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***Counter Plan Solvency***
Consult Japan

If we withdraw from Korea this will harm our relations with Japan

Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
A complete withdrawal, however, must take into account its impact on the North-East Asian arena and the US forces in Japan. If the US forces withdraw from Korea, it might lead to increased internal pressure on the government in Tokyo to evacuate the American forces from Japan, backed by political groups in Washington DC who will link the withdrawal from Korea to the need to withdraw from Japan as well. This will have serious implications on the USA–Japan alliance, which USA will have to thoroughly consider before deciding on a complete withdrawal from Korea.
Consult China

We Must Consult China Before Removing Troops From South Korea

Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
One should also consider the implications of a withdrawal on the triangular relations between the USA and ROK and China. The election of President Lee Myung-bak will probably ameliorate relations between the ROK and the USA, which were tense and problematic during the last few years. However, an American decision to withdraw from Korea should always take into account a possible rapprochement between Seoul and Beijing, based on the already improving relations between the two.
Consult South Korea
We Must Consult South Korea Because They have Resisted On all Other Instances Of Removal
Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
It seems that South Korean reactions will be more crucial than ever in deciding what kind of dynamics will evolve around the next withdrawal proposal. For now, judging from its reaction to the sixth withdrawal plan, South Korea has not overcome the same traditional obstacles that caused it to resist all previous withdrawals. More than five decades after the Korean War, Seoul was still afraid that a gradual and partial withdrawal necessarily means the beginning of a complete withdrawal, with all its psychological impact and interpretation as a quick, thoughtless, and risky abandonment. The military balance considerations and fears have not changed either. Seoul is still concerned that Pyongyang will misinterpret the ‘security gap’ that a quick withdrawal will create between the two Koreas. This was potentially the best time for the ROK to seize the moment and increase its independence as President Roh suggested, but its reaction to the sixth withdrawal demonstrates that South Korea, particularly its military establishment, does not yet believe in its independence ability.
Phased Withdrawal Good (1/2)

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

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

Phased Withdrawal Good (2/2)
Phase withdrawal is the most effective solution

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

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

Avoiding another Korean War requires economic engagement between the countries.

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

The alternative to the cold war scenario is one that envisions a continuation of the engagement policies in some form. In this scenario, South Korea’s path of economic interdependence and political reconciliation with North Korea would continue, with the goal of slowly changing North Korea through increased economic and cultural ties and promoting reform through aid and investment. South Korea would respond to the end of the alliance by continuing to build economic and political ties to manage tensions between the two Koreas. Pyongyang would continue North Korea’s military-first policy combined with limited economic reforms, and Beijing would continue to push for stability on both sides of the demilitarized zone (DMZ).

***War Advantage Answers***
Neg – No Escalation 

Tensions between North and South Korea will not escalate.

Lee, 5/27

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

North Korea has attacked the South a number of times, despite the 1953 truce that ended the devastating Korean War. South Korea has never retaliated militarily, mindful of the toll another war would have on the Korean peninsula.

The North's deadliest attack was a bomb smuggled aboard a Korean Air flight, which was decimated over the Andaman Sea in 1987, killing 115 people on board.
Diplomatic and economic relations in South-East Asia decrease the probability of a North Korean attack.

Levkowitz, ‘08

[Alon Levkowitz; Professor of Asian studies, University of Haifa; “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?”; March 28, 2008; http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/8/2/131]

Are there any signs of a pending seventh withdrawal? Is it possible to detect a potential change in one side's point of view? Will Seoul and Washington react differently when the next withdrawal plan is proposed, and what kind of with​drawal will it be?

