingly comes during the 50th anniversary of our mutual security alliance and transcends any individual policymaker.

Hege DA- U- Regional Security 

Regional security orgs being built now

The Chosun Ilbo, newspaper, 2/16/10
(“S. Korea, China, Japan Seek Security Cooperation”, Center for Security Policy, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/02/16/2010021600692.html)

The government [South Korea] is reportedly seeking to establish a security dialogue body allowing bureau chiefs from South Korea, China and Japan to discuss military and security cooperation. 

"Consultations are underway between Seoul, Beijing, and Tokyo to launch a tripartite security dialogue body this year," a government source on Monday said. "Officials from defense ministries in the three countries will take part in the body." This will be the first such body. The three countries are expected to carry out substantial joint exercises rather than the mere humanitarian maritime search and rescue exercises they currently cooperate in. 

The body is also expected to be helpful to building a multilateral security system in Northeast Asia. The idea is based on an agreement reached by the leaders of the three countries in Beijing in October last year, the source added.

Hege DA- U- Rels

Relations are on balance high- even anti-Americans in Korea don’t want US forces to leave; the alliance is one of mutual benefit.

Korea Times, 3/10

(Korea Times. “US Security Umbrella Bolsters Korea’s Growth.” March 5, 2010.)

Indeed, even today the continued American security umbrella, although perhaps militarily unnecessary given the formidable modernization of the South Korean armed forces, continues to give investors the confidence to commit their money, assets and people. Park also understood that his own position depended on American support. But America was no China. It did not offer permanency to a little brother. Indeed, the withdrawal from Vietnam in the mid-70s confirmed the relative fickleness to the East Asian mind of a country whose government changed every four years, instead of every four hundred years. Park knew that he had to build his own industrial base, and resist or ignore the Americans when they appeared to stand in the way. Thus the Koreans' growth was of their own making. America was the market, the model and the matron. Koreans learned directly from the experience of working with Americans, who were great teachers and examples of professionalism for so many of the political, academic and business leaders who were key in the country's development. Their greatest influence was on the military. Officers were trained in American management practices. During the period of military-backed rule, hundreds of these officers took executive posts in state-run companies and organizations, not simply because it was jobs for the boys, but because they knew how to organize and lead. There have been tensions and difficulties in the U.S.-Korea relationship. Most, it may be said, derive from the Contradictory combination of fierce nationalism and near-dependence. One consequence of this was that for a long time, American support was understood by Koreans as altruism, with the soldier, missionary and Peace Corps volunteer as representative Americans. In fact, the alliance represented what any alliance should represent - a convergence of national interests. The benefit to Korea was that it was both in American strategic interest and a natural consequence of American values as a nation born in opposition to imperialism, that its once client state grow economically and politically from near-total dependency to equal partnership. America did not start the growth. But it provided a continued security umbrella that enabled it to happen. It also demonstrated by its own wealth and freedom what Korea, too, could become. From that perspective, Korea's rags-to-riches story may be seen, without offense to Koreans, as an American success story too. The faith of Koreans that America stood for Korean democracy took a beating in the wake of the 1979 military coup of Chun Doo-hwan. When a year later Chun became the first foreign head of state to be greeted in the White House by the newly inaugurated President Ronald Reagan, many students and oppositionists in Korea had a revelation: the U.S. had supported the coup all along. This mistaken notion caused the anti-government student movement to move away from U.S.-style democracy and lurch violently leftwards. Then, in 1986, when the U.S. started pressuring Korea to open its markets to American products, more ordinary Koreans had a similar revelation. America is here for its own interests. Over the next two decades, anti-Americanism flared unpredictably: crowds took to the streets and trampled the American flag over offenses by American soldiers, a traffic accident in which two schoolgirls were run over by a U.S. military vehicle, the disqualification of a Korean skater in the winter Olympics which gave the gold to an American, and the lifting of a ban on U.S. beef imports. In newly-democratized Korea, the force of such protest is so powerful that the country's leaders, while quick to articulate their pro-American stance to American officials in private, lack the political courage and intellectual ability to argue against the crowds. What gets temporarily lost is that Korea is in fact a very pro-American country. On one occasion a few years ago a prominent U.S. columnist suggested, after a huge American flag was trampled in a large protest, that the U.S. should withdraw its forces if they were not wanted. The next day, in response, anti-American protestors came out with a new message, criticizing America for failing to understand that they wanted America to change, not leave. Since the arrival of Lee Myung-bak in Seoul and Barack Obama in Washington, and, with Korea's rising status on the world stage, the relationship has become increasingly characterized by a spirit of mutual respect and trust.

Hege DA- L- Appeasement Module

A. North Korean brinkmanship is increasing- standing fast against them is key to prevent instability 

Korea Times ’09 

(March 26, “Missile Crisis”, Lexis)

It is imminent that North Korea will test-fire a long-range missile in the guise of a satellite launch. A U.S. counter-proliferation official said Wednesday that North Korea has put what is believed to be a long-range ballistic missile on a launch pad in what could be a preparation for launch. First we cannot but express regret and dismay at the North's move toward provocation and hostility. Pyongyang disclosed earlier that it will launch a rocket carrying a communication satellite intended to orbit the earth around April 4 to 8, insisting that the plan is part of its peaceful space program. But no one has accepted the North's claim. There is no difference between a satellite launch and a missile launch as the North uses the same rocket, the Taepodong-2. It is clear that the potential rocket firing would be in violation of the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1781, which was adopted to impose sanctions on North Korea after its missile tests in 2006. If it presses ahead with a new missile test in the face of stern warnings from South Korea, the United States, Japan and other countries, the North would only escalate tensions on the Korean Peninsula and further isolate itself from the international community. It is hard to rule out the possibility of an immediate military action by the United States and Japan to intercept the to-be-fired rocket over the Pacific Ocean. The North may only provide a target for the United States and Japan to experiment their missile defense capabilities. More worrisome is that a possible interception of the Taepodong-2 could lead to a military clash between the North and its enemies - the South, the United States and Japan. Pyongyang indicated Tuesday that it would withdraw from the six-nation talks for the North's denuclearization if the U.N. Security Council imposes sanctions against it for its alleged satellite launch. The North's threat is apparently aimed at stepping up its notorious brinkmanship tactics with nuclear baiting and saber rattling. Last week, Pyongyang said that it has rejected further U.S. food aid. The rejection is certainly intended to give the United States fewer options for effective sanctions against it after its rocket firing. Judging from its ever-intensifying provocative actions, the North has certainly no intention of giving up its nuclear ambitions and development of missiles and other weapons of mass destruction. It seems that the Kim Jong-il regime is just trying to consolidate its rule by test-firing the Taepodong-2 ahead of the first session of the newly elected Supreme People's Assembly early next month. It is also apparent that the North is desperate to find an excuse to bring about the collapse of the six-party talks and continue its nuclear weapons program. There is little doubt that the Kim regime will step up its efforts to have direct negotiations with the United States after the missile launch in order to extract more concessions from the Barack Obama administration. Thus, it is important that Seoul and Washington should not play into Pyongyang's hands. The two allies must strengthen cooperation to find ways to effectively deal with threats from North Korea. They have to show that the North's brinkmanship tactics would eventually fail, while using the combination of carrots and sticks to prod the world's last Stalinist country to return to the path of denuclearization, reconciliation and peace. But the dilemma is how to tame the recalcitrant North and work together with it for a better future.

B. Troop withdrawal emboldens North Korea

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Another risk is diplomatic. Diplomatic risk will affect the United States on the international front.  The North Koreans will view any troop withdrawal (or even troop reduction) as a sign of victory over the U.S.  By declaring victory, the U.S. and South Korea could lose the leverage to bring peace and stability in the region.  Additionally, the North Korea government can use this tactic to further legitimize their power base, therefore making it difficult to negotiate any peace agreement without strong North Korean demands.  Finally, any troop withdrawal or reduction may cause the South Koreans to feel abandoned, which violates the current 1953 Mutual Defense agreement to defend South Korea against North Korea
Hege DA- L- Arms Race (1 of 2)

US Presence is key to maintain Korean peace

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)

South Korea Should the U.S. withdraw completely from South Korea, South Korea will most likely do the following: • Aggressively pursue resolution in the Sunshine Policy to improve relationships with North Korea. • Seek to build up their military and arsenal • Seek support from China and Russia to unify a nuclear free Korea According to their Participatory Defense Policy of 2003, South Korea, presented a vision of peace and prosperity in the region.43   South Korea continues to recognize that the threat from North Korea is real and even more real since North Korea’s attempt to obtain and produce nuclear weapons. Additionally, South Korea recognizes that “stability on the Korean Peninsula is crucial to its own economic well-being.” China and Russia are key players to the success of stability on the Korean Peninsula.45 South Korea should continue to engage dialogue with North Korea using the Sunshine Policy.  With this dialogue, other nations could assist and monitor the situation. Should the Sunshine Policy be successful, it would bring a sense of pride and accomplishment of unifying the Korea without any outside intervention by the U.S., China or even Russia.  While pursuing the Sunshine Policy, South Korea should seek to increase their military forces, build up their weapons arsenal, and give a sense of “defense” for their country.  This buildup could potentially harm the Sunshine Policy however; it will give them the sense of security.  As Park stated: After his inauguration in February 2003, South Korean President Roh initiated a more proactive South Korean role in inter-Korean relationship-this is in direct contrast to Washington’s policy and its refusal to negotiate with Pyongyang.46 Could this mean the U.S. current policy of containment is interfering with the unification (of Korea) and stability of the Korean Peninsula?  Perhaps by withdrawing troops could further South Korea relationship with North Korea and therefore bring stability to the region. In order to bring a balance of power in the region, South Korea would aggressively seek to build their military and perhaps produce a more capable arsenal to defeat any North Korean aggression.  This build up of conventional weapons and arms would benefit South Korea tremendously.  However, this arms race certainly has second and third order effects.  One effect would lead to an arms race in the region among the Koreas, causing further instability.  Should South Korea seek to acquire nuclear weapons to counter North Korea, [it] would most definitely bring instability to the region.

Withdrawal causes a regional power struggle between all major powers 

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)

There are certain risks involved if U.S. troops completely withdraw in the Korean Peninsula.  One risk of complete withdrawal would result in an immediate power struggle in the region.  Nations such as China, Japan, and even South Korea will certainly have to rethink their own National Security policy therefore contributing to regional fallout.  Any rapidly changing relationship between North and South Korea will more than likely lead to a regional power struggle among the United States, China, Japan, and even Russia. 29  This strategy seems feasible because the U.S. will “improve our ability to deter, dissuade, and defeat challenges in Asia through strengthened long-range strike capabilities, streamlined and consolidated headquarters, and a network of access arrangements. 30 
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Removing U.S. troops cause prolif

Landers, Staff Writer of The Dallas Morning News July 31, 1994 (Jim, U.S. presence seen as crucial in S. Korea American withdrawal would destabilize northeast Asia, THE DALLAS MORNING NEWS, LexiNexis)

Because, South Koreans say, without that military presence and the nuclear umbrella that goes with it, northeast Asia might quickly become a dangerous, unstable region locked in its own nuclear arms race.
Prosperity might easily give way to war and not just between North and South Korea.  Koreans says in both parts of the peninsula warn that a resumption of their bloody quarrel would this time draw in Japan and China and possibly Russia.

"The United States needs to be here to stop the spread of nuclear weapons," said Park Chung-soo, a South Korean legislator who chairs the National Assembly's international relations committee.  "They (the North Koreans) have been secretly engaged in building nuclear weapons.  That's a good enough reason for you to stay.

"We're not going to develop any nuclear weapons.  We're under your nuclear umbrella.  But if the U.S. withdraws from this part of the world, and we develop nuclear weapons because the North has them, and Japan follows, would it suit your national interest?" "There were many Americans who questioned why U.S. troops are needed here," said Hyun Hong-choo, South Korea's ambassador to the United States from 1991 to 1993.  "But instead of asking why the United States needs to be here, you should rather ask why not?"

Countries assured In South Korea, in Japan, in China, Russia and maybe even in North Korea, there are generals and diplomats assured by the U.S. military presence in northeast Asia, Mr. Hyun said. (China and North Korea seem worried that the South would invade the North if the U.S. didn't keep it in check.)

The United States is the only one among those countries with no history of grabbing territory in northeast Asia.  All the others have tried it, and still regard each other with a wariness born of bitter experience.

Korean history is filled with contests against invaders from China, Japan and Mongolia.  A huge war memorial that opened in Seoul in June chronicles 1,500 years of the struggle for independence.

Hege DA- L- Arms Race- Japan Module

Fear of North Korea is driving discussions of a possible re-arm Japan

Cossa President Pacific Forum CSIS ‘9
(Ralph A.-, Brad Glosserman-, Executive Director Pacific Forum CSIS, 11-5, CSIS Pacfor PacNet, “Remembering ANZUS”, 
E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=109196" 

http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9- 

E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=109196
)

Gates’ mention of the extended deterrent provides context for this entire discussion. Extended deterrence is the cornerstone of the U.S-Japan security treaty, which is in turn the foundation of the two countries’ security strategies. It is remarkable to us that the new government in Tokyo would risk threatening that core of the alliance at the very time when conversations in Tokyo reveal growing concern about the credibility of the U.S. commitment to Japan’s defense.

Several Japanese interlocutors have even suggested that Japan consider revising the three principles by dropping the one forbidding the introduction of nuclear weapons as a cure for the lack of confidence and to add an extra level of deterrence in the face of North Korea’s demonstrated nuclear weapons and ballistic missile capabilities. We are not suggesting that Japan needs to change its three principles – that is a decision for the Japanese alone to make – but the DPJ’s demand for transparency has the potential to poison alliance discussions and raise even more doubts about the glue that binds the two alliance partners.

US withdrawal from SK will force Japan to re-arm 

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
There is no doubt that Japanese-U.S. alliance plays a major role in U.S. security strategy in Asia.40  Should the U.S. withdraw from South Korea, they will most likely do the following: • Seek to become a normal nation with full military capabilities • Seek to become a stronger player in the Asia-Pacific region • Seek to have stronger U.S. presence (troops in Japan) The first objective of Japan’s security policy is to prevent any threat from reaching Japan and, in the event that it does, repel it and minimize any damage. The second objective is to improve the international security environment so as to reduce the chances that any threat will reach Japan in the first place. Japan will achieve these objectives by both its own efforts as well as cooperative efforts with the United States, Japan’s alliance partner, and with the international community. To this end, Japan will support United Nations activities for international peace and security; make diplomatic efforts to promote cooperative relationships with other countries; further develop its close cooperative relationship with the United States, based on the Japan- U.S. Security Arrangements; establish a basis for national security by preserving domestic political stability; and, develop efficient defense forces. Although it is not written in their National Defense Program, Japan must seriously consider seeking a normal military to bring stability in the region.  As with China, since there is no clear hegemon in the Asia-Pacific region, bringing a normal military to Japan will balance out the powers in the region should the U.S. completely withdraws troops from South Korea.  Since the end of the Cold War, Japan has been restructuring its force to take a stronger role in the world arena. Perhaps, in order for Japan to seek normalcy in their military as well as their nations it must first admit to their war atrocities from the past.  This admission, albeit a huge step to re-defining their military, will finally tell the world that today’s Japan is not the same Japan from the past. Japan would use their new military to become a stronger player in the region.  For example, Japan’s self-defense force would re-designated their navy with different missions and tasks.  This new navy could provide forward presence to key areas in the region.  Their navy could participate in joint exercises to include but not limited to South Korea, China and Australia. Again, the assumption is the new military’s focus and objectives are not like the past.

[INSERT JAPAN IMPACT FROM STARTER SET]

Hege DA- L- Arms Race- Japan- Will Buildup

If Japan decides to go nuclear, it will develop second strike infrastructure and test its weapons.

Midford ‘2

Midford, P. “The Logic of Reassurance and Japan’s Grand Strategy.” Security Studies. Journal. 11:3 1-43. 2002.

While most international relations scholars and analysts argue that a secure secondstrike

capability is a prerequisite for nuclear deterrence, one could argue that a state could

achieve existential nuclear deterrence even with a crude nuclear arsenal. I thank an anonymous

reviewer for bringing this point to my attention. Even if one believes that a crude and

untested nuclear arsenal could successful deter others, however, it is exceedingly unlikely that

the possessor of such an arsenal would believe so. Rather, it would live in constant fear of

surprise attack. Given Japan’s extreme vulnerability to a nuclear first strike under any scenario, this fear would be much stronger for Japan than for a larger continental power. Consequently,

if Japan should decide to develop nuclear weapons, it is highly unlikely that it would stop short of testing its weapons and developing secure second-strike infrastructure
Hege DA- L- Arms Race- SK Prolif (1 of 2)

Assurance is key to prevent South Korean prolif

Payne President National Institute for Public Policy Oct.

(Keith B.-, National Institute for Public Policy Executive Report, “Planning the Future U.S. Nuclear Force”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/Planning%20the%20Future%20US%20Nuclear%20Force%20I_txt.pdf)

In Asia, South Korea sought reaffirmation of the U.S. nuclear guarantee in the wake of the North Korean nuclear tests; the United States obliged with public statements by ranking officials, including President George W. Bush and President Obama.15 Seoul reportedly has asked for greater detail about U.S. nuclear plans for dealing with a range of possible aggressive acts by the North. In the event of war, the South Koreans expect Washington to provide “immediate support” and to act as if the United States itself had   been attacked.16 Some former South Korean defense ministers have called for a return of U.S. nuclear weapons to the peninsula, weapons that were withdrawn in 1991 as part of a larger arms control initiative by President George H.W. Bush.