The continued wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and possibly the eruption of a new conflict might stretch the capabilities of the US army and lead to an additional withdrawal plan for at least some, if not all, of the remaining US forces in Korea. The geostrategic situation in North-East Asia and in the Korean Peninsula also reinforces the possibility that another withdrawal plan is imminent. The normalization of diplomatic and economic relations between South Korea and Russia and China, veteran allies of North Korea, significantly reduced the tension in the region and actually nullifies the possibility of a surprise North Korean attack, backed by its major allies. The deep and important changes in the inter-Korean relations stemming from the Sunshine Policy will probably continue during President Lee Myung-bak's term, although in a much more conservative manner, i.e. more critical of North Korean behavior and based more on demand for UI'RK reciprocity These local considerations will affect US global plans -regardless of who will be occupying the White House after the next presidential elections

Neg – No War

A war is incredibly improbable – three major actions need to occur.

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

For a cold war to return to the peninsula would require at least three conditions. First, South Korean policymakers and citizens must be unaware of the importance of the U.S. alliance to their country’s security and hence would miss the alliance only when it is gone.5 That is, although South Korean popular and elite sentiment appears to have crystallized around an engagement strategy, this consensus may be possible only because South Korea can take for granted the benefits of the U.S. military and alliance relationship. If the alliance were to dissolve, the South Korean public might realize that the alliance was not such a bad thing after all, and Seoul, fearful of the threat North Korea posed to South Korea, would not only return to high military spending but also reduce or eliminate economic and cultural relations between the two Koreas. Some observers indeed predict that South Korea—and other countries—would even develop nuclear weapons in response to the lost U.S. alliance.6  Second, Pyongyang would need to renew the active destabilization efforts that characterized North Korea’s foreign policy during the Cold War. The North Korean leadership may conclude that confrontation is the best policy, deciding that Pyongyang would be better off in greater isolation—even if from a relatively worse economic and military position than the country experienced during the Cold War. North Korea may feel that the chances for a successful destabilization of South Korea through asymmetric warfare, terrorism, or even outright invasion would be high.7 Furthermore, the North Korean leadership may decide that their halting economic reform efforts were no longer important and that the country could survive in isolation indefinitely. Pyongyang could make such a decision in the event of Kim Jong-il’s death, with the lack of clarity regarding what political structure would arise in North Korea and whether the structure would be comprised of Gorbachevian reformists or Putinesque revanchists drawn from the military. Certainly political chaos in North Korea would render any and all current relations up for renegotiation, depending on how the political situation there is resolved. Finally, Beijing would need to abandon China’s current policy of encouraging North Korea toward economic reform and at least allow, if not actively support, North Korean subversion of South Korea. Although the extent of Chinese influence over North Korea is unclear, the view that China has more influence than any other country over North Korea is widely accepted. Beijing thus would have to conclude that the absence of the U.S. alliance makes South Korea an unimportant country and that turmoil on the peninsula is in China’s interest.

The first condition for a cold war will not be met; South Koreans understand the importance of US relations.
Kang 07 [David, Prof of Govt @Dartmouth, “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance,” Asia Policy, Jan. 2008, from a paper presented in December 2007, http://asiapolicy.nbr.org, Acc. 6/26/10]

For the first condition to be met, the South Korean public and policymakers would need to be unaware of how important the United States is for stability, and South Korean preferences would need to shift dramatically in the event that the U.S. military alliance ends. Although how preferences would change in different circumstances obviously is unknowable, there is some evidence that South Korean attitudes have not significantly returned to a hard-line stance against North Korea despite the rise in tensions on the peninsula over the past five years. In fact, the South Korean public has consistently favored the U.S.-ROK alliance, even while overwhelmingly supporting an engagement strategy. These two attitudes are not incompatible; both maintaining strong relations with the United States and avoiding risky or destabilizing policies toward North Korea are seen as critical to South Korean security. 

Neg – No War 

Southeast Asia will not break out into war
Bandow, 2001 (Doug, Senior fellow CATO, “Needless Entanglements Washington’s Expanding Security Ties in Southeast Asia,” May 24, June 26, 2010, Policy Analysis, No. 401)

Some U.S. policymakers would internationalize those conflicts because they believe doing so is the only way to deter aggression from a more serious quarter. To withdraw American forces from anywhere in Asia, warned Adm. Charles Larson, Blair’s predecessor as commander in chief of the U.S. Pacific Command, would run “an unacceptable risk of crises.” In particular, “some aggressive nation might once again miscalculate.”8 5

Exactly who would do what is left unclear. Although the Southeast Asian states are capable of committing acts of war against
Direct U.S. military involvement would be especially unwise.

11Although the Southeast Asian states are capable of committing acts of war against one another, they lack the capability and will to engage in large-scale aggressive war.

one another, they lack the capability and will to engage in large-scale aggressive war. And no potential hegemon is hovering nearby contemplating conquest. The only conceivable candidate is China. But whatever the future direction of Chinese military policy, the most important imponderable, China does not appear to be contemplating attacking its southern neighbors.8 6 The contretemps with the United States over the spy plane reflects growing Chinese assertiveness that nevertheless remains much constrained. Indeed, Beijing enjoyed very limited success in “punishing” Vietnam in a border war two decades ago.

The Multisided Spratlys Spat

The only serious possibility of war in Southeast Asia involves the conflicting territorial claims in the South China Sea. The islands, some of which are often under water, have little intrinsic value. Rather, sovereignty over the islands carries with it ownership of nearby natural gas and oil deposits and control of sea lanes near the Strait of Malacca.

The greatest concern is raised by China, given its long-term potential as a regional and even global power. In January 2000 the Philippines continued a string of confrontations, boarding two Chinese fishing vessels on the Scarborough Shoal, within the Spratlys. Manila filed a diplomatic protest about Chinese incursions. Beijing responded by reasserting its ownership claims.

Other nations are involved in those disputes as well. Malaysia has constructed a building on Investigator Shoal in the Spratlys. In October 1999 the Philippines accused Vietnamese forces on one reef of firing on one of its planes. Worries Milagros Espinas of the University of the Philippines, “What stops other claimants, Vietnam or even rich Brunei, from building structures in the area?”8 7 Bothersome though this quarrel may be, however, it threatens no nation’s sur- vival, independence, or even well-being. Even a highly improbable naval battle is unlikely to turn into an invasion of Luzon.

The Spratlys also illustrate the limits of

U.S military power—a Marine Expeditionary Force based in Okinawa will not influence events unless the parties believe that Washington will deploy it in the Spratlys, which is highly unlikely.

North Korea Can’t Attack
Even if North Korea gets nuclear weapons, they lack the industrial capacity to pose a threat.

Paal, Vice President at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2009 (Douglas H., held positions in the policy planning staff at the State Department, as a senior analyst for the CIA, and at U.S. Embassies in Singapore and Beijing. He has spoken and published frequently on Asian affairs and national security issues, “North Korea Poses No Real Threat to the World”, 25 May 2009, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23167)
Q: What has allowed North Korea to act in the way it does? A: The accumulated mistakes of successive administrations to understand that the North Koreans really want to have a nuclear weapon and that they are not prepared to trade it away. There are honest disputes among many people about whether or not North Korea was at one time or another time willing to trade its nuclear weapons. But I think that now, since 1990 through 1994, despite agreements that Clinton had as well as the various agreements under president Bush, it is now very clear that North Korea wants a status very similar to India, where they obtain recognition of their right to retain nuclear weapons, but otherwise normalize relations with their neighbors and the United States.  Q: So what is the solution to the problem: the six-party talks, or something else? A: The six-party talks are probably the only mechanism that, if there was a desire by Pyongyang to reach a solution, could provide the means to solve it. However, the situation has deteriorated to the point now where the six-party talks have been rejected by the North and I think China would have a very hard time getting the North Koreans back to the six-party talks. And to answer your fundamental question, I think we need to see some kind of change in North Korea. They currently have a powerful domestic motivation for what they are doing and we need to see domestic motivations adjusted in order to get them to take seriously the concerns of their neighbors and the United States.   Q: Would it be right to say that as long as Kim is in power nothing will change? A: That appears to be the case. Because it is a one-man leadership he can change things anytime he wants to. Now, they appeared  to be focused on the succession arrangements, they are rapidly promoting the young son, they are creating arrangements around that son to have a kind of regency, in case Kim dies. To back him up they need the support of the military…and to demonstrate their importance to the country’s survival. The nuclear missile capabilities appear to be at the heart of that.    Q: Do you think North Korea poses a real threat or is it just a political game that they are playing? A: I am a little different from some observers, because I think the threat is very small. North Korea lacks the industrial capacity to build large numbers of long-ranged missiles. They will not be able to build so many weapons as to become a strategic factor in the region. But I have to acknowledge that they do pose a threat to South Korea both through short-range missiles, and the possibility of using the nuclear weapons in the South, even though there are just a few, or artillery from the North to the South. That would be the end of the North regime if they were to attack the South, but they still have that capacity. Moreover, they may force the Japanese to reconsider their very modest defense program. The Japanese have the capacity to move to a nuclear weapon, I do not think they will, but they certainly can. Certainly, politically Japan will debate whether or not move to a nuclear weapon in the short term because of this development in North Korea. And they do feel threatened by the North Korean short-ranged missiles and nuclear weapon. But as I said, North Korea is an industrial midget and not really in a position to pose a large-scale threat to the neighborhood. 