Nuclear developments in North Korea as well as in China similarly have created anxiety in Japan and drawn Japanese attention to the U.S. nuclear guarantee and the forces backing it. Japanese officials have expressed serious concern about the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent. Some believe the United States must be cautious about further nuclear reductions lest they create an incentive for China to spur its own nuclear buildup in the hope of closing the gap with U.S. forces. Representatives of the Japanese government also have indicated that certain qualitative characteristics of U.S. nuclear forces are, in their view, important for deterrence and assurance. These include flexibility in the potential employment of nuclear capabilities, prompt delivery of weapons, and precision application of force, so that credible deterrent threats might be made for a range of contingencies.17 The Japanese, moreover, value the ability of submarines with nuclear-armed cruise missiles (TLAM-Ns) or ballistic missiles (Trident D5s) to deploy to their region, exert a deterrent effect through forward presence, and yet not violate the decades-old prohibition against nuclear weapons on Japanese soil. One official has expressed the view that the United States could strengthen the extended deterrent during a period of heightened tension by announcing that an SSBN was being “deployed to the Western Pacific.”18 The Japanese—like the South Koreans, Poles, and Czechs— would like greater insight into U.S. nuclear planning in light of the developing challenges to extended deterrence and assurance. Toward this end, Japanese and U.S. foreign and defense officials agreed in July 2009 to establish, according to a Ministry of Foreign Affairs statement, close consultations on “the Japan-US security alliance including nuclear deterrence.”19

Some Implications

Thorough, case-by-case, political-military analyses would be necessary to derive detailed nuclear force requirements from the broad goal of assuring allies confronted by the danger of major aggression. Nonetheless, some tentative generalizations can be made. Existing nuclear guarantees should be continued. The possibility of additional guarantees in the future cannot be ruled out. The United States should not be inferior to any nuclear rival (both for the purposes of assurance and for the reasons discussed in Section II). Current forward deployments of nuclear forces in Europe should be maintained. Forward deployments of nuclear-capable systems (e.g., submarines or strike aircraft) to Northeast Asia or East Europe may be options considered in the future. Because of the political sensitivities of allies as well as adversaries, the deployments might be temporary rather than permanent.

Regarding the adverse effect of homeland vulnerability on nuclear guarantees, a significant capability to limit damage from a nuclear attack could reduce the risk the United States would incur by coming to the aid of an embattled ally, thereby increasing the likelihood that the aggressor in a regional confrontation would be deterred and the  U.S. ally assured. Nevertheless, assurance is not simply a function of nuclear force configurations. For example, discussions to give the appropriate officials in Japan, South Korea, and the newer members of NATO a better understanding of the relationship between the security of their countries and the nuclear plans and capabilities of the United States would be one way of bolstering confidence in U.S. nuclear guarantees that does not involve force changes.
At bottom, assurance depends on the overall relationship between the United States and another party, whether a single country or a multinational alliance. The strength of the relationship and the U.S. stake in the security of the other party will be critical determinants of the trust that party places in the U.S. commitment, as well as how an adversary assesses the likelihood that the United States will honor its obligation in extremis. Assurance, and deterrence, are likely to be enhanced if the United States previously has deployed forces in a crisis, supplied military assistance, or otherwise acted to defend the other party; the track record is a demonstration of the U.S. commitment. And clear, repeated, and consistent public and private statements by ranking U.S. officials can underscore the commitment and lend credibility to security guarantees and deterrent threats; on the other hand, ambiguity may not assure allies and may embolden enemies.

Non-Proliferation Benefit

The consequences of failing to maintain extended deterrence and the related assurance of allies should not be underestimated. If allies have less faith in, and adversaries less fear of, U.S. nuclear guarantees, not only could the risk of coercion and conflict increase, but the danger of nuclear proliferation could grow. Allies that no longer look to the United States for nuclear protection may seek their own nuclear alternatives instead. Conversely, there is considerable evidence that U.S. nuclear guarantees have kept a number of countries from acquiring nuclear weapons of their own. The list includes Germany, Norway, Turkey, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.20 “The extension of a credible U.S. nuclear deterrent to allies and friends has been an important nonproliferation tool,” Walter Slocombe, a senior defense official in the Carter and Clinton administrations, has concluded. “Indeed, our strong security relationships probably have played as great a role in nonproliferation over the past 40 years as the NPT or any other single factor.”21 
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South Korea can build nuclear weapons to protect itself.  

Sung ki, Staff Reporter for The Korea Times. ’09 (Jung, “S. Korea, Japan Can Build Nuclear Weapons Quickly”, The Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/205_62636.html)
South Korea, like Japan, has the technology to build a nuclear arsenal quickly if it decides to do so, a U.S. defense report said Thursday.   "Several friends or allies of the United States, such as Japan and South Korea, are highly advanced technological states and could quickly build nuclear devices if they chose to do so," said the Joint Operating Environment (JOE) 2010, released on Feb. 18, by the U.S. Joint Forces Command.   The biennial report forecasts possible threats and opportunities for the U.S. military.  The 2008 report categorized South Korea, Taiwan and Japan as three "threshold nuclear states" that have the capability to develop nuclear weapons rapidly, should their political leaders decide to do so.   The latest assessment of South Korea's nuclear capability comes as Seoul and Washington are negotiating an extension of a 1974 agreement that bans South Korea from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel without consent from the United States.  The agreement expires in 2014. South Korea wants to regain the rights to reprocess spent fuel rods by its own will. The country, which won a $20 billion contract in December to build four nuclear reactors in the United Arab Emirates, has long complained that the restrictions on the reprocessing work has blocked its aspirations.   South Korea is recognized globally as a pioneer in the study of the "pyprocessing" method aimed at reprocessing spent fuel without extracting weapons-grade plutonium from it.   The U.S. government fears South Korea's reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel might undermine global nonproliferation efforts, and provoke the North, and then Japan, making the security situation in Northeast Asia more volatile.   The JOE said North Korea is "pursuing nuclear weapons technology and the means to deliver them as well."  The 2008 edition had categorized North Korea as a nuclear power, saying, "The rim of the great Asian continent is already home to five nuclear powers: China, India, Pakistan, North Korea and Russia."  Pyongyang conducted its second nuclear test in May last year, after one in 2006, inviting stronger U.N. sanctions. North Korea has boycotted the six-party talks on ending its nuclear weapons programs to protest the imposed international sanctions. 
Hege DA- !- Asia (1 of 2)

Continued presence in East Asia is vital to stability

Donnelly, Dur, and Krepinevich., defense policy analysts, 09 (Thomas, Philip, and Andrew, 12, “The Future of U.S. Military Power” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65507/thomas-donnelly-philip-dur-and-andrew-f-krepinevich-jr/the-future-of-us-military-power)
The United States indeed faces a challenge in East Asia, where the Chinese military has invested heavily in the kind of systems that Krepinevich rightly worries about, such as ballistic missiles and attack submarines. But in addition to investing in the new, less vulnerable forces that Krepinevich anticipates, such as long-range stealthy unmanned bombers -- which, in any case, will take a long time to develop and field -- the United States must discover, as it has in Iraq, how to maximize the value of today's forces. It is a strategic requirement to do so in East Asia. Disturbingly, a recent white paper by the Australian Department of Defense spoke of a need to "hedge" against the retreat of the United States' presence in the Pacific. When a longtime ally speaks such a plain truth, Washington should pay attention.
Krepinevich and other advocates of transformation overemphasize revolutions in military affairs and discount continuities. As the guarantor of the international system, the United States cannot afford to substantially scale back its current responsibilities, whether in Europe, where Vladimir Putin's Russia casts a pall on the general peace; in East Asia, where China is rising and North Korean provocations are almost regularly scheduled events; or, of course, in the greater Middle East. Krepinevich admits that the United States must remain the guarantor of the international system, defining its strategic aim as the preservation of the current liberal world order. But this imposes requirements that make Krepinevich's proposal of divesting from "wasting assets" problematic. It would be both difficult and imprudent for the sole superpower -- the one nation with the ability to stabilize the international system -- to walk away from its commitments.
The United States must adapt to changing circumstances, such as China's rise, while preserving sufficient day-to-day strength to win the wars it is fighting now, provide the backbone for old and new coalitions, and otherwise manage risks to its security. Washington faces an ever-changing threat environment; it does not have, nor will it ever have, the luxury of moving wholly from one clearly defined regimen of warfare to another.

US presence in Korea key to preventing arms race, nuclear weapons threat, and maintaining democracy in Asia.

Wortzel, vice president for foreign policy and defense studies at The Heritage Foundation, 03 (Larry, 1/30/ “Why the USA is OK in the ROK”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2003/01/Why-the-USA-is-OK-in-the-ROK)

In South Korea, anger over the acquittal for homicide of two U.S. servicemen who accidentally ran over two teenage girls with their armored vehicle has sparked anti-American protests in the capital and other cities. Meanwhile, in the United States, some pundits and policy-makers have been wondering out loud why 37,000 U.S. troops remain in a region where that's been relatively peaceful for a half-century.
Speaking as a former Army officer stationed in Korea, I can say this: It would be a grave error to leave South Korea. For one thing, our presence there is a major reason why there has been peace in the region since the end of the Korean War in 1953. If Americans troops left, deep historical animosities and territorial disputes among Russia, China, Japan and the two Koreas would lead to a major arms race for territory and military dominance. This is not something to brush off, considering three of the five nations have nuclear weapons, and, in the case of North Korea, seem willing to use them.

But protecting the peace isn't the only reason the United States is in Korea. We're there to protect the principles of democracy, too. Thanks largely to an American presence in the Asian region, the democracies of South Korea and Taiwan are protected from hostile threats by dictatorships in North Korea and China.

For Japan, the presence of U.S. forces allows this key ally to maintain its "peace" constitution, which forbids the development of an offensive military force. An American presence in Korea also lets Japan feel secure in a nuclear age without an arsenal of nuclear weapons.

And, despite the recent protests, South Korea seems to understand this. The country of 48 million recently elected a candidate who ran on a platform that emphasized a policy of engaging North Korea regardless of North Korea's reactions or reciprocity. President-elect Roh Moo-Hyun was elected with about 48 percent of the vote. His rival, Lee Hoi Chang, who advocated a firmer policy toward the North seeking reciprocity and a reduction in North Korea's hostile security posture, won 46 percent. Both candidates, and the majority of the citizens of South Korea, continue to recognize the stability and security that the U.S. presence in Korea provides, and they support a continued American presence.

This strong mutual commitment has served both countries well for 50 years. But that doesn't mean this relationship should stay exactly the same. The improvements the U.S. military has made in deploying forces quickly nearly anywhere around the world mean that fewer U.S. forces are required on the Korean Peninsula. This is achievable because the South Korean armed forces' strength, professionalism and desire to shoulder a greater burden for their country's security means that the number and disposition of American troops can be adjusted in consultation with South Korean military leaders. Such adjustments will strengthen relations and cooperation between our two countries.
Make no mistake, though: Keeping U.S. forces in South Korea as long as they are welcome there is good policy. It's important for Americans and South Koreans to remember that for another 50 years, and beyond. The future of peace and democracy in the region depends on it.

Hege DA- !- Asia (2 of 2)

Empirically U.S. presence, including combat forces in South Korea, has stabilizes Asia

Wortzel, vice president for foreign policies and defense studies at the Heritage Foundation, 7/26/2000 (Larry, “Planning for the Future: The Role of U.S. Forces in Northeast Asian Security”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/07/The-Role-of-US-Forces-in-Northeast-Asian-Security)

AMERICA'S INTERESTS AND CHANGING REGIONAL NEEDS

America's primary security interests in the region concern stability in Northeast Asia, an area plagued by war for most of the past century.4 Since the end of World War II, America's presence in this region has provided the glue for a security arrangement that offered protection to its allies and reassurances that helped avert an arms race by historical enemies or rivals. At the same time, because the United States acts as an honest broker with no territorial designs for hegemony, its military presence is perceived as a benign counterbalance to the mistrust that followed recent war experiences in the region.

America's bilateral relationships with Japan and South Korea ensure that its military, political, and economic interests are protected. The extended nuclear deterrence the United States offers to its ally and the presence of U.S. forces in Japan permit it to maintain its peace constitution, to eschew the development of an offensive military force, and to feel secure in a nuclear age without an arsenal of nuclear weapons. For the Republic of Korea, the presence of U.S. combat forces and equipment created the conditions that have permitted its democracy and market economy to flourish.

Hege DA- L- China Module (1 of 2)

Withdrawal emboldens Chinese adventurism and land grabs

Bowring, ‘9

Bowring, Philip. “When Uncle Sam Calls East Asia’s Bluff.” South China Morning Post. December 6, 2009.

At least by the measure of stock market prices, the world is returning to the happy days of early 2008, before the financial shocks. But some less obvious, yet perhaps more profound, signs point to fundamental changes. Asia, in particular, boasts about some of these - a shift in power and wealth to the East - but, in practice, is ill-prepared for their realisation. The US is stretching all its military sinews to send just another 30,000 troops to Afghanistan, adding an extra US$30 billion to an already vast budget deficit. Meanwhile in Japan, America's closest Asian ally, the new government is demanding renegotiation of a bases agreement, notably over Okinawa, in respect of the US forces stationed there. Closer to home, Premier Wen Jiabao bizarrely claims that it is "unfair" for other countries to ask Beijing to stop manipulating its currency by pegging it to a weak US dollar - to maintain a huge trade surplus while most other currencies appreciate. Let us join the dots of these bits of news. For sure, the US has itself to blame for its costly Iraq involvement and partly so for the current need to reinforce its presence in Afghanistan. But huge though these costs are, they are little more than what the US spends every year on its presence in the western Pacific. A cash-strapped nation may reasonably ask: what do we get from the massive military spending in a region that is the major source of our trade imbalance? Is South Korea no match for a starving North? Must Japan hide forever behind its "peace constitution"? For sure, China would be happy enough to see the gradual withdrawal of US forces, in the expectation that it would fill the vacuum - making it easier not merely to pressure Taiwan into a reunification deal but to enforce its historically absurd claims over the whole South China Sea. But, for all their fretting about the need to loosen ties with Washington, Japan and South Korea are, in practice, so terrified by the idea that they do not think about it at all. Maybe they should. Maybe Southeast Asian countries that provide facilities for the US military should be more upfront about the merits of the US security umbrella. This is not to suggest that the US will back out of Asia any time soon. But it may well demand rather more in return, whether as cash contributions or in commercial or diplomatic ways. In the past, American arrogance assumed that US power was unbeatable and the power of the dollar inexhaustible. But views in Washington are changing, and Main Street America is tiring of paying for US imperial over-reach, as well as for Wall Street's greed. It is noting, too, that the export of US jobs was driven by corporate profits, not national interest. Of course, the US has abused the role of the dollar to finance its consumption excesses. But other countries, China included, have been equally irresponsible in assuming they have the right to export-led growth based on mercantilist notions and state-directed policies. No one ordered China to accumulate US$1 trillion of US Treasuries at the expense of its consumers. This era is rapidly closing. It may be ended by US households maintaining a new sense of thrift. It may come when the US decides to level the playing field by using the trade weapons of last resort to impose import surcharges. Or, it may link up with the European Union, and some developing nations, to demand sanctions against China for currency manipulation, contrary to International Monetary Fund rules. No one should forget that, when the US was in a similar, though less serious, situation in 1971, Washington ended the convertibility of dollars into gold and imposed an import surcharge. Chances are it will do so again, at least against countries like China. In short, the time is approaching when the US will call the bluff of a triumphalist but still dependent East Asia. Next year may well be when the empire strikes back.

Hege DA- L- China Module (2 of 2)

Risks nuclear war 

Hayes International Business Sophia U. ‘1

(Declan-, Japan: The Toothless Tiger, P. 13-15; Jacob)

That is the primary lesson of China's South Seas policy. Taken together with its activities in Myanmar, China's gunboat diplomacy over the Spratlys shows its relentless push toward the sea-lanes that skirt the Spratlys and hold the key to the future of Asia—Okinawa and all of Japan included. China has already come to blows with the Philippines and Vietnam over these tiny islands. China has now lodged its armed forces on many of the islands that constitute the archipelago. These include the aptly named Mlschiel Reef, which is less than 200 kilometers off Palawan, one of the main islands of the Philippines. This is a serious affront to the Philippines, which, unlike Vietnam—and Japan—has traditionally enjoyed amicable relations with Beijing. China's gunboats and a gung-ho Vietnam, in the absence of any meaningful institutional arrangements, ensure that further conflict is inevitable. Because these conflicts must eventually involve Japan, Japan must prepare. Japan must rearm.
China's adventurism also impinges on Indonesia's interests and, again, by extension, those of Japan. Since 1974, Chinese maps have included an exclusive economic zone of 371 kilometers around the Spratly Islands. This, in turn, cuts into part of Indonesia's rich gas field based around Natuna Island. Because this is a direct threat to Exxon's proposed $35 billion deal with Indonesia to develop the gas field, it is also a threat to Japan's long-term energy needs. The Spratly Islands dispute, in other words, presents a multifaceted challenge to Japan.

The Spratly Islands standoff could erupt at any time and turn the South China Sea into a war zone. China and Vietnam have already shed each other's blood over these islands. Because none of the other powers occupying the Spratlys is strong enough to stand up to Beijing without outside help, China's claims to the Spratlys are particularly destabilizing. China has clashed with the forces of both Vietnam and the Philippines, she claims territory within gunshot range of the Philippines, and she claims large parts of the gas fields north of Indonesia's Natuna Island as her own sovereign territory. Because China cannot be contained even in the South China Sea, Japan must adopt a much more sophisticated approach to dealing with its giant neighbor. Realistically, this approach must involve a judicious balance between diplomacy and military force. Japan's officials must drive home to their Chinese counterparts the overall geostrategic consequences of their actions. China's claims run the very real risk of causing further bloodshed—and the chance of a massive strategic miscalculation with devastating consequences for all involved. Logically, some of that blood will have to be Japanese.
Taiwan, China's "renegade province," has also played an aggressive role in the dispute—and thereby increased the possibility of such a catastrophic miscalculation. It sent a naval mission of armed patrol boats to the Spratly Islands in March 1995 but recalled them before they reached the disputed territories. Taiwan fluctuates between China's policy of turning the South China Sea into a Chinese-dominated lake and Vietnam's policy of thwarting China's maritime imperialism. This is a dangerous game to play, and, though Taiwan might not become embroiled in the initial stages of any hot war, it could well be the spark that ends up incinerating all parties to the dispute, Japan included.
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U.S Airpower prevents Korean War by reassuring allies and keeping North Korea cautious Bechtol, Assistant Professor of National Security Studies at Air Command and Staff College, September 1st 2005, (Bruce, The Future of U.S. Airpower on the Korean Peninsula, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj05/fal05/bechtol.html)

US military support to the Republic of Korea (ROK) remains critical to peace and stability. The author details constraints faced by the army of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) in any attempt to invade the ROK. Although much of the surface-based defense capability in the South is transitioning to the ROK army, a strong US airpower presence demonstrates US commitment to Korean security, counterbalances the DPRK’s offensive systems, and deters war.
Since the summer of 1950, US airpower has remained one of the dominant military forces on the Korean Peninsula. Through the Korean War, the Cold War, the uncertain post–Cold War era that has existed since the fall of the Soviet Union, and the transition of power in North Korea from Kim Il Sung to his son, Kim Jong Il, the ability of US airpower to serve as a key pillar of deterrence to forces that threaten the stability and security of the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the ROK-US alliance has remained unquestioned. In a transforming geopolitical landscape and a rapidly evolving region, this is unlikely to change in the future.

US Heg Key to Prevent Another Korean War

Brookes, Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at the Heritage Foundation and a member of the Congressional US-China Economic and Security Review Commission, November 24th, 2008, (Peter, Why the World Still Needs America’s Military Might, Heritage Lecture #1102, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Why-the-World-Still-Needs-Americas-Military-Might)
Ever since the cease-fire agreement between North Korean and Chinese forces and the United Nations was concluded in 1953, the United States military has been the predominant force reducing the risk of another conflict on the divided Korean Peninsula. Indeed, even today--55 years hence--an American four-star general leads the Combined Forces Command of U.S. and Republic of Korea forces that keep the peace against a North Korean regime that still harbors dreams of uniting--militarily if necessary--the North and South under its despotic rule.

Nearly 30,000 U.S. soldiers stand shoulder to shoulder with 650,000 South Korean forces across a surely misnamed demilitarized zone (DMZ)-- arguably the last vestige of the Cold War--deter ring over one million, ideologically driven North Korean troops. Even though peace has not been officially declared between the two nations, the odds of a conflict breaking out across the DMZ remain slim due to America's commitment to stability on the peninsula.

I would suggest that absent the presence of American forces and the military might behind it, including an extension the U.S.'s nuclear umbrella to South Korea, the history of the past 50 years might be quite different from what has been recorded today. A second Korean war has been--and still is--a distinct but unfortunate possibility, and I would speculate that a new war would be even more horrific than the last, if that is possible.

In March 2008, a North Korean news reader on state television said that if the South Korean govern ment made even the slightest gesture of an attack, "Everything will be in ashes, not just a sea of fire, if our advanced pre-emptive strike once begins."

Considering that the capital of South Korea-- Seoul, a city of more than 10 million--lies within range of 10,000 pieces of Korean People's Army artillery, which could rain an estimated one million rounds on the city in the opening hours of a conflict, I think we have to take that commentator at his word.
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US forces are a key check against all out war between the Koreas

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

The armistice that ended Korean War hostilities in 1953 has resulted in a situation that is not quite war, yet not quite peace. Left in a technical state of war with North Korea, the United States has continued to maintain a large deterrent force in South Korea, (officially the Republic of Korea or ROK). We posit that in light of increasing operational commitments for U.S. forces, continued reduction of those forces, and changes in emerging DoD strategy requirements, now is an appropriate time to consider an alternative to the current U.S. strategy in Korea. One such alternative Korean strategy emerges when one considers the impact of forces in North East Asia not only through a deterrence lens, but also through the lens offered by the security dilemma.

The conventional wisdom of military advisors is that the U.S. strategy of deterrence pursued in Korea has prevented the technical state of war (albeit a cold war) from erupting into a shooting war. Based on this reasoning, the conclusion can be drawn that the presence of U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula should continue. Among the current plans being considered is a proposal to move weapons and forces from Europe to Korea in order to demonstrate U.S. resolve in staying the deterrence course.1
When viewed from a realist, or "might makes right" perspective; maintaining (or perhaps even increasing the numbers of) a U.S. deterrent force in Korea is a logical strategy. According to the deterrence strategy, if North Korea were to attack ROK or U.S. forces, these forces are poised to retaliate immediately against North Korean forces. We concede the argument that this strategy has been successful in preventing a shooting war
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U.S. military presence key to stability, security, and commitments to allies.

Commander Thron, Commander of Supply Corps, United States Navy, 2004

[Thron, Scott. “US Military Overseas Presence in the Northeast Asia-Pacific Region.” 3 May 2004.]

Despite the recent changes in overseas posture, the United States National Security

Strategy still calls for a continued overseas presence of our military forces. It is based upon the belief that these forces and installations “promote key security objectives, such as deterrence, assurance of friends and allies, the provision of timely crisis response capabilities, regional stability and generally, security conditions that in turn promote freedom and prosperity.” 6

The 1994 National Security Strategy during the Clinton administration stated that, “We will maintain a robust overseas presence in several forms, such as permanently stationed forces, deployments and combined exercises, port calls and other force visits. The benefits of permanently stationed forces overseas are to: 

· Give form and substance to our bilateral and multilateral security commitments.
· Demonstrate our determination to defend U.S. and allied interests in critical regions,

deterring hostile nations from acting contrary to those interests.

3

· Provide forward elements for rapid response in crises as well as the bases, ports and

other infrastructure essential for deployment of U.S. –based forces by air, sea and

land.”7

President Bush’s 2002 National Security Strategy further commits to a forward military presence. He wrote that, “to contend with uncertainty and to meet the many security challenges we face, the United States will require bases and stations within and beyond Western Europe and Northeast Asia, as well as temporary access arrangements for the long-distance deployment of U.S. forces.”8

It is clear that forward presence continues to be a vital element of our National Security Strategy as a means to protect our interests and deter our adversaries. Forward presence in the Asia-Pacific region is especially important. In a statement before a House subcommittee on June 26, 2003, Peter Rodman, Assistant Defense Secretary for International Security, explained that the Asia-Pacific region remains a vital interest to the U.S. “Some critical facts about Asia illustrate why:

· More than 50% of the world’s economy and more than half the world’s population reside

in Asia

· U.S. businesses conduct more than $500 billion in trade with Asia each year

· Half a million U.S. citizens live, work, and study in the region

· Asia is home to four of the seven largest militaries in the world, some of them nuclear

powers.

· Real defense spending has risen 30 percent in the region since 1985, despite the end of

the Cold War and Asia’s economic crisis of 1997-1998.”9

The threat from communist expansion has clearly diminished, yet the U.S.’ economic and political ties in the region continue to be strong. To remove our forces and close our facilities in this region as suggested by Dr. Johnson is not a practical solution. Such a policy change would ignore the reality of our commitment to our allies and would negatively affect our ability to rapidly engage an adversary. The more important issue confronting the Defense Department is whether or not the current overseas bases could be reconfigured as power projection sites rather than static installations. Is it possible to reduce the overseas installation footprint by repositioning forces without degrading our military capabilities? Would a repositioning of forces have a detrimental impact on our relations?

Hege DA- L- Deterrence (4 of 4)

US forces are a key deterrent of North Korean: Now is the time to increase US military power in South Korea to prevent all out war

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)
The armistice that ended Korean War hostilities in 1953 has resulted in a situation that is not quite war, yet not quite peace. Left in a technical state of war with North Korea, the United States has continued to maintain a large deterrent force in South Korea, (officially the Republic of Korea or ROK). We posit that in light of increasing operational commitments for U.S. forces, continued reduction of those forces, and changes in emerging DoD strategy requirements, now is an appropriate time to consider an alternative to the current U.S. strategy in Korea. One such alternative Korean strategy emerges when one considers the impact of forces in North East Asia not only through a deterrence lens, but also through the lens offered by the security dilemma.

The conventional wisdom of military advisors is that the U.S. strategy of deterrence pursued in Korea has prevented the technical state of war (albeit a cold war) from erupting into a shooting war. Based on this reasoning, the conclusion can be drawn that the presence of U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula should continue. Among the current plans being considered is a proposal to move weapons and forces from Europe to Korea in order to demonstrate U.S. resolve in staying the deterrence course.1
When viewed from a realist, or "might makes right" perspective; maintaining (or perhaps even increasing the numbers of) a U.S. deterrent force in Korea is a logical strategy. According to the deterrence strategy, if North Korea were to attack ROK or U.S. forces, these forces are poised to retaliate immediately against North Korean forces. We concede the argument that this strategy has been successful in preventing a shooting war. 
Hege DA- AT South Korea Strong

South Korea not prepared for US military withdrawal in near future.

Sung-Ki, 2010

(Jung, Staff Reporter for Korea Times, June 6, 2010, South Korea Should Be More Reliant for Command Change in 2015, Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/113_68448.html)

The agreement comes as the ROK and U.S. militaries have come to share the view that Korea will not be fully prepared for the OPCON transfer in April 2012, due largely to the lack of intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities against North Korean forces practicing conventional and asymmetrical warfare. Following the deal, South Korea must do more than has it done for the past three years after the original 2007 agreement was made. However, without an increase in defense expenditures, Seoul's efforts to build a "self-reliant" military will likely come to a standstill, a U.S. defense expert says. "Because the ROK military budget is so low, investments in military equipment have been limited, forcing the military to leave some gaps in its defenses," Bruce Bennett, a senior defense analyst at the RAND Corporation, a private U.S. defense think tank, told The Korea Times."It just has not had the resources to cover every threat that North Korea can pose," Bennett said, calling the sinking of a South Korean warship in March in the West Sea a "wake-up call" that the Seoul government was not providing enough defense funding. "But many of the gaps are more serious in a peacetime situation because they allow North Korea to carry out successful provocations, like the sinking of the Cheonan," said the expert on Korean affairs. In wartime, the United States would bring more of its military power to bear and thereby reduce some but not all of the gaps in the ROK military, he said, but in peacetime, the U.S. presence in Korea is very limited, and ROK forces need to be more self-reliant, he advised. He continued, "So the question is: Will the ROK government decide to increase its military self-reliance, and thereby strengthen its abilities to both counter provocation and win if a major war occurs? Note that strong ROK capabilities in these areas will also tend to deter North Korean attacks: North Korea is unlikely to pursue provocations where it anticipates being soundly defeated." Deputy Defense Minister for Policy Jang Kwang-il was wary of any controversy over Seoul's financial burden following the delay of OPCON transition. "The agreement (between Presidents Lee Myung-bak and BarackObama) doesn't demand any financial burden on South Korea," Jang told reporters. Seoul's defense budget has failed to meet its yearly targets for the Defense Reform 2020 initiative. When the defense reform plan was originally formulated in 2005, the budget for 2010 was projected to be about 33 trillion won ($28 billion). But reductions from the planned budgets leave 2010 instead at only about 29.6 trillion, a substantial difference. Bennett said these reductions have caused a number of South Korean acquisition programs to be postponed."I am told the 2010 reduction, in particular, was so serious that it caused a military wage freeze in 2010," he said. For the 15 year period from 2006 to 2020, the original Defense Reform 2020 plan had a 621 trillion won budget — for all costs, including equipment, personnel, and operations and maintenance — with 75 trillion won included to acquire advanced weapons to offset the manpower reductions by 2020 cause by ROK demographics. By the 2009 review of DRP 2020, the Ministry of National Defense's aggregate 15-year budget had fallen to 599 trillion won, said Bennett. Based upon the low budget increase in 2010, and before adjustments for the Cheonan incident, the 15-year total would be more like 540 trillion won, an 80 trillion won shortfall from the original plan, he noted. That shortfall would affect equipment acquisition and also efforts to make the ROK military more professional something that is needed to properly use modern, sophisticated equipment, he added. "From a U.S. perspective, transferring OPCON to the ROK encourages greater ROK military self-reliance while demonstrating U.S. confidence in ROK capabilities," Bennett said. "Many in the ROK audience have argued that OPCON transfer should be postponed because the ROK is not yet ready," he said. "The United States wants to see a sincere ROK effort to increase its military capabilities." 
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A. Plan shifts troops to Afghanistan and Iraq

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.

B. More troops escalate conflict- increased presence raises the risk of escalation 

Olson ’10 (January 14) – Parmy Olson is the London Bureau Chief at Forbes. http://www.forbes.com/2010/01/14/most-dangerous-countries-lifestyle-travel-haiti-afghanistan-iraq.html

Afghanistan tops our list of the world's most dangerous countries. Even with thousands of private security and army personnel there (and 20,000 more U.S. troops to be deployed), certain parts of the country, like the region bordering Pakistan--where it's said that nearly every resident owns some sort of automatic weapon for protection's sake--are hotbeds of violence. Longstanding tribal warfare, political corruption and--ironically--the increased military presence all have combined to push Afghanistan's violence from being concentrated in a few areas like the Khost Province in the southeastern border region, to being displaced to other regions that were once deemed safer, like the north. Also, transit routes for military personnel and private contractors are big targets for militants. The more roads are built, the more violence spreads out to areas lacking security forces. Ed Daly, a director at Maryland-based risk-assessment firm iJet, says that the growing number of attacks on both foreign troops and civilians far beyond traditional Pashtun areas suggest that Afghanistan is only going to get worse. "Political corruption is fueling disaffection among Afghans," adds Claudine Fry, an analyst with risk-assessment firm Control Risk in London. Having failed to see improvements that the government and military leaders had promised, many Afghanis have become disgruntled--some even taking up arms with the Taliban for a wage, Fry notes. To determine the world's most dangerous countries we combined rankings provided by iJet and Control Risks, giving equal weight to each set of data. The two firms used crime rates, police protection, civil unrest, terrorism risk, kidnapping threat and geopolitical stability to develop their own rankings. Where there was a tie we assigned the higher spot to the nation with a more recent travel alert on the U.S. State Department's watch list. We eliminated any country that didn't appear on at least two of these three lists. Somalia, like Afghanistan, is also experiencing a displacement of violence and ranks third on our list. The country's piracy problem and political vacuum--it hasn't had a proper functioning government in about 15 years--are two reasons why it remains one of the most dangerous on earth. With the international military response to piracy still looking inadequate, Somalia's infamous pirates have been sailing further afield into waters where they are less likely to be caught. The European Union's anti-piracy naval force says that the number of attacks has fallen in the last year, but iJet analyst Rahwa Tesfay believes the pirates are just "shifting territory" to places like the Seychelles, a popular holiday destination in the Indian Ocean. "Piracy will only continue, if not increase," says Tesfay. "The business is lucrative and there's no real effective military response.” It's well known that countries like Iraq, Pakistan and Yemen, which also feature at the top of our list, are extremely dangerous to visit, yet Afghanistan is still teeming with foreigners, according to both iJet and Control Risks. And the numbers of people visiting the country each year have yet to fall.
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C. Even a low level nuclear conflict in the Middle East risks extinction

Hoffman, 2006
Ian, Inside Bay Area, 'Nuclear winter' looms, lexis

Researchers at the American Geophysical Union's annual meeting warned Monday that even a small regional nuclear war could burn enough cities to shroud the globe in black smoky shadow and usher in the manmade equivalent of the Little Ice Age.  “Nuclear weapons represent the greatest single human threat to the planet, much more so than global warming," said Rutgers University atmospheric scientist Alan Robock. By dropping imaginary Hiroshima-sized bombs into some of the world's biggest cities, now swelled to tens of millions in population, University of Colorado researcher O. Brian Toon and colleagues found they could generate 100 times the fatalities and 100 times the climate-chilling smoke per kiloton of explosive power as all-out nuclear war between the United States and former Soviet Union. For most modern nuclear-war scenarios, the global impact isn't nuclear winter, the notion of smoke from incinerated cities blotting out the sun for years and starving most of the Earth's people. It's not even nuclear autumn, but rather an instant nuclear chill over most of the planet, accompanied by massive ozone loss and warming at the poles. That's what scientists' computer simulations suggest would happen if nuclear war broke out in a hot spot such as the Middle East, the North Korean peninsula or, the most modeled case, in Southeast Asia. Unlike in the Cold War, when the United States and Russia mostly targeted each other's nuclear, military and strategic industrial sites, young nuclear-armed nations have fewer weapons and might go for maximum effect by using them on cities, as the United States did in 1945.  "We're at a perilous crossroads," Toon said. The spread of nuclear weapons worldwide combined with global migration into dense megacities form what he called "perhaps the greatest danger to the stability of society since the dawn of humanity." More than 20 years ago, researchers imagined a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust would wreak havoc on the planet's climate. They showed the problem was potentially worse than feared: Massive urban fires would flush hundreds of millions of tons of black soot skyward, where -- heated by sunlight -- it would soar higher into the stratosphere and begin cooking off the protective ozone layer around the Earth. Huge losses of ozone would open the planet and its inhabitants to damaging radiation, while the warm soot would spread a pall sufficient to plunge the Earth into freezing year-round. The hundreds of millions who would starve exceeded those who would die in the initial blasts and radiation.

Shift Turn- L

Recent troops movements prove the link
White, Washington Post Staff Writer, 5/18/04(Josh, “U.S. Troops Moving From S. Korea to Iraq”, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A34653-2004May17.html)

The Pentagon is moving 3,600 U.S. troops from South Korea to Iraq this summer, a shift that highlights the stress on the U.S. Army and promises a significant change in the way the United States helps defend the Korean peninsula.

Defense Department officials announced yesterday their plan to send the 2nd Brigade of the Army's 2nd Infantry Division to Iraq within the next few months to help deal with festering security problems there. The move will deplete U.S. forces in South Korea by nearly 10 percent, the first major shift of resources out of the country in decades. 

Pentagon officials stressed yesterday that the move should not be viewed as a sign of waning commitment to protecting Seoul from a North Korean attack, but some members of Congress expressed concern and some experts said it showed the U.S. Army is stretched dangerously thin. 

The Pentagon is dipping into forces protecting a volatile region dominated by concern over North Korea's nuclear ambitions, and members of Congress yesterday predicted U.S. troops would be diverted to Iraq from other parts of the globe over the next year. Defense officials had estimated earlier they would drop U.S. forces in Iraq to about 115,000 by summer, but U.S. generals have asked to keep about 138,000 troops there at least through next year. 

The 2nd brigade will take with it to Iraq a number of heavy armored vehicles, such as Abrams tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles, part of the U.S. military's effort to beef up force protection as it fights the insurgency. The deployment from Korea will help spell 20,000 U.S. troops whose tours in Iraq were extended earlier this year. 

The shift of forces out of South Korea reduces the U.S. presence there to fewer than 34,000 troops, a level that military officials expect to hold steady for at least a year. The U.S. military has maintained a presence in South Korea since the end of the 1950-53war there that ended without a peace treaty. Senior Defense Department officials said yesterday that they have not decided whether the U.S. troops ultimately will return to Korea or if this will be a permanent drawing down of forces. 

Troops withdrawn from South Korea will only relocate to Afghanistan or Iraq – Forces pressed in the Middle East

The Korea Herald ’08 (Nov. 16)
http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9650450589&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9650450592&cisb=22_T9650450591&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=158208&docNo=10
The United States will withdraw 24 Apache attack helicopters from South Korea for redeployment in Iraq and Afghanistan next year, military officials said yesterday. The U.S. has notified South Korea of its plan to re-station one of the two Apache battalions in South Korea to make the unit available for rotational deployment to Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. military command in Seoul said in a statement. Currently, two battalions of some 40 AH-64 Apache helicopters are operated by U.S. Forces Korea. The United States plans to send 12 A-10 attack aircraft and two MH-53 helicopters to South Korea next March to temporarily replace the departing Apaches, said Won Tae-jae, Defense Ministry spokesman. "The U.S. remains fully committed to the defense of the Republic of Korea and the overall security and stability of the region," the statement quoted Lt. Gen. Joseph Fil, chief of the 8th U.S. Army in South Korea, as saying. They will be restationed to Colorado first for their training before going into active war zones and they will deploy to Iraq or Afghanistan in fall of 2009, the U.S. commander said. Washington had in the past tried to redeploy some of its Apache helicopters from Korea, but such moves were often met with strong opposition from the Seoul government, which feared a possible reduction of U.S. strength here. "The situation we are facing today is that there is only a certain number of Apache helicopters the Army has and the Army is struggling to meet their requirements in Iraq and Afghanistan," a source said of Washington's need to redeploy the attack helicopters from Korea.

Shift- L- Japan 

South Korean withdrawal will lead to a build-up of forces in Japan to maintain stability 

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Another strategy Japan could use to further the balance of powers to the region is to pursue a stronger U.S. presence in Japan.  Since [with] the strategy of U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea, where will the U.S. place these troops?  Japan could allow more U.S. troop presence on Japanese soil to maintain a power balance in the region.  Although this may not be favorable to the Japanese, a U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea could be used as leverage to allow more troops to be based and or repositioned in Japan.
Shift Turn- !

More soldiers in Afghanistan only means more deaths
Reid ’10 (June 18) – Writer for Associated Press http://www.theledger.com/article/20100618/NEWS/6185043/1007/EASTPOLK?Title=Bad-News-Bares-Reality-of-Afghanistan-War
Rising death tolls, military timetables slowed. Infighting in the partner government. War-weary allies packing up to leave-and others eyeing an exit. Events this spring - from the battlefields of Helmand and Kandahar to the halls of Congress - have served as a reality check on the Afghan war, a grueling fight in a remote, inhospitable land that once harbored the masterminds of the Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks in the United States. The Taliban have proven resilient and won't be easily routed. Good Afghan government won't blossom any faster than flowers in the bleak Afghan deserts. Phrases like "transition to Afghan control" mask the enormous challenge ahead to make those words reality. President Barack Obama may face a difficult choice next year: slow the withdrawal of U.S. troops that he promised would start in July 2011 or risk an Afghanistan where the Taliban have a significant political role. This week's hearings on Capitol Hill revealed deep concern within Congress over Pentagon assurances of progress in the nearly nine-year war. Members of Congress complained of mounting casualties - at least 53 foreign troop deaths this month including 34 Americans. That prompted Defense Secretary Robert Gates to complain about negative perceptions in Washington about the war, even though his top military officer, Adm. Mike Mullen, acknowledged "we all have angst" about the course of the conflict. Truth lies in both camps. Bombs and battles are far less frequent in Kabul than in Baghdad during the height of the Iraq war. The major Afghan cities of Mazar-e-Sharif in the north and Herat in the west are relatively quiet. In the countryside, however, where three-quarters of Afghanistan's nearly 30 million people live, the insurgents still wield power, moving freely among the population, operating their own Islamic courts and intimidating those who support the government. Progress is real but scattered and incremental. All parties here predict a tough summer. July 2011 may be too soon to ensure success - even though the top NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal acknowledges he's under pressure to show progress by the end of the year. Instead of spurring the Afghans to step up to the plate, the July 2011 date has encouraged President Hamid Karzai to seek a deal with the Taliban despite U.S. misgivings that the time is right for a settlement. "Two critical questions dominate any realistic discussion of the conflict. The first is whether the war is worth fighting. The second is whether it can be won. The answers to both questions are uncertain," former Pentagon analyst Anthony Cordesman wrote this week. A few months ago, things seemed to have been going better. For the first time in years the tide appeared to have been turning. In February, the U.S. and its allies seized the insurgents' southern stronghold of Marjah, rushing in a local administration and promising development aid to win the loyalty of the people. NATO and Afghan troops also delivered blows to the militants in the north and west. After Marjah, the alliance shifted attention to Kandahar, promising to ramp up security in the largest city in the south and the former Taliban headquarters. Within weeks, however, the Taliban were back in Marjah, threatening and assassinating those who cooperated with the Americans and their Afghan partners. The security effort in Kandahar slowed to a crawl, in large part because of public opposition to the campaign for fear it would lead to more bloodshed. The Taliban responded by planting more of their signature weapon - roadside bombs that the military calls improvised explosive devices, or IEDs. Those hidden bombs not only account for most of the deaths among international troops but they reduce their effectiveness in controlling territory where the Taliban operate. With so many bombs along roads and footpaths, troops on patrol can cover only a limited area since they must move slowly searching for hidden IEDs. In April, gunmen assassinated the deputy mayor of Kandahar as he knelt for evening prayers in a mosque. This month, a car bomb killed the chief of the Kandahar district of Arghandab. Days before, a suicide bomber killed 56 people at a wedding party in the same district. Those setbacks came as no surprise to commanders in Afghanistan, many of whom cautioned privately after Marjah that major challenges lay ahead. In the brutal calculus of war, more casualties are inevitable as the U.S. pours more troops into Afghanistan - from about 30,000 in 2008 to more than 94,000 now. About 10,000 more are due in August. But in a war without front lines, fought in scores of small engagements scattered throughout this stark, mountainous country, it becomes difficult to quantify progress.
Trade Turn

A. U.S. troops key to South Korean economy and trade 

Winder ‘06 (Dec. 14) (Joe Winder retired president of Korean Economic Institute) THE KOREA-U.S. FTA: 
PROSPECTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE BILATERAL 
STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP

For the past fifty years, the relationship between Korea and the United States has rested on two strong pillars: one on the political security side and one on the economic side. In the early days of the relationship, the security pillar was clearly the stronger of the two.  The 1953 mutual defense treaty provided the fundamental basis of the relationship and established an environment in which a healthy, dynamic and mutually beneficial economic relationship could grow and flourish. Freed from the need to devote energy and resources to guarding against a repeat invasion from the north, Korea was able to devote all its resources and energy to the task of economic development. During the 1950s and 1960s, U.S development assistance formed the major content of the economic pillar. During the 1970s and 1980s U.S.-Korea trade expanded dramatically. The strong security relationship provided the rationale for the United States to provide Korea virtually unlimited access to its market for its exports which was instrumental in helping Korea pursue an export-led path to development. With the United States serving as the largest market for Korea’s exports, Korea became one of the world’s largest trading nations and the most successful member of the group of countries whose economic success has been dubbed the Asian Economic Miracle.  

B. Continued trade helps the U.S. economy 

Mason, staff writer at the Plain Dealer, 6-23 (Mason, Everdeen. South Korea Ambassador Han Duk-soo wants U.S. to ratify trade agreement with his country. Plain Dealer. 2010. http://blog.cleveland.com/metro/2010/06/south_korea_ambassador_han_duk.html) 
South Korea's ambassador to the United States said it is in America's best interest to ratify the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement. A big reason: Almost 350,000 American jobs are on the line .If the United States passes on the agreement, it could lose billions of dollars in exports along with 345,017 jobs, Ambassador Han Duk-soo told a City Club audience in Cleveland on Tuesday.  But if the pact is approved, the United States could enjoy a dramatic increase in its gross domestic product -- the total value of production and services -- and a big rise in exports. The projected job loss was cited in a November study by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which said it would result from an estimated $35 billion loss in U.S. exports. A senior trade adviser from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce accompanied Han on his visit to Cleveland. Northeast Ohio's access to the Great Lakes would help local exporters and workers benefit from the trade agreement, Han said. In 2008, two-way trade between Cleveland and South Korea totaled about $81.6 million. Han's visit was one of 50 stops he's making around the country to build support for trade agreement ratification. He was in Cincinnati on Monday. The U.S.-South Korea agreement was approved by Congress in 2007 but is still awaiting implementation because of concerns raised mainly from the American auto industry.

Unification Turn (1 of 2)

U.S. withdrawal causes South Korea to push unification 

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
South Korea Should the U.S. withdraw completely from South Korea, South Korea will most likely do the following: • Aggressively pursue resolution in the Sunshine Policy to improve relationships with North Korea. • Seek to build up their military and arsenal • Seek support from China and Russia to unify a nuclear free Korea According to their Participatory Defense Policy of 2003, South Korea, presented a vision of peace and prosperity in the region.43   South Korea continues to recognize that the threat from North Korea is real and even more real since North Korea’s attempt to obtain and produce nuclear weapons. Additionally, South Korea recognizes that “stability on the Korean Peninsula is crucial to its own economic well-being.” China and Russia are key players to the success of stability on the Korean Peninsula.45 South Korea should continue to engage dialogue with North Korea using the Sunshine Policy.  With this dialogue, other nations could assist and monitor the situation. Should the Sunshine Policy be successful, it would bring a sense of pride and accomplishment of unifying the Korea without any outside intervention by the U.S., China or even Russia.
The plan removes the largest barrier to unification 

Algeria-DPR Korea Friendship Association. 2006. (Three Principals of National Reunification. http://www.akfa.org/modules.php?name=Page&p=three_principles_of_reunfication)

The principle of independence is the key one of the three principles of national reunification. The principle of independence demands essentially to reunify the country independently by the nation’s own efforts without relying on outside forces. In order to solve the reunification problem independently, it is imperative to drive the US armed forces out of South Korea and terminate the foreign intervention in Korea’s internal affairs. The US military presence in South Korea is the greatest obstacle to Korea’s reunification. As long as the US troops remain there, reunification of the country is therefore unthinkable. For the independent reunification the intervention in South Korea’s internal affairs by outside forces should be rejected completely. The invasion and interference by outsiders are materialized by the South Korean anti-national and anti-reunification forces depending on them. The traitorous anti-reunification forces and their dependent policies should therefore be cleaned away for the independent solution of the reunification problem.

Unification Turn (2 of 2)

Japan and US make a Unified Korea Unlikely, Costly to Both Sides and leads to Economic, Military, and Political Instability in Eastern Asian Region

Choong, Senior Writer of Straight Times of Singapore, June 4th 2010,  (William, Why Some May not Want a Unified Korea, Straight Times, LexisNexis) 

In the 1960s, North Korea supported unification - by force. Due to its faltering economy, Pyongyang is now focused on two objectives - regime survival and the use of nuclear weapons as a bargaining chip to secure more aid.
For South Korea, the projected costs of unification would make the unification of West and East Germany look like a cakewalk. Estimates range from US $50 billion (S $70 billion) to US $5 trillion.

West Germany paid US $2 trillion for unification. But it had it relatively easy. In 1989, East Germany's per capita income was one-third of the West's. The two already had extensive trade links. In contrast, North Korea's per capita income is estimated at 6 per cent of South Korea's. Unification would effectively slash South Korean incomes by a third.

In the long term, Japan and the US would like to see a unified Korea made in the image of South Korea: a free-market democracy friendly to Tokyo and the US, with a token US military presence.
For now, however, Tokyo prefers the status quo - minus North Korea's nukes. Unification even in the best-case scenario is problematic for Japan because both Koreas view it with suspicion, no thanks to its history of colonisation. Japanese strategists also see a unified Korea, particularly a nuclear-armed one, as a 'dagger pointed at the heart of Japan'.
Like Japan, the US prefers the status quo since unification could lead to a loss of American influence on the peninsula. According to a report by the US Army War College, unification could result in a 'US-led maritime bloc with Japan as a critical partner... balanced against a China-led continental bloc that could include Russia and possibly unified Korea'.

Beijing also prefers the status quo, but its calculus is exactly the opposite of Washington's. Traditionally, China has considered North Korea as a strategic buffer against the US and its allies. A unified Korea allied to the US would mean the loss of this buffer.

This compels China to pursue a two-Korea policy that seeks to improve relations with both Koreas, giving Beijing strategic leverage in the long term. Enticing Seoul - and eventually a unified Korea - out of the US-Japan orbit is the ultimate goal, since this would remove US troops from the peninsula.

Unification- L

United States troops in South Korea are the greatest obstacle to Korean reunification. Troops posted in Korea post-unification would destroy the attempts at unification. 

Nguyen, a writer published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal, 2009. (Nguyen, Peter Van. U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean Unification. UPI Asia. 10-13. http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/) 

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.

US troops in South Korea actually prevent reunification of the Korean peninsula. 

Duk-Min, Professor, Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, ‘00

Duk-Min, Yun. Professor, Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security. “U.S. Troops in Korea Will Not Hinder Unification.” JoongAng Ilbo. Newspaper. July 22, 2000. 

But to many Koreans, the standing of and respect for the U.S. military in Korea has plummeted from that of guarantor of Korean and regional peace and stability to a source of both personal and environmental wrongdoings. Why has anti-American sentiment spread throughout Korean society so suddenly? This situation is very likely related to the success of the recent inter-Korean summit talks.

If nothing else, the summit talks between North and South Korea have given rise to the thought that the primary mission of U.S. troops in Korea, namely to deter the military threat of North Korea, is coming to a close while the U.S. military presence is now seen as a possible impediment to lasting peace and the unification of the Korean peninsula.
Unification Turn- Re-arm !

Korean unification would cause Japan to go nuclear.

Sung-ki, ‘9

Sung-ki, Jung. “Japan May go Nuclear if Koreas are Unified.” Korea Times. March 17, 2009. 

Japan may go nuclear if a unified Korea decides to keep nuclear weapons programs developed by North Korea, which could provoke a tense arms race in Northeast Asia, a recent U.S. congressional report said.

"Any eventual reunification of the Korean Peninsula could further induce Japan to reconsider its nuclear stance," said the Jan. 19 report, titled "Japan's Nuclear Future Debate, Prospects and U.S. Interests," released by the Congressional Research Service (CRS).

"If the two Koreas unify while North Korea still holds nuclear weapons and the new state opts to keep a nuclear arsenal, Japan may face a different calculation," it said.

The report cited some Japanese analysts as describing a nuclear-armed unified Korea as "more of a threat than a nuclear-armed North Korea."

If the closely neighboring Koreans exhibited hostility toward Japan, it may feel more compelled to develop nuclear weapons capability, it stated, mentioning the need for the United States to take into account Japan's possible nuclear armament in drawing up U.S. contingency plans on the Korean Peninsula.

"Japan's technological advancement in the nuclear field, combined with its stocks of separated plutonium, has contributed to the conventional wisdom that Japan could produce nuclear weapons in a short period of time," the report said.

The report noted that Japan is believed to possess 6.7 metric tons of civilian stocks of separated plutonium stored at home and 38 metric tons of separated plutonium stored outside the country, with the potential to make over 1,000 nuclear weapons, it added, predicting that Japan's civilian stockpile will grow to 70 tons by 2020.

The huge stockpile is attributed to U.S. recognition of Japan's fully independent fuel cycle in the operation of its nuclear reactors, including the reprocessing of plutonium, a process banned in any country other than the five recognized nuclear powers - the United States, China, Russia, Britain and France.

Adv CP- China Adv

Simple commitment to China solves the aff’s entire IL to peaceful reunification 

Michael E. O'Hanlon, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, JUNE 24, 2009-(http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0624_north_korea_ohanlon.aspx)

As for the future of U.S. troops, we should give the Chinese a commitment that even in the context of a regime collapse in the North, and the establishment of a unified Korea, U.S. troops would not move north of the 38th parallel except for the temporary purpose of stabilizing the peninsula and helping secure North Korea's nuclear weapons. We might also say that in such a context, we would be prepared to remove most U.S. troops from the peninsula because their presence there, once stability had been achieved, would no longer be as necessary (except to a lesser degree for broader regional purposes).
These would be incentives for China, designed to ease its worries about North Korean nuclear weapons.We should also, however, send a message that the world would be watching Beijing's handling of this problem for indications of how it intends to act as a great power of the 21st century.Nuclear proliferation is widely recognized among the world's responsible powers as a matter requiring extremely urgent and serious attention. Were China to disagree, out of parochial interest in keeping a border region quiet, it would confirm the suspicions of some that Beijing takes little responsibility for shoring up the international economic and political order, instead profiting from that order for its own purposes as long as it can. This is not a message that Beijing wants to send, and we should be clear on the point.There is no guarantee, of course, that such an approach would succeed in persuading China to do what only it can do regarding North Korea. But if these representations, most of them advantageous to Beijing, were sufficient to get China to agree to put real pressure on Pyongyang, it would be a small price to pay for securing Chinese support for what could be the only real hope of solving the nuclear problem in North Korea.
Condition CP

Troop presence should be traded for regional stability

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Despite the attention the Middle East has received with the emerging new Iraq and Afghanistan, other significant threats are causing instability in the Asia-Pacific Region.  The conflict between North Korea and South Korea, in particular, continues to increase due to North Korea’s recent declaration to seek/develop nuclear weapons and add them to its Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) arsenal.   Increased pressure and demands to allow North Korea’s development of nuclear weapons have been futile.  Along with these developments are increased pressures for the U.S. to reduce its troop presence in South Korea.  This paper will analyze the possibilities of regional fallout should the United States withdraw all military troops from South Korea.  Withdrawing all military troops from South Korea will create a tremendous imbalance of power in the Asia-Pacific Theater.  Countries such as China, Japan, and South Korea (Korean Peninsula), will need to rethink their own National Strategies in order to bring balance of power to the region.  The United States would greatly benefit (economically and strategically) if stability in the region were maintained without heavy U.S. involvement.   This paper will make recommendations that the U.S. use its withdrawal in the region as leverage to promote stability in the region.
US withdrawal should be used to leverage Chinese support with terrorism, proliferation, narcotics, and piracy.

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
In order to maintain balance of power in the region, China will most likely pressure North Korea to unify the Koreas.  However, if the Koreas unite under South Korea’s influence, they (the Chinese) would view this as a strategic advantage of the U.S. due to the close proximity to Korea and China; therefore the most favorable condition would be to have North Korea unify the Koreas under North Korean conditions. One of the challenges the current Administration faces according to Park, is the “lack of strong policy coordination with China, in jointly leading the multinational diplomatic effort”38   The U.S. might use their withdrawal from South Korea as leverage for China to pursue a more strategic role in the Asia Pacific theater.  According to the 2006 QDR, the U.S. is in a favor of China playing a more strategic role in the Asia-Pacific Theater.  For China, “The United States remains focused on encouraging China to play a constructive, peaceful role in the Asia-Pacific region and to serve as partner in addressing common security challenges, including terrorism, proliferation, narcotics and piracy.” 39 Japan

The US must leave Korea, but also use it as leverage to help national objectives

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Conclusion The United States cannot live with the risks involved in an unstable region.  The Korean Peninsula and the East-Asia Pacific region are home to many of the economic giants worldwide. Additionally, with the rising cost of economic commitments in Afghanistan and Iraq, the U.S. must rethink alternatives to bring stability in the East-Asia Pacific region more specifically, the Korean Peninsula.  The U.S. must continue to pursue peace and stability using all elements of national power certainly using less emphasis on a military solution.  Additionally, the U.S. must selectively engage the Koreas to bring stability to the Korean Peninsula by pursuing a combined strategy of isolationism and off-shore balancing.  Diplomatic, Informational, and Economic solutions take time.  Perhaps by using other countries particularly in the region would be beneficial to the United States but also to the other countries as well.  Strategic positioning of U.S. troops not only around the Korean Peninsula but throughout the world is the key to pursuing the National Objectives. By pursuing a stable Korean Peninsula without heavy U.S. involvement is beneficial both internationally and economically.  Accelerating the withdrawal of U.S. troops, could lead to a multi-polar balance of power in the region.65  Obviously, this would require a significant change in foreign policy and power position in the region; it would certainly cause other nations to reconsider their national security strategy. All in all, in a speech given by James A. Kelley, stated that “Regional stability remains our overarching strategic goal and provides the underpinnings for achievement of other key goals and objectives.”66  Finally, as stated in the 2006 QDR, “Victory can only be achieved through the patient accumulation of quiet successes and the orchestration of all elements of national and international power.” 67   Perhaps by completely withdrawing all U.S. troops from South Korea could potentially lead to one of these successes and bring stabilization to the region without heavy U.S. involvement.  It is possible by taking the “let them work it out” (the Koreas) approach would certainly be advantageous to the U.S.  The time is now for the Eagle to head home. 

Delay CP 1NC

The United States Federal Government should (insert Aff plan) in 2020.

South Korea developing stronger defenses against North Korea. Waiting before partaking in any potentially-provoking action is key to ensure the safety of the South.

Jung Sung-ki, Reporter for The Korea Times, 2009 (6-24, Korea Times, “US Nuclear Umbrella: Double-Edged Sword for S. Korea”, LexisNexis)
South Korea’s military is also planning to acquire weapons systems to help deter North Korea’s lingering nuclear and missile threats on its own. The military plans to increase the procurement numbers of precision-guided Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) and air-launched cruise missiles. It aims to buy 1,400 JDAMs by 2013 to bring its total number to 4,551. The JDAM is a guidance tail kit that converts existing unguided free-fall bombs into accurate, adverse weather munitions. Carried by advanced fighter jets, including F-15Ks, the bomb has a glide range of 24 kilometers and can strike within 13 meters of tits target. It can penetrate up to 2.4 meters of concrete. The South Korean Air Force is also seeking to equip some of its KF-16 fleet with JDAMs. In addition, the South plans to acquire about 270 joint air-to-surface, standoff (cruise) missiles (JASSM) by 2011. The JASSM, developed by U.S. Lockheed Martin, is an autonomous, long-range, air-to-ground, precision missile designed to destroy high-value, fixed and mobile targets. Beginning in 2018, South Korea plans to build indigenous 3,000-ton KSS-III submarines fitted with domestically built submarine combat systems aimed at automating target detection, tracking, threat assessment and weapons control. The heavy sub will be armed with indigenous ship-to-ground cruise missiles and be capable of underwater operations for up to 50 days with an advanced AIP system, Navy officials said. According to informed government sources, the Navy wants to deploy about six KSS-III submarines and then may push to develop a nuclear-powered submarine as a hedge against future uncertainties in Northeast Asia. Many observers admitted the Navy needs nuclear-powered submarines in the long term but are skeptical about the plan, citing the potential political and diplomatic backlash, particularly from the United States. South Korea initially pushed for developing a nuclear-powered sub in 2004 but canceled the initiative later for these reasons. “A nuclear-powered submarine plan involves both military and political aspects,” a defense analyst said. “Nuclear subs will, of course, offer benefits to the Navy in terms of much longer operational range and fuel efficiency. But the thing is, unless legal and political problems are resolved first, we can’t go forward with the plan.” The analyst apparently referred to a 1991 inter-Korean non-nuclear declaration and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, in which non-nuclear weapon states such as South Korea are required to place all of their nuclear materials under inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency to ensure they are not used to develop atomic weapons. Some proponents say tat because nuclear-powered submarines use low-grade nuclear fuel, they do not violate the denuclearization pledge. Opponents say that since a nuclear-powered sub would require enriched uranium fuel, the ability to enrich uranium also could be used to produce material for building nuclear weapons. Nuclear submarines can remain underwater much longer than conventional submarines, propelled by diesel generators, and are considered a strategic weapon second only to aircraft carriers. To thwart North Korea’s asymmetrical capabilities and other regional hostile forces, the Navy has emphasized strengthening its submarine fleet. The Navy has nine German-made Type-209 1,200-ton submarines and three Type-214 1,800-ton submarines, first built locally under technical cooperation with HDW of Germany. They are all diesel- and electric-powered. “Submarine fleets are seen as one of the most powerful features of any military force,” said the analyst. “For South Korea, the requirements and roles of advanced attack submarines are essential to help neutralize the North’s increasing asymmetrical capabilities.” Six more Type-214 subs are scheduled to be commissioned by 2018, when the Navy will inaugurate a submarine command. The Type-214 submarine, a core part of the future strategic mobile squadrons, is armed with modern torpedoes and submarine-to-surface missiles. The 65.3-meter-long sub can submerge to depths of up to 400 meters, with a maximum submerged speed of 20 knots. With the help of Air Independent Propulsion (AIP), which improves its underwater performance and gives it stealth capability, the submarine can carry out underwater operations for as long as two weeks, putting Guam in its operational range, according to the Navy. The sub’s ISUS-90 integrated sensor enables operators to detect about 240 targets simultaneously and track 32 targets.
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South Korea is still developing its army. Provoking North Korea before 2020 will catch South Korea offguard, reduce troop morale, and devastate its sustainability.

Jung Sung-ki, Reporter for The Korea Times, 2008 (10-5, Korea Times, “S. Korean Army to Deploy 2,000 Wheeled Armored Vehicles From 2013”, LexisNexis)
The South Korean Army plans to deploy about 2,000 advanced wheeled armored vehicles beginning around 2013 to build rapid-response brigades modeled after U.S. Stryker combat brigades, a military source said Sunday. The plan is a core part of the Army's efforts to transform itself into a slimmer but more mobile, network-centric force with increased firepower under the Defense Reform 2020 initiative with its operational focus shifting from a North Korean invasion to a counteroffensive or other forms of offensive action into North Korea, the source said. The scheme is to be specified in a revised version of Defense Reform 2020 that will be unveiled in the coming weeks, he said. "In the case of an emergency on the Korean Peninsula, wheeled armored vehicle brigades will play a leading role in advancing into North Korea, neutralizing key enemy targets, stabilizing North Korean society in captured areas or securing humanitarian aid, while mechanized divisions and corps consisting of sophisticated tanks, infantry fighting vehicles and other artilleries back them up," the source told The Korea Times on condition of anonymity. The source apparently referred to ongoing moves by South Korea and the United States to develop a conceptual scenario to prepare for a collapse of North Korea into a full-fledged operational plan, following a swirl of reports on North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's health setbacks. The South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command drew up a conceptual action plan, codenamed CONPLAN 5029, in 1999 to respond to various types of internal instability in the North, including sudden regime collapse and mass influx of North Korean refugees. Other contingency situations include a civil war provoked by revolt or coup, South Korean hostages being held in the North, natural disasters and insurgents' seizure of weapons of mass destruction if the regime is involved in a domestic crisis or suddenly collapses. Maj. Gen. Rim Chi-cue, chief and director general of Defense Acquisition Program Administration (DAPA)'s procurement programs management bureau, confirmed the move, saying a related procurement program is scheduled to begin by 2010 to equip the Army with about 2,000 high-tech wheeled armored vehicles. Hyundai Rotem, Doosan Infracore and Samsung Techwin are competing for the program, Rim said. The companies are offering to sell their six-wheel armored vehicles with an average per-unit price tag of 600 to 800 million won, while the price is expected to go up depending on what weapons systems and equipment are to be installed on the vehicles, he said. Bruce Bennett, a senior defense analyst at the Rand Corporation, a U.S. non-profit policy think tank, also recommended the South Korean Army procure more wheel armored vehicles to conduct a counteroffensive or other offensive action into North Korea should unusual situations occur in the North, including regime collapse. "For the U.S. Army, adding armored vehicles has proven very important. Before the Iraq experience in 2003, the U.S. Army believed that counterinsurgency was primarily an infantry effort," Bennett, who regularly advises the South Korean Army on policy direction, said in an e-mail interview. "But it has found that armored vehicles, including vehicles like the Strykers, protect its personnel, thereby reducing casualties. This is very important to military morale and sustainability." For example, he said, the U.S. forces in Iraq have almost always been at least 50% armored or mechanized or Stryker brigades as opposed to infantry, airborne or air assault brigades at times as much as 70%. "The ROK Army force structure is still relatively focused on infantry units 17 of the 22 active duty divisions and may find a stabilization of North Korea very challenging after a counteroffensive or a North Korean government collapse," he continued, referring to the acronym of South Korea's official name, the Republic of Korea. "The ROK Army needs more armored vehicles for such an environment, including vehicles like the Stryker, and also armored trucks like the U.S. Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles even the support personnel need to be protected," he added. Bennett said he would hold a conference for South Korean Army personnel on Oct. 21 at the War Memorial of Korea in Yongsan, Seoul. The seminar is to address the Army's future challenges and potential changes in its operational requirements and missions under Defense Reform 2020, he said. (continued on next page with no missing text)
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Under the 15-year military modernization program announced in 2005, the Army, which has largely been dependent on force strength, plans to deploy high-tech tanks and armored fighting vehicles that combine firepower and battlefield mobility. The service plans to cut more than 20 of its 47 divisions and turn many of the remaining ones into mechanized units. The indigenous K2 Black Panther tank and K21 infantry fighting vehicle (IFV) are the core of a plan to develop mechanized forces. The amphibious K2 tank, unveiled last year, carries a three-person crew and a domestically built 120mm/55-caliber stabilized smoothbore gun that can fire high-explosive, anti-tank multipurpose rounds. Its 1,500-horsepower engine can power the tank to 70 kilometers per hour on paved roads and 50 kilometers per hour off-road, according to the Agency for Defense Development (ADD), the main developer of the tank, and it can cross rivers as deep as 4.1 meters. The tank is currently undergoing field trials. About 680 K2s will be produced beginning 2011 to replace the Army's K1 and aging M47/48 tanks. The 25-ton K2 IFV, jointly developed by the ADD and Doosan Infracore, has a 750-horsepower turbo-diesel engine and 40mm auto cannon capable of shooting down helicopters and slow-moving aircraft. It can engage in C4I warfare using digital communication, GPS receivers and inter-vehicle digital links. The armored vehicle can travel as fast as 70 kilometers per hour on paved roads and cross a river at a speed of 7.8 kilometers per hour with the help of the Water Jet propulsion system. About 900 K21s will be deployed in stages beginning next year. In a bid to help upgrade the Army's artillery capabilities, the DAPA approved July 22 a plan to develop an indigenous multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) with a range of 60 kilometers. The new MLRS will replace an aging fleet of 130mm MLRS, having a range of 36 kilometers, that have been operational since 1981, DAPA officials said. The MLRS development and production would cost about 1 trillion won, they said. Mass production will start by 2013. 

K Link

Imperialism K L

Simic, writer for Newsblaze, 2009. (Simic, Ivan. North and South Korea: We want reunification but they don’t let us. Newsblaze. 9-22. http://newsblaze.com/story/20090922150826simi.nb/topstory.html)  

The same is with the United States. The United States, like South Korea, will not attack North Korea and it present no threat to the North. According to the President Obama, South Korea is the US closest ally. Therefore, the US will do nothing to disturb this close union, especially not by provoking the North. The US needs strong military ally in the Asia, and that is South Korea. The US officially supports Korean reunification under a democratic, US allied government. On the other hand, the US has secret agenda. The US needs North Korea as it is to keep instability and maintain its army in the region. In addition, the US needs North Korea's rule to promote Democracy in Asia, to justify use of war against terrorism, to keep an eye on China's military expansion and domination and to boost weapons demand from the US based-allied suppliers (to sell weapons to the countries threatened by the North Korea), among other thing. If the US wanted different North, it would use its intelligence network and South Korean infiltrated spies to take dawn North Korea regime in the matter of hours, yet, no such action was seen, or will be seen in the near future. It appears that North Korea is something like a good friend to the US, rather than the enemy. Lately, this friendship was seen with the former US President Bill Clinton's visit to Pyongyang in August 2009. In addition, two captured US journalists, after sentenced to 12 years of hard labor, were held in Pyongyang guesthouse, not jail. This was not the case with other convicts, especially not in the countries like North Korea where they first beat detainees and then ask questions. The US and its allies invaded so many countries and changed so many regimes, but never North Korea, North Korea still remains undisputed.

Misc- Sino-J Rels !

Rising China causes tensions with Japan. 

Hughes, 2009 
 (Christopher w. Blackwell publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of International Affairs July 1,

Abstract, Japan's response to China's rise: regional engagement, global containment, dangers of collision

Volume85Issue4, Pages 837 – 856, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122476711/abstract?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0, JSTOR)
Japan and China's ability to manage their bilateral relationship is crucial for the stability of the East Asian region. It also has a global impact on the security and economic development of other regions. For just as China's rise has inevitably involved an expansion of its global reach, so Japan's responses to the challenges posed by China have increasingly taken a global form, seeking to incorporate new partners and frameworks outside East Asia. Japan's preferred response to China's regional and global rise in the post-Cold War period has remained one of default engagement. Japan is intent on promoting China's external engagement with the East Asia region and its internal domestic reform, through upgrading extant bilateral and Japan–China–US trilateral frameworks for dialogue and cooperation, and by emphasizing the importance of economic power to influence China. Japan is deliberately seeking to proliferate regional frameworks for cooperation in East Asia in order to dilute, constrain and ultimately engage China's rising power. However, Japan's engagement strategy also contains the potential to tilt towards default containment. Japan's domestic political basis for engagement is becoming increasingly precarious as China's rise stimulates Japanese revisionism and nationalism. Japan also appears increasingly to be looking to contain China on a global scale by forging new strategic links in Russia and Central Asia, with a 'concert of democracies' involving India, Australia and the US, by competing for resources with China in Africa and the Middle East, and by attempting to articulate a values-based diplomacy to check the so-called 'Beijing consensus'. Nevertheless, Japan's perceived inability to channel China's riseeither through regional engagement or through global containment carries a further risk of pushing Japan to resort to the strengthening of its military power in an attempt to guarantee its essential national interests. It is in this instance that Japan and China run the danger of a military collision.

Aff- Troops ( War (1 of 2)

US’s Korean presence creating instability and a nuclear arms race

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Contributing factors to stability in an area or region depends on who are the major players (countries) involved? More specifically, the overall stability in the Asia-Pacific region depends on the balance of powers.56 According to Ayson, to understand stability in the Asia-Pacific region, one must address the avoidance of major war- which in this case is the ability to avoid armed conflict particularly between the Koreas, China and Japan;57 a stable distribution of power- meaning the major players in the region (China, Japan, and the Koreas);58  the stability of norms and institutions- meaning wchat type of relationships do these powers have in the region?59  Finally, another means to define stability in the region is to address the domestic political60, financial and economic stability of the countries involved.61 Can the U.S. live with the risk of an unstable Korean Peninsula?  The obvious answer is “no.”  It is clear that a stable Korean peninsula is more beneficial to the United States.  Clearly North Korea is a major player to determining whether the Korean Peninsula remains stable. One would argue as long as the current regime of Kim Jung Il remains in power and continue to pursue WMD (i.e. Nuclear weapons) there will be a permanent unstable scenario in the region.62 On the other hand, as long as the United States remains in the region and continues to be forward deployed in South Korea, that the U.S. is contributing to such instability in the region.  According to Revere, if there is an unstable region (Korean Peninsula), the U.S. goals become harder to achieve. Should an unstable Korean Peninsula exist, this could possibly lead to conflicts in the region, most obvious between the Koreas; promote unhealthy economic competition in the region, whereas more developed nations (Japan, China) do not provide any form of economic assistance to the Koreas; and more dangerously a weapons/arms race (maybe to include more nuclear weapons in the region) to maintain a power balance.  In order to strengthen regional stability, the U.S. would need to succeed in countering terrorism, enhancing economic prosperity, eliminating weapons of mass destruction, promoting democracy, and addressing transnational issues. At what cost and risks is the U.S. willing to accept in order to achieve stability in the region?

Aff- Troops ( War (2 of 2)

Current defense strategy of South Korea manifests the Security Dilemma and empirically fosters apprehension from both sides – North Korea is tempted to increase military

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

The Security Dilemma

	I observe that you are watching our moves as though we are enemies, and we, noticing this, are watching yours too. I also know that in the past people have become frightened of each other and then, in their anxiety to strike first before anything is done to them, have done irreparable harm to those who neither intended nor even wanted to do them harm.

	—Xenophon, 4th Century BC


 

 The security dilemma manifests itself when one state (State A) seeking only to increase its own security takes an action that reduces the security of another state (State B). This act of increasing security in order to defend State A makes State B feel less secure. In turn, state B increases its security. Sequential responses to subsequent increases in security lead to a spiral of increased military capability and possibly open war. 

As Xenophon’s observations illustrate, the security dilemma has been a concern for thousands of years and it continues to foster apprehension today. The security dilemma is present when a state takes national security actions that are observable by other states. (Throughout this article the term state will be used as is common in international system research: to refer to organizations that govern the people of a territory; e.g. countries; not the sub-level, within country, organization such as the individual ‘states’ making up the United States of America). 

The national security actions a state implements may take a multitude of forms. These include forward deployment of forces, the testing of new technology, entering into mutual defense pacts with other states, etc. State B, having observed the actions of State A, is then faced with a security dilemma—do they increase their own capability or do nothing? Figure 1 provides a matrix illustrating the options and potential outcomes for State B. The dilemma arises from the choice between two perceived alternatives, and significant ambiguity over which of the alternatives is the best.7 State B may assume that State A has only defensive intentions, in which case no national security response is required. Alternatively, State B may assume that State A has offensive intentions, and pursue defensive preparations commensurate with the increase in the perceived threat. 

State B’s lack of perfect information in regard to the intentions of State A is not only the source of the ambiguousness of the alternatives but also compounds the effect of the alternative which is selected as a course of action. Should State B chose to do nothing, when in fact State A has offensive intentions, State B is put at risk. On the other hand, if State B takes defensive action of their own and State A has no offensive intent, then State A may perceive State B’s response as a threat, which in turn requires a response from State A.
Illustrations of the danger of potential spirals of the security dilemma can be seen throughout history. Examples of the security dilemma effect include Germany’s building of a powerful navy prior to World War I,8 the US-Soviet nuclear buildup of the Cold War,9 the current military competition between Pakistan and India, and the deployment of US forces in defense of the Republic of Korea.

Aff- Troops ( War- Mod/Upgrades

Striking distance and time determine offensive perception of weapons, increases in technology increase North Korea’s perception of threat 

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

In addition to mobility and striking power characteristics, the time required for a weapon to strike a target must be considered as another determinant of a weapon’s offensive perception. Under the criteria of mobility and striking power, a mechanized infantry division is offensive in nature. However, we assert the amount of time required for a weapon to strike a target in the perceiving state must also be considered to determine the perception that state has on the offensive threat of the weapon. The time a weapon requires to strike targets (elapsed time from a go order to the time the target can be struck) is a function of 1) the time required for the weapon to reach the target, and 2) the generation (or alert) status of the weapon. Depending on these variables, the perceived offensive nature of the weapon can be greatly diminished.
For example, the weapons arrayed in the 4th Mechanized Infantry Division can clearly be perceived as offensive in nature, as are those of the 2nd Mechanized Infantry Division. Yet the proximity (time required to strike the target) of the units affects the perception of the observer. Consider the subjective perception of North Korea. Pyongyang will likely have a different perception of the offensive nature of the 4th Mechanized Infantry Division at Ft Hood, Texas, than that of the 2nd Mechanized Infantry Division forward deployed at locations throughout the Republic of Korea. The 2nd MID is very close, requires little time to strike targets in North Korea, and is at generally higher states of alert. The 4th MID is further away, requires a great deal more time to strike targets in North Korea, and is at comparatively lower states of alert. This relationship is depicted in Figure 3.

On the other hand, a squadron of B-2 bombers can present an offensive threat anywhere in the world whether operating from their home base in Missouri or from a forward deployed location. In the case of the B-2, technology has mitigated the proximity to target issue, greatly reducing the time required to arrive at and strike targets, irrespective of its location. 

Defensive strategies may appear offensive – appearance becomes perceived as reality and offensive reality is acted upon with retaliation
Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

In a seminal article on the security dilemma,10 Jervis synthesizes much of the prior research into a succinct conclusion: states seeking only security can fuel competition and strain political relations with other states as a result of their actions.11 "A state which thinks that the other knows it wants only to preserve the status quo and that its arms are meant only for self-preservation will conclude that the other side will react to its arms by increasing its own capability only if it is aggressive itself. Since the other side is not menaced, there is no legitimate reason for it to object to the first state’s arms; therefore, objection proves the other is aggressive."12 This observation captures the critical essence of the dilemma—that irrespective of the intent on State A, it is the perception of State B that becomes the constructed reality.

Thus, states concerned with the implications of the security dilemma must focus on managing the subjective perceptions of others. The perception of another state’s actions must focus on the assessment of whether the change in capability is offensive or defensive.

Aff- Chinese Mod- Brink

US Military losing grasp on key Asian military bases as China gains influence, raising the stakes for confrontation.

Auslin, AEI Director of Japan Studies, 2010

(Michael, Resident Scholar, AEI's( American Enterprise Institute for Public Research)  director of Japan Studies, was an associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University prior to joining AEI,  Young Global Leader by the World Economic Forum, a Marshall Memorial Fellow by the German Marshall Fund, and a Fulbright and Japan Foundation Scholar, Asia’s Troubled Waters, Articles and Commentary, http://www.aei.org/article/102075)

The longer term currents roiling Asia's waters, however, are coming from recent Chinese PLA Navy expeditions and strategic announcements. In early April, Chinese shipsset out south and east to expand China's political claims and operational range. In the South China Sea, two Fisheries Administration patrol vessels were dispatched to accompany Chinese private fishing vessels in the Spratly Islands area. Two weeks earlier, Chinese ships seized a Vietnamese fishing vessel near the more northerly Paracels. Even though Vietnam, Taiwan, Malaysia and the Philippines all claim sovereignty over parts of the Spratlys, China has now elevated its claims to almost the entire South China Sea to the level of "core interests," according to reports.By making the South China Sea into a front-line territorial and strategic issue, Beijing is dramatically raising the stakes in any future confrontation, intentional or otherwise. It is also putting the U.S. Navy on notice that it will be far more present and engaged in the Asian maritime region that the U.S. has patrolled without interference for the past six decades.To back up its newly expansive claims, China's military and its doctrine are evolving. Its procurement of advanced submarines and land-based fighter aircraft is accompanied by development of antiship ballistic missiles that will increasingly hold U.S. capital ships, such as aircraft carriers, at risk. This capability to deny U.S. and allied forces freedom of action in contested areas, such as the waters around Taiwan, is married to newdoctrinal concepts for Chinese maritime force projection.These new operating philosophies were put on display during Chinese naval exercises in March and April. In the South China Sea, a three-week deployment by elements of the PLA Navy's North Sea Fleet sailed to the contested Spratlys. While there, Chinese land-based aircraft conducted combat training, including mid-air refueling and mock bombing exercises, thus illustrating the joint operations capabilities of the Chinese military.Simultaneously, to the east a substantial flotilla of 10 PLA Navy vessels, including submarines, guided missile destroyers and corvettes, sailed through the East China Sea. They passed into waters off of Okinawa, then continued down to Japan's southern-most islands, the Okinotori atoll, where, according to Japanese newspapers, they conducted antisubmarine warfare exercises. The Okinotori islands lie between Taiwan and Guam, one of the U.S. military's key forward bases. Thus, the PLA Navy's exercises were a message to U.S. Pacific Command not to take for granted its ability to reach critical points in the western Pacific.The U.S. is hardly the only country to feel anxiety at China's ability to sail thousands of miles from its shores. While this East Sea Fleet was operating in Japanese territorial waters, ships of the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces shadowed it at a safe distance. The Chinese responded by sending helicopters to buzz the Japanese vessels, leading to diplomatic protests from Tokyo.The Chinese call their new strategy "far sea defense," marking a fundamental shift from the coastal orientation that guided naval doctrine until this decade. In capabilities, strategy and doctrine, the Chinese navy is reflecting the country's global outlook and, most importantly, signaling neighboring states that it will play an expanded role in the region.Few believe that the PLA Navy yet poses an existential threat to U.S. forces in the Pacific. Its large submarine force, for example, still sticks fairly close to home waters for the most part, while it will be years before any type of effective aircraft carrier operations can be put together.This has not stopped the new U.S. commander in the Pacific, Admiral Robert Willard, from noting China's "dramatic" advances. More worryingly, Adm. Willard has publicly noted the lack of a trust-based, working relationship between the U.S. and Chinese militaries. When political relations are mistrustful or frosty, there is little leeway to solve problems or control incidents, such as the Chinese harassment of U.S. naval research vessels in early 2009, also in the South China Sea.The result is a slow ratcheting up of political and security tensions in Asia. Chinese probing is followed by a period of quiet, later broken by new claims and more assertive exercises. Throw in a wildcard like North Korea, which may decide to sink another ship, South Korean or not, and the maritime realm starts to appear decidedly treacherous.The natural response in the region is to look to the U.S. Navy for the ultimate guarantee of stability. Yet that service has been put on notice by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates that it will have to make do with smaller budgets, possibly fewer aircraft carriers and maybe no next-generation ballistic-missile submarine. At the very time that China is flexing its maritime muscle, the trend lines are heading in the wrong direction. The U.S. will continue to play its stabilizing role in the western Pacific, but with a more uncertain future and eventually, should any type of conflict break out, with greater risk. That ultimately means more risk for the Asia-Pacific as a whole.

Aff- Hege- NU (1 of 2)

US has lost leadership over South Korea, rising China has taken the lead

Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, 2006(Robert S., 10-20, “Lead role shifts from U.S. to China”, The Nikkei Weekly, LexisNexis)
In many respects, the North Korean nuclear test changes very little in Northeast Asian security affairs. The U.S., South Korea and Japan had already assumed that Pyongyang had developed a nuclear capability. The recent test was merely confirmation of this assumption. North Korea's nuclear test has had its greatest effect within the context ongoing strategic trends in Northeast Asia. Foremost, Pyongyang's nuclear test underscores and signals the significant decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula. The George W. Bush administration's effort to use coercive diplomacy to compel North Korea to abandon its nuclear program has failed. This failure reflects Washington's inability to develop support from China and South Korea. Indeed, Beijing and Seoul have actively cooperated against U.S. policy. Whenever the U.S. has threatened use of force, South Korea declared that Washington could not use its territory to attack North Korea. Whenever the U.S. called for tighter economic sanctions against Pyongyang, South Korea and China declared that they would not interrupt trade with North Korea. And whenever the U.S. escalated tensions and threatened war, South Korean leaders traveled to Beijing for consultations, further undermining U.S. coercive diplomacy. Growing U.S. isolation on the Korean Peninsula has been under way for many years. It reflects the rise of China. As China's military power has grown and its market has come to dominate South Korean economic stability, the South Korean leadership has moved Seoul toward cooperation with Beijing at the expense of U.S.-South Korean cooperation. This is not only apparent regarding policy toward North Korea, but also regarding U.S.-South Korean defense cooperation. South Korea has refused to adjust U.S.-South Korean defense ties to accommodate the Pentagon's policy of U.S. "strategic flexibility." It does not want to cooperate with Washington regarding a possible military emergency involving China. Similarly, South Korea has demanded that Washington relinquish war-time joint-command authority over South Korean forces. Korea policy failure. Despite the enactment of United Nations Security Council sanctions, Washington does not expect either military coercion or multilateral trade sanctions to punish North Korea. Rather, it has relied on the one coercive instrument that the U.S. can wield unilaterally - financial sanctions imposed on any bank that cooperates with North Korean international financial transactions. Washington's North Korea policy amounts to implicit acceptance of the North Korean nuclear program and unilateral containment of North Korean proliferation. The failure of U.S. policy toward North Korea underscores the decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula. It is now clear that China has the lead role in managing stability on the Peninsula. Indeed, this has been the case since the beginning of the six-party talks. Successful diplomacy has depended on Beijing's "shuttle diplomacy" to bring the parties to the table, to determine the agenda, and to reach agreements. Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice's recent visit to Beijing underscores that Washington's management of North Korean nuclear program depends on Chinese cooperation. Thus, the North Korean nuclear test both reflects ongoing regional trends and it accelerates those trends.

Aff- Hege- NU (2 of 2)

U.S. leadership in the Korean Peninsula is declining- China is taking over

Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, ‘6

Ross, Robert S. “Lead Role Shifts from U.S. to China.” The Nikkei Weekly. November 26, 2006

Foremost, Pyongyang's nuclear test underscores and signals the significant decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula. The George W. Bush administration's effort to use coercive diplomacy to compel North Korea to abandon its nuclear program has failed. This failure reflects Washington's inability to develop support from China and South Korea. Indeed, Beijing and Seoul have actively cooperated against U.S. policy.

Whenever the U.S. has threatened use of force, South Korea declared that Washington could not use its territory to attack North Korea. Whenever the U.S. called for tighter economic sanctions against Pyongyang, South Korea and China declared that they would not interrupt trade with North Korea. And whenever the U.S. escalated tensions and threatened war, South Korean leaders traveled to Beijing for consultations, further undermining U.S. coercive diplomacy.

Growing U.S. isolation on the Korean Peninsula has been under way for many years. It reflects the rise of China. As China's military power has grown and its market has come to dominate South Korean economic stability, the South Korean leadership has moved Seoul toward cooperation with Beijing at the expense of U.S.-South Korean cooperation. This is not only apparent regarding policy toward North Korea, but also regarding U.S.-South Korean defense cooperation.

South Korea has refused to adjust U.S.-South Korean defense ties to accommodate the Pentagon's policy of U.S. "strategic flexibility." It does not want to cooperate with Washington regarding a possible military emergency involving China. Similarly, South Korea has demanded that Washington relinquish war-time joint-command authority over South Korean forces.

Korea policy failure

Despite the enactment of United Nations Security Council sanctions, Washington does not expect either military coercion or multilateral trade sanctions to punish North Korea. Rather, it has relied on the one coercive instrument that the U.S. can wield unilaterally - financial sanctions imposed on any bank that cooperates with North Korean international financial transactions. Washington's North Korea policy amounts to implicit acceptance of the North Korean nuclear program and unilateral containment of North Korean proliferation.

The failure of U.S. policy toward North Korea underscores the decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula. It is now clear that China has the lead role in managing stability on the Peninsula. Indeed, this has been the case since the beginning of the six-party talks. Successful diplomacy has depended on Beijing's "shuttle diplomacy" to bring the parties to the table, to determine the agenda, and to reach agreements. Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice's recent visit to Beijing underscores that Washington's management of North Korean nuclear program depends on Chinese cooperation.

Thus, the North Korean nuclear test both reflects ongoing regional trends and it accelerates those trends. It has had a similar impact on Japanese policy. Since the test, a vocal debate has emerged in Japan over whether Japan should develop its own nuclear deterrent capability. Yet Japanese defense policy has been evolving since the mid-1990s, when the U.S. and Japan agreed to revised guidelines for the U.S.-Japanese security treaty.

Rise of China

Over the past decade Japan has developed a large and modern navy, become an active participant in U.N. peacekeeping activities, deployed military forces overseas in support of U.S. forces at war, developed missile systems to defend its claims to disputed islands, cooperated with the Pentagon's strategic flexibility strategy (in contrast to South Korea), and granted the U.S. expanded access to its military facilities. Meanwhile, the Japanese debate over revising the constitution has created a consensus in favor of revision and the debate over possession of nuclear weapons has grown.

The primary impetus for the changes in Japanese defense policy and public opinion has been the rise of China. Just as this been the case for U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula and for Sino-South Korean relations, it has also been the case for Japanese policy. But whereas the rise of China has encouraged South Korean accommodation of China, it has encouraged Japan to adopt a more proactive defense policy. North Korea's nuclear and missile programs have accelerated this trend in Japanese policy by promoting public support for the underlying Japanese strategic response to the rise of China. This was the case in 1994-1995 following the first North Korea nuclear crisis, in 1998 following the North Korean missile test, and now following the North Korean nuclear test.

But just as North Korea has not caused the changes in Japanese defense policy, it will not drive Japan's decisions to acquire an independent nuclear deterrent. Whether Japan ultimately develops such a capability will depend on underlying trends in great power relations in East Asia, including the rise of China, Sino-Japanese relations, and ultimately the U.S.-Japan alliance.

North Korea's nuclear test and subsequent developments in East Asian security relations reflect trends that began with the death of Mao Zedong and the development of the Chinese economy. North Korean strategic vulnerability, the rise of China and Sino-South Korean cooperation, the decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula, and Japanese defense reform and consolidated U.S.-Japan strategic cooperation are long-term strategic trends that first began in 1978 with the ascendancy of Deng Xiaoping and then, over the past decade, initiated a transformation in Northeast Asian security relations. This transformation began before the North Korean nuclear test and will endure even should the North Korean nuclear issue be resolved.

Resumption of the six-party talks will neither reverse North Korea's nuclear capability nor affect the trends in Northeast Asian security. Rather, the talks will merely enable the participants to claim progress, when all sides know that current trends will continue. Similarly, the outcome of the U.S. midterm election will not impact America's role on the Korean Peninsula.
The rise of China will continue to shape security trends in Northeast Asia, including America's role on the Korean Peninsula and Japanese defense policy, regardless of developments in American party politics.
Aff- Hege- Troops Don’t Deter War (1 of 4) 

Deterrence and defensive strategies in Korea stimulate a continuous cycle which leads to war and prevents peace

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

The primary assumption upon which the deterrence paradigm is based is that having enough forces located in the immediate vicinity causes a potential adversary to carefully consider the cost that would be suffered should an act of aggression be pursued. We assert there is another lens through which to view the Korean situation. In this article, we use the framework of the security dilemma to gain the perspective of the potential aggressor, in this case, North Korea. We find that a potential adversary can view actions intended as deterrence to be acts of aggression. The security dilemma paradigm provides a useful method for developing an alternative set of assumptions that violate the assumptions of the deterrence paradigm. The security dilemma paradigm shows the cycle of deterrence often leads to war, not to continued peace.
Forceful defense is harmful to South Korea; the defense strategy comes with a high opportunity cost of lives, resources, economic success, and peace

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

When viewed from a realist, or "might makes right" perspective; maintaining (or perhaps even increasing the numbers of) a U.S. deterrent force in Korea is a logical strategy. According to the deterrence strategy, if North Korea were to attack ROK or U.S. forces, these forces are poised to retaliate immediately against North Korean forces. We concede the argument that this strategy has been successful in preventing a shooting war. However, we assert that this strategy has not been successful in obtaining a peaceful end state that would serve to move the region forward politically and economically. We further argue that the success of the deterrence strategy has come at a high cost in both human and other resources: resources that are becoming increasingly scarce. Finally, we believe that the basic assumptions of the deterrence strategy are flawed—and that the basic premise of deterrence leaves much less possibility for an eventual peaceful end state than other alternative strategies might.

Aff- Hege- Troops Don’t Deter War (2 of 4)

US cannot afford the casualties, financial burden, and impediments to progress associated with a continued presence in South Korea

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, 2006 (3-15, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
U.S. Troop Position If the policy should remain the same, there are several risks involved.  The first risk is U.S. troop position in the region.  Due to the location of U.S. troops in South Korea and the close proximity of North Korea, the U.S. is literally “sleeping with the enemy”.   The current policy did not make sense therefore a change in troop location was necessary. In fact, according to the Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, “Thirty-seven thousand Americans are not going to repel a million-man North Korean army.  Their purpose is to die in the first hours of a North Korean invasion—setting off a tripwire that forces the United States to enter the war.”21 If the policy remains the same (keeping troops in South Korea) there are associated economical and financial risks.  The rising cost in support of the Global War on Terror is placing a burden on the U.S. economy.  According to the CRS Report for Congress, the estimated cost of U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan (assuming gradual withdrawal) between FY2006 and FY2010 could total approximately $570 billion by the end of 2010.22   There are two options to help ease the financial cost.  One option would be to “do nothing” and continue to support the GWOT without any fiscal worries.  Another option would be to rethink other strategies that would help ease the current burden.  Simply put, it is not feasible to sustain a permanent U.S. force in South Korea while supporting the current war on terror.  Additionally, keeping troops in the region could result in personnel backlash.  There are a number of Asians which view the presence of troops as “foreigners with weapons on home turf”.  In fact, there is evidence that there is already a growing dissention of American presence in South Korea. According to Moon, “It is the growth of civil society that has opened the floodgates of dissatisfaction with the American presence in Korea”23  Simply put, the longer the U.S. remains in South Korea, could lead to dissention among the Koreans that would eventually lead to future backlash towards current National Security Policy. Finally, with the U.S. presence in South Korea is possibly affecting the outcomes of the Sunshine Policy among the Koreas.  The Sunshine policy was an agreement between North and South Korea to establish dialogue between the two nations in hopes to resolve conflict, avoid war and perhaps unify the Koreas.   

Aff- Hege- Troops Don’t Deter War (3 of 4)

Downsizing of US Forces makes maintaining foreign forwards bases difficult, domestic bases work better for flexible response around the globe and retaliation

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)
There are three primary forces at work that prompt a reconsideration of the levels of troops forward based in Korea. The first two reasons; the continuing downsizing of U.S. total force levels and the increase in the total number of contingency operations and operations tempo (OPTEMPO) to which U.S. forces are obligated, have been well documented in previous articles in this journal. 
The downsizing of U.S. forces has made an effective forward presence at current levels in Korea, Europe, and Southwest Asia difficult if not untenable. A consolidation of these forces in the CONUS may be a better utilization of these resources. CONUS based forces would be available to flexibly respond to peacekeeping, contingency, homeland defense, or major war operations. Former Secretary of the Air Force Peters saw the transition to an Expeditionary Aerospace Force (EAF) as the beginning of a trend away from close proximity deterrent forces toward an agile U.S. based force capable of better coping with demanding OPTEMPO. He observed that "EAF is a journey, and we have many more steps to take along this path as we transform the Air Force from a forward-based, Cold War force to an expeditionary force able to respond to crises around the globe."2

Further, forces currently deployed as a deterrent are fixed--unavailable to serve in contingency operations elsewhere. Once forces are dedicated to a forward based deterrent role, their removal would create a vacuum in the region. For example, using Korean based forces to support a Balkan contingency operation may prove to be too tempting an opportunity for an opportunistic adversary to ignore. Reducing forces as part of a negotiated package of reductions on both sides of the DMZ would alleviate the temptation to take advantage of the situation.

The third catalyst for reevaluation is the change in emerging defense strategy in the current administration. U.S. forces in Korea are currently forward deployed in part because of the "two war strategy" adhered to during the Clinton administration. Under this planning requirement, military planners have been tasked with the requirement to fight two nearly simultaneous major theater wars. For example, the pentagon was required to have plans in place to pursue war efforts in Southwest Asia and on the Korean peninsula nearly simultaneously. Yet this assumption requiring pre-positioned deterrence forces is quickly fading. The efforts of the Bush administration to pursue a "revolution in military affairs" has prompted Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld to finally state what many military planners have been saying for years: that the U.S. has been "living a lie" under its stated strategy of preparing to fight two major wars at once. Rumsfeld’s new guidance is that military forces should be prepared to decisively win a major war in one theater, while repelling an adversary in another region.4

Aff- Hege- Troops Don’t Deter War (4 of 4)

Now is the time to reconsider US deterrent forces in Korea, more flexible basing allows greater ability to defend against global threat

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

The flexibility that would result from a move away from the two-war strategy allows for new strategic principles to emerge. Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) principles prepared by Rumsfeld for transforming today’s military into a force of the future include the following. First, the ability to protect our bases and the ability to defeat nuclear, biological, chemical and ballistic missile attacks. Second, the ability to project and sustain forces in distant anti-access environments. Third, the ability to deny the enemy sanctuary through the use of long-range precision strikes. Fourth, the ability to conduct space operations. Finally, the future force must have joint interoperability to allow for long-range strikes and deep maneuver.5 Later in this article, we will examine how a reduction of U.S. forces in Korea might impact each of these DPG principles.
Given these factors, we believe it is a prudent time to consider the Korean situation from a different perspective. Are the U.S. deterrent forces perceived as an offensive threat or a defensive force by North Korea? If they are perceived as a threat, is a negotiated partial withdrawal of these forces positive with respect to the Korean situation? If so, how will the reduced force measure against the proposed DPG principles listed above? We assert the security dilemma provides a framework for answering these questions.

Aff- Hege- Japan- Alt Cause (1 of 2)

Japan develops nuclear deterrent is response to China’s rise.

Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, 2006(Robert S., 10-20, “Lead role shifts from U.S. to China”, The Nikkei Weekly, LexisNexis)
Thus, the North Korean nuclear test both reflects ongoing regional trends and it accelerates those trends. It has had a similar impact on Japanese policy. Since the test, avocal debate has emerged in Japan over whether Japan should develop its own nuclear deterrent capability. Yet Japanese defense policy has been evolving since the mid-1990s, when the U.S. and Japan agreed to revised guidelines for the U.S.-Japanese security treaty. Rise of China Over the past decade Japan has developed a large and modern navy, become an active participant in U.N. peacekeeping activities, deployed military forces overseas in support of U.S. forces at war, developed missile systems to defend its claims to disputed islands, cooperated with the Pentagon's strategic flexibility strategy (in contrast to South Korea), and granted the U.S. expanded access to its military facilities.Meanwhile, the Japanese debate over revising the constitution has created a consensus in favor of revision and the debate over possession of nuclear weapons has grown. The primary impetus for the changes in Japanese defense policy and public opinion has been the rise of China. Just as this been the case for U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula and for Sino-South Korean relations, it has also been the case for Japanese policy. But whereas the rise of China has encouraged South Korean accommodation of China, it has encouraged Japan to adopt a more proactive defense policy. North Korea's nuclear and missile programs have accelerated this trend in Japanese policy by promoting public support for the underlying Japanese strategic response to the rise of China. This was the case in 1994-1995 following the first North Korea nuclear crisis, in 1998 following the North Korean missile test, and now following the North Korean nuclear test. But just as North Korea has not caused the changes in Japanese defense policy, it will not drive Japan's decisions to acquire an independent nuclear deterrent. Whether Japan ultimately develops such a capability will depend on underlying trends in great power relations in East Asia, including the rise of China, Sino-Japanese relations, and ultimately the U.S.-Japan alliance. North Korea's nuclear test and subsequent developments in East Asian security relations reflect trends that began with the death of Mao Zedong and the development of the Chinese economy. North Korean strategic vulnerability, the rise of China and Sino-South Korean cooperation, the decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula, and Japanese defense reform and consolidated U.S.-Japan strategic cooperation are long-term strategic trends that first began in 1978 with the ascendancy of Deng Xiaoping and then, over the past decade, initiated a transformation in Northeast Asian security relations. This transformation began before the North Korean nuclear test and will endure even should the North Korean nuclear issue be resolved. Resumption of the six-party talks will neither reverse North Korea's nuclear capability nor affect the trends in Northeast Asian security. Rather, the talks will merely enable the participants to claim progress, when all sides know that current trends will continue. Similarly, the outcome of the U.S. midterm election will not impact America's role on the Korean Peninsula. The rise of China will continue to shape security trends in Northeast Asia, including America's role on the Korean Peninsula and Japanese defense policy, regardless of developments in American party politics.

Aff- Hege- Japan- Alt Cause (2 of 2)

US has lost leadership over Japan, rising China is now Japan’s greatest concern

Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, 2006 (Robert S., 10-20, “Lead role shifts from U.S. to China”, The Nikkei Weekly, LexisNexis)
Thus, the North Korean nuclear test both reflects ongoing regional trends and it accelerates those trends. It has had a similar impact on Japanese policy. Since the test, a vocal debate has emerged in Japan over whether Japan should develop its own nuclear deterrent capability. Yet Japanese defense policy has been evolving since the mid-1990s, when the U.S. and Japan agreed to revised guidelines for the U.S.-Japanese security treaty. Rise of China Over the past decade Japan has developed a large and modern navy, become an active participant in U.N. peacekeeping activities, deployed military forces overseas in support of U.S. forces at war, developed missile systems to defend its claims to disputed islands, cooperated with the Pentagon's strategic flexibility strategy (in contrast to South Korea), and granted the U.S. expanded access to its military facilities. Meanwhile, the Japanese debate over revising the constitution has created a consensus in favor of revision and the debate over possession of nuclear weapons has grown. The primary impetus for the changes in Japanese defense policy and public opinion has been the rise of China. Just as this been the case for U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula and for Sino-South Korean relations, it has also been the case for Japanese policy. But whereas the rise of China has encouraged South Korean accommodation of China, it has encouraged Japan to adopt a more proactive defense policy. North Korea's nuclear and missile programs have accelerated this trend in Japanese policy by promoting public support for the underlying Japanese strategic response to the rise of China. This was the case in 1994-1995 following the first North Korea nuclear crisis, in 1998 following the North Korean missile test, and now following the North Korean nuclear test. But just as North Korea has not caused the changes in Japanese defense policy, it will not drive Japan's decisions to acquire an independent nuclear deterrent. Whether Japan ultimately develops such a capability will depend on underlying trends in great power relations in East Asia, including the rise of China, Sino-Japanese relations, and ultimately the U.S.-Japan alliance. North Korea's nuclear test and subsequent developments in East Asian security relations reflect trends that began with the death of Mao Zedong and the development of the Chinese economy. North Korean strategic vulnerability, the rise of China and Sino-South Korean cooperation, the decline of U.S. leadership on the Korean Peninsula, and Japanese defense reform and consolidated U.S.-Japan strategic cooperation are long-term strategic trends that first began in 1978 with the ascendancy of Deng Xiaoping and then, over the past decade, initiated a transformation in Northeast Asian security relations. This transformation began before the North Korean nuclear test and will endure even should the North Korean nuclear issue be resolved. Resumption of the six-party talks will neither reverse North Korea's nuclear capability nor affect the trends in Northeast Asian security. Rather, the talks will merely enable the participants to claim progress, when all sides know that current trends will continue. Similarly, the outcome of the U.S. midterm election will not impact America's role on the Korean Peninsula. The rise of China will continue to shape security trends in Northeast Asia, including America's role on the Korean Peninsula and Japanese defense policy, regardless of developments in American party politics.

Aff- Hege- Japan- No ! (1 of 2)

Japan won’t go nuclear. 

Yokota, ‘9

Yokota, Takashi. “The N Word: Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear.” Newsweek. June 22, 2009.

Yet this is all just rhetoric. For one thing, despite North Korea's threats and China's growing military and political power, the Japanese people remain dead set against building nuclear weapons. Polls conducted over the past three years show that less than 20 percent of the public currently says it favors possessing such a deterrent.

For another, Japan--a crowded island nation--lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others--including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba--insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test.

Japan, moreover, now occupies the nuke-free high ground and would risk losing its innocence if it went nuclear. According to an internal 1995 study by Japan's defense establishment, reversing the country's no-nukes policy would trigger the collapse of the Nuclear Non--Proliferation Treaty regime, as the withdrawal of the world's only nuclear victim could fatally undermine confidence in the system. Such a move would also severely damage relations with Washington--Tokyo's most important ally--and the alarm in Beijing and Seoul could set off a nuclear race across East Asia. Japan would get the blame.

The consequences for Japan's energy supplies and economy could be equally catastrophic. If Japan broke out of the NPT, the countries that now supply it with nuclear fuel, including Canada, Australia and the United States, would surely hold back their shipments, which are currently conditioned on the fuel's peaceful use. That would be a nightmare for Japan, which relies on nuclear energy for nearly a third of its electricity.

There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And Aso is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves.

Of course, the political environment may change if North Korea continues to act belligerently or if China proves to be a real threat, as Japanese hawks fear. But even then, most Japanese experts believe that their country would stop short of building a bomb of its own. At most, it might temporarily allow the United States to base nukes on Japanese territory. Another option would be to develop the means to stage a conventional strike against North Korea's launchpads.

Aff- Hege- Japan- No ! (2 of 2)

Japan’s involvement in a Korean War is inevitable but is not wanted by the Japanese

Olsen, Adjunct Professor of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. He has served in the U.S. Department of State as Japan-South Korea analyst and has published articles on U.S-Asian affairs in American and Asian journals, 1981. (Olsen, Dr. Edward A. Japan-South Korea Security Ties. Air & Space Power Journal. May-June. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1981/may-jun/olsen.htm)
The Japanese are acutely sensitive to the threat of major hostilities on the Korean peninsula. Japan’s proximity to Korea, the reliance on American defense commitments that Japan shares with the Republic of Korea, and the probable use of United States bases on Japanese territory to defend South Korea would make nearly inevitable Japan’s involvement in a future Korean war. The collapse of American-supported governments in Indochina in 1975 and Vietnam’s blitzkrieg conquest of Cambodia in 1979 aroused Japanese uneasiness over the possibility that North Korea might attempt to emulate Hanoi’s example in Northeast Asia. Tokyo also was concerned that the Indochina experience might lead to a premature withdrawal of United States forces from South Korea. The Carter administration’s attempt to reduce American troops in South Korea and the subsequent foreign policy debate stirred up in the United States further intensified Japan’s concern. The assassination of President Park Chung Hee in October 1979 and the following political instability in South Korea that produced a "new Park" in Chun Du Hwan presented a real threat to peace on the Korean peninsula.1 P’yongyang’s wait-and-see attitude coupled with Washington’s reaffirmation of support and Seoul’s surprising resiliency to national trauma have reduced somewhat Tokyo’s apprehensions. Nevertheless, the cumulative impact of all these events has had an unsettling effect on Japan. Japanese leaders of all political stripes regularly urge continued diplomatic efforts to prevent armed conflict and create an international atmosphere in which Korea might be reunified through mutual understanding. However, they do not expect peaceful reunification. In fact, the Japanese prefer the status quo of a divided Korea because it inherently weakens what otherwise could be a formidable Asian power. What the Japanese do not want under any circumstances is a war in Korea that might involve Japan directly or indirectly. 

Aff- Hege- South Korea can Defend itself

The South Korean Army is advancing rapidly and incorporating new technology to launch offensives or counteroffensives into North Korea. 

Sung-ki, Oct ‘8

Sung-ki, Jung. “S. Korean Army to Deploy 2,000 Wheeled Armored Vehicles from 2013.” Korean Times. October 5, 2008. 

The South Korean Army plans to deploy about 2,000 advanced wheeled armored vehicles beginning around 2013 to build rapid-response brigades modeled after U.S. Stryker combat brigades, a military source said Sunday.

The plan is a core part of the Army's efforts to transform itself into a slimmer but more mobile, network-centric force with increased firepower under the Defense Reform 2020 initiative with its operational focus shifting from a North Korean invasion to a counteroffensive or other forms of offensive action into North Korea, the source said.

The scheme is to be specified in a revised version of Defense Reform 2020 that will be unveiled in the coming weeks, he said.

"In the case of an emergency on the Korean Peninsula, wheeled armored vehicle brigades will play a leading role in advancing into North Korea, neutralizing key enemy targets, stabilizing North Korean society in captured areas or securing humanitarian aid, while mechanized divisions and corps consisting of sophisticated tanks, infantry fighting vehicles and other artilleries back them up," the source told The Korea Times on condition of anonymity.

The source apparently referred to ongoing moves by South Korea and the United States to develop a conceptual scenario to prepare for a collapse of North Korea into a full-fledged operational plan, following a swirl of reports on North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's health setbacks.

The South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command drew up a conceptual action plan, codenamed CONPLAN 5029, in 1999 to respond to various types of internal instability in the North, including sudden regime collapse and mass influx of North Korean refugees.

Other contingency situations include a civil war provoked by revolt or coup, South Korean hostages being held in the North, natural disasters and insurgents' seizure of weapons of mass destruction if the regime is involved in a domestic crisis or suddenly collapses.

Maj. Gen. Rim Chi-cue, chief and director general of Defense Acquisition Program Administration (DAPA)'s procurement programs management bureau, confirmed the move, saying a related procurement program is scheduled to begin by 2010 to equip the Army with about 2,000 high-tech wheeled armored vehicles.

Hyundai Rotem, Doosan Infracore and Samsung Techwin are competing for the program, Rim said. The companies are offering to sell their six-wheel armored vehicles with an average per-unit price tag of 600 to 800 million won, while the price is expected to go up depending on what weapons systems and equipment are to be installed on the vehicles, he said.

Bruce Bennett, a senior defense analyst at the Rand Corporation, a U.S. non-profit policy think tank, also recommended the South Korean Army procure more wheel armored vehicles to conduct a counteroffensive or other offensive action into North Korea should unusual situations occur in the North, including regime collapse.

"For the U.S. Army, adding armored vehicles has proven very important. Before the Iraq experience in 2003, the U.S. Army believed that counterinsurgency was primarily an infantry effort," Bennett, who regularly advises the South Korean Army on policy direction, said in an e-mail interview. "But it has found that armored vehicles, including vehicles like the Strykers, protect its personnel, thereby reducing casualties. This is very important to military morale and sustainability."

For example, he said, the U.S. forces in Iraq have almost always been at least 50% armored or mechanized or Stryker brigades as opposed to infantry, airborne or air assault brigades at times as much as 70%.

"The ROK Army force structure is still relatively focused on infantry units 17 of the 22 active duty divisions and may find a stabilization of North Korea very challenging after a counteroffensive or a North Korean government collapse," he continued, referring to the acronym of South Korea's official name, the Republic of Korea.

"The ROK Army needs more armored vehicles for such an environment, including vehicles like the Stryker, and also armored trucks like the U.S. Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles even the support personnel need to be protected," he added.

Bennett said he would hold a conference for South Korean Army personnel on Oct. 21 at the War Memorial of Korea in Yongsan, Seoul. The seminar is to address the Army's future challenges and potential changes in its operational requirements and missions under Defense Reform 2020, he said.

Under the 15-year military modernization program announced in 2005, the Army, which has largely been dependent on force strength, plans to deploy high-tech tanks and armored fighting vehicles that combine firepower and battlefield mobility. The service plans to cut more than 20 of its 47 divisions and turn many of the remaining ones into mechanized units.

The indigenous K2 Black Panther tank and K21 infantry fighting vehicle (IFV) are the core of a plan to develop mechanized forces.

The amphibious K2 tank, unveiled last year, carries a three-person crew and a domestically built 120mm/55-caliber stabilized smoothbore gun that can fire high-explosive, anti-tank multipurpose rounds.

Its 1,500-horsepower engine can power the tank to 70 kilometers per hour on paved roads and 50 kilometers per hour off-road, according to the Agency for Defense Development (ADD), the main developer of the tank, and it can cross rivers as deep as 4.1 meters.

The tank is currently undergoing field trials. About 680 K2s will be produced beginning 2011 to replace the Army's K1 and aging M47/48 tanks.

The 25-ton K2 IFV, jointly developed by the ADD and Doosan Infracore, has a 750-horsepower turbo-diesel engine and 40mm auto cannon capable of shooting down helicopters and slow-moving aircraft. It can engage in C4I warfare using digital communication, GPS receivers and inter-vehicle digital links.

The armored vehicle can travel as fast as 70 kilometers per hour on paved roads and cross a river at a speed of 7.8 kilometers per hour with the help of the Water Jet propulsion system. About 900 K21s will be deployed in stages beginning next year.

In a bid to help upgrade the Army's artillery capabilities, the DAPA approved July 22 a plan to develop an indigenous multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) with a range of 60 kilometers.

The new MLRS will replace an aging fleet of 130mm MLRS, having a range of 36 kilometers, that have been operational since 1981, DAPA officials said. The MLRS development and production would cost about 1 trillion won, they said. Mass production will start by 2013.
Aff- Hege- ! Turn

No Impact to withdrawal, multipolar regional peace will be established.

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, March 15th 2006 (Emilson, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Regional Fallout China According to their national strategy, “China will mainly rely on its own strength for development, and therefore poses no obstacle or threat to any one. China needs a peaceful international environment for its own development, which in turn will enhance peace and development in the world. Holding high the banner of peace, development and cooperation, China adheres to an independent foreign policy of peace and a national defense policy of the defensive nature. China will never go for expansion, nor will it ever seek hegemony.” 35 Additionally, “the foundation for the Six-Party Talks is not solid enough as uncertain factors linger in the settlement of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula. The threat posed by terrorism, separatism and extremism is still grave.” 36  Finally, China’s national security policy is to “pursue an independent foreign policy of peace and adhere to the new security concept featuring mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and coordination with a view to securing a long- term and favorable international  and surrounding environment. 37 China will most likely pursue stronger strategic relationships with Russia as well as Japan in the event the U.S. completely withdraws from South Korea.  Since there is no clear hegemon in the Asia-Pacific region, a multi-polar balance of power would probably be beneficial for the region.  Due to their sheer size and presence in the region, each nation could work together to help maintain stability not only to the Korean Peninsula, but to the overall Asia-Pacific region.

Aff- !- Nuclear Escalation (1 of 2)

North Korea uses nuclear weapons in times of peace and conflict.

Bennett, Senior Defense Analyst for RAND Institute, 2010

(Bruce Bennett, PhD in Policy Analysis, B.S. in Economics California Institute of Technology, Uncertanties in the North Korean Nuclear Threat, Prepared for National Defense Research Institute, June 2010, RAND Publication,) 

North Korea actively uses its nuclear weapons for deterrence and coercion in peacetime. The United States and other countries are reluctant to use military force against North Korea because of the escalation that could result. And North Korea has gained substantial leverage in international negotiations because of its nuclear weapons. North Korea may employ nuclear weapons in a conflict. North Korea has said a little about what it might target with nuclear weapons and when it would do so in a conflict. The available information suggests that North Korea would likely target many of its nuclear weap- ons on ROK and Japanese cities, hoping to coerce or deter the ROK, Japan, and the United States. For example, North Korea might threaten a nuclear attack on a city like Pusan if ROK/ U.S. forces cross the demilitarized zone (DMZ) or approach Pyongyang as part of a counter- offensive, and execute that threat if ROK/U.S. forces still advance. North Korea might try to coerce Japan into withdrawing from a conflict and assuming a neutral position, denying the United States much-needed help. North Korea would likely begin posing such coercion/deterrence early in a conflict, when most of its weapons are still surviving and it has the potential of achieving conflict-winning leverage through nuclear weapon use. It might also use nuclear weapons for signaling, perhaps trying to achieve electromagnetic pulse (EMP) effects. North Korea might also use its nuclear weapons early in a conflict because it expects early U.S. nuclear weapon use. It might wish to demonstrate its capabilities and resolve, trying to limit the U.S. use of nuclear weapons. Kim Jong-Il has implied that he would use nuclear weapons for revenge attacks. In response to a request by his father to indicate how North Korea should respond to a war that North Korea lost to the United States, Kim Jong-Il said, “Great Leader! I will be sure to destroy the Earth! What good is this Earth without North Korea?”

US prepared to use nuclear force against North Korea

Sung-ki, Reporter for The Korea Times, June 24th 2009 (Jung, Korea Times, “US Nuclear Umbrella: Double-Edged Sword for S. Korea”, LexisNexis)
Amid growing concern about North Korea’s high-stake nuclear gamesmanship, the United States has vowed to provide an “extended” nuclear umbrella to South Korea, where no tactical nuclear weapons are present. Debates are under way, however, on the effectiveness of this in the case of conflict on the Korean Peninsula. Proponents say the U.S. commitment to providing extended nuclear deterrence capabilities will help prevent the North from “miscalculating” that it would gain anything from missile and nuclear tests. Opponents argue the U.S. nuclear deterrence pledge could only provoke the communist North and send the wrong message that Pyongyang is a recognized nuclear state. “The U.S. extended deterrence means a stronger and broader defense against the North’s chemical, biological and missile attacks as well as nuclear attacks. So this is huge step in the joint defense of South Korea and the United States against North Korea,” a senior researcher at the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses (KIDA) said. “But there is concern, at the same time, that talking too much of the nuclear umbrella would give North Korea a good excuse to claim itself to be a nuclear power,” the researcher said. At the June 16 summit in Washington, U.S. President Barack Obama reaffirmed that the United States would provide an “extended nuclear umbrella” to South Korea in response to increasing nuclear threats from North Korea. Pyongyang conducted a second nuclear test last month and test-fired several short-range missiles, defying calls by the international community to give up its nuclear ambitions. This was the first time for a U.S. leader to clarify at a summit coverage of South Korea under its nuclear umbrella. The U.S. government has promised since 1978 that it will provide necessary nuclear deterrence capabilities for South Korea against North Korea in the annual South Korea-U.S. defense ministers’ meetings, but the issue had not been discussed at a summit level. Under the extended nuclear deterrence pledge, military experts say, the U.S. military would mobilize all necessary capabilities to neutralize North Korean nuclear provocations. For example, the U.S. Air Force could send B-2/52 bombers and other fighter aircraft carrying nuclear bombs, such as the B-61, to hit nuclear facilities in the North. Tomahawk cruise missiles could be launched from nuclear-powered submarines to strike targets. The B-61 bomb is known to have a “dial able” explosive power of .3 to 340 kilotons and believed to be capable of destroying North Korea’s key underground facilities. U.S. fighter aircraft would also be ready to conduct surgical strikes with high-end bombs, such as bunker busters.
Aff- !- Nuclear Escalation (2 of 2)

North Korean short range WMD attack would impair US forces and lead to full US retaliation and war

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)

Regarding the principle of force protection and missile defense, it is reasonable to assume that U.S. forces would be much safer at CONUS bases than they would be at forward locations in Korea. While North Korean development of long-range missile systems continues to be a concern for the U.S., their ability to deliver WMD via short-range systems is a known capability now. The ability to asymmetrically attack U.S. and ROK forces to reduce their effectiveness is an existing North Korean capability. As a result, forward deployed U.S. forces currently represent a conveniently located target for North Korean strikes. Should these forces be struck with WMD, surviving personnel would be forced to operate in a significantly impaired capacity, which would be further diminished by the requirement to care for military members injured in the initial attack. Currently these forces serve fundamentally as a tripwire, with a response capability that may be seriously diminished by a WMD attack. Such an attack would leave the U.S. no choice but to retaliate with forces from CONUS or other Pacific Rim bases. If U.S. forces in Korea are in reality relegated to the role of observer and tripwire, it seems that a much smaller force could certainly carry out this role.

U.S. key to peace and stability in the Korean region and is committed to defense against North Korean nuclear threats.

Duk-kun, 6/10

(Duk-kun, Byun.  “Gates says US will use every available strength to Protect South Korea.” Yonhap News Agency. June 15, 2009.)

Washington, 15 June: US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates said Monday his country will use all means necessary, including nuclear arms, to defend South Korea against any military threats from North Korea as Pyongyang recently said it will build up its nuclear arsenal despite international condemnations for its latest nuclear test.
"Secretary Gates reaffirmed the United States will fulfil its commitment to the joint defence of South Korea through all necessary means, such as the provision of a nuclear umbrella," a spokesman for South Korea's presidential office said of a meeting between Gates and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak [Yi Myo'ng-pak] held here.

Aff- Regime Collapse (1 of 2)

Regime change in South Korea exacerbates instability and increases probability of international nuclear engagement. 

Klinger, Senoir Research Fellow for Northeast Asia, 2010

(Bruce, April 2, 2010, Leadership Change in North Korea- What it Means for US, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Leadership-Change-in-North-Korea-What-it-Means-for-the-US)

Abstract: North Korean dictator Kim Jong-il's faltering health has raised concerns about regime stability. Succession rumors have been swirling for years, with Kim's third son, Jong-eun, currently rumored to be Kim's favored choice. But regardless of whether leadership stays in the family or is wrested away by a challenger, a new North Korean leader is likely to keep in place the same belligerent policies--toward South Korea, toward China and Japan, and toward the U.S. If succession does not go smoothly, andif the North Korean regime were to collapse, the ensuing chaos would require immediate action by the U.S. and its Asian allies to restore stability, provide humanitarian relief, and search for and prevent the distribution of WMDs. 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 eventsculminating 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 initiatediscussions with China andRussia. Discussions among scholars from these countries ("track two" dialogues) could be used to augment government efforts.

Aff- Regime Collapse (2 of 2)

Regime collapse risks nuclear conflict

Beck, 1/29/10

(Beck, Sunho. “Watching and Waiting.” Defense Technology International, January 2010. Magazine. http://www.mcgrawhill.com)

Northeast Asia--encompassing Japan, North and South Korea, Taiwan and eastern China--has seen no major war since the end of the Korean conflict in 1953. However, small armed clashes have broken out every decade since as if to remind leaders that peace in the region, which lacks a formal multilateral security mechanism, is fragile beneath the surface.
The latest armed clash, on Nov. 10, took place between the North and South Korean navies, which fought each other three times on their western sea border, in 1999, 2002 and last year. The skirmishes involved small patrol boats. Nevertheless, they have the potential to escalate into large-scale fighting between each side's shore batteries and air forces, if not all-out war that could conceivably involve the U.S., which maintains a sizable force in South Korea. North Korea's motive in picking a fight could be to raise tension and divert attention from the horrific conditions within the country. 

North Korea has not only challenged South Korea on the sea but provoked Japan, China and the U.S. with its nuclear weapons development. So far, South Korea, Japan, China and the U.S. are seemingly united in their efforts to roll back North Korea's nuclear program. But for China, the issue of North Korea is intrinsically linked with that of Taiwan. China may well use its influence over North Korea as a bargaining chip against the U.S. to keep it from selling advanced arms to Taiwan. China may also be looking to keep U.S. forces tied down in South Korea--troops that could be deployed elsewhere on missions that might butt up against China's interests.
China is more likely to acquiesce to a nuclear-armed North Korea than other countries, since the ultimate goal of China's policy on the Korean Peninsula is to keep a friendly buffer zone on its border. A sudden political collapse in North Korea is potentially the most dangerous situation for Chinese and American forces, which could end up confronting each other, as well as forces from North Korea.

For its part, South Korea considers North Korea as its rightful territory and has its own contingency plan. In a seminar in late 2008, two senior South ​Korean navy officers--one a former director of planning--expressed the view that if North Korea collapses, the Chinese navy will create an «operational-limit line» in the Yellow Sea to prevent a combined South Korean-U.S. amphibious task force from landing on the west coast of North Korea. China intervened by force in the Korean Peninsula in the 7th, 16th, 19th and 20th centuries when the buffer zone was threatened. It may well do so in the future.

Aff- Shift

Plan frees up resources for other military and diplomatic objectives

Reed, Major of the US Air Force and Writer for Air and Space Power Journal, February 5th, 2002,  (Major Timothy S., The Korean Security Dilemma: Shifting Strategies Offer A Way, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/reed.html)
In addition to the security benefits to be realized, there are many potential financial benefits for all involved. Scarce resources currently employed by both sides to fund the military standoff could be redirected toward economic pursuits in the region. In particular, attention should be paid to the desperate health and nutrition situation associated with the famine in North Korea that has claimed one million lives in three years.23 For the U.S., resources could be freed up for the Bush administration to pursue its military reform agenda, enhance homeland defense, provide more flexibility in reshaping the US military into a lighter, more mobile fighting force, acquire badly needed additional airlift capacity, and continue development of a missile defense system.
Withdrawal from South Korea increases Army’s flexibility

Espiritu, Executive Officer at Naval TORC Hampton Roads, March 15th 2006 (Emilson, U.S. Army War College, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for the Asia-Pacific Region”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA448817)
Alternatives By the middle of the 1990s it became clear that U.S. officials preferred a strategy of deep engagement in Asia. But, in the absence of the cold war and a readily identifiable security threat, a gradual disentanglement from Asian commitments remains a viable options for the United States as well.26 Even though we are already reducing the number of U.S. troops in the region, one alternative to the current policy is to accelerate the withdrawal of all U.S. troops in the region. President Bush announced a major restructuring of U.S. military forces overseas since the end of the Korean War.27   This restructuring essentially decreases the U.S. military footprint on foreign soil to allow better flexibility for the military of the challenges of the 21st century.  A plan to withdraw as well as to reduce troops over the next 10 years will give “our service members more time on the home front and fewer moves over a career.” 28  A more aggressive alternative to the current policy would be to completely withdraw all U.S. troops in the region. 

Aff- Solvency- China

China in position to facilitate Korean Peace

Coughlin, Asia Reporter, 5/21/10(Con, “China holds the key to Korean peace”, Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/7747774/China-holds-the-key-to-Korean-peace.html)

For years, China has advocated a softly-softly approach to North Korea in the vain hope that Pyongyang could be persuaded to follow China's own transition from cultish despotism to economic reform. China will now argue that tough action against North Korea could further destabilise a regime that is already suffering from economic meltdown. This may well be the case, butif China has serious pretensions to becoming a major world power, then it needs to bring all its influence to bear on the North Korean regime to ensure that there is no recurrence of the Cheonan disaster. While the Chinese yesterday adopted their customary non-committal stance on North Korea, describing the Cheonan attack as "unfortunate", China is the only country that can exercise real influence on the Kim clan. Beijing's recent decision to back a new UN resolution for sanctions against Iran demonstrates that China is slowly waking up to the global responsibilities that go with being one of the world's leading powers. Now it must do the same with North Korea in order to prevent any escalation in hostilities.
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