North Korea Won’t Attack

North Korea is ready to dismantle its nuclear capability if we withdraw our troops from South Korea.

Jerusalem Post 06 [N.Korea to demand US withdrawal from S.Korea, 10/28/06, Acc. 6/23/10 http://www.jpost.com/Home/Article.aspx?id=39376]

North Korea is likely to demand a security guarantee that includes the withdrawal of all US troops from South Korea in return for dismantling its nuclear capability, a former US diplomat said Saturday. "The North Koreans will now insist upon complete withdrawal" of US forces, Kenneth Quinones, a retired US State Department Korea specialist, said in an interview. That would accompany existing demands for normalization of diplomatic and commercial relations, economic concessions and reactors for power generation, he said. Quinones served as a North Korea desk officer at the State Department and spent time in the isolationist country during the mid-1990s amid a period of US engagement with Pyongyang. Currently a professor at Akita International University in Japan, Quinones spoke on the sidelines of the World Congress of Korean Studies in the city of Jeju, on the South Korean island of the same name. North Korea, economically poor yet highly militarized, has for years confounded international efforts to stop its pursuit of nuclear weapons. It has refused to attend multilateral talks on dismantling its nuclear program since December, citing a US hostile attitude and financial sanctions imposed by Washington.
NK will not attack South Korea not because of troop presence but because they do not have China and Russia’s backing
Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
Since it is based on deterrence, it is impossible to state with certainty that the DPRK would have definitely launched a second Korean War without the constant presence of a significant US force in South Korea since the end of the Korean War. On the other hand, we can say that the ongoing strong alliance between the ROK and the United States and the lack of Russian and Chinese support of the DPRK significantly decreases the probability of North Korea initiating a war, even without a US military presence in Korea, particularly since the end of the Cold War.
***Soft Power Answers***
US Presence Key to S. Korea Middle Power

US Presence ( South Korea Middle Power

Choi 08 [Dr. Young Jong, prof of IR @ the Catholic University of Korea, paper at the Asian Voices convention in DC, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855]
The actual performance of South Korea’s middle power activism, however, does not live up to the rhetoric or the actual effort. The most notable case was Roh Moo-hyun’s assertive diplomacy, to enhance South Korea’s autonomy from the US, to secure North Korea’s survival, and to institutionalize regional politics. The result was a total disaster, and ended up paying a high price for adventurism in return for nothing. This failure is largely attributable to the absence of support from the United States. South Korea under President Roh did not just passively avoid seeking US support but quite often actively challenged key US interests in the region. South Korea’s regional drive was in part geared toward diluting US influence on the Korean peninsula as well as in East Asia. East Asian community building and EAS (East Asian Summit) were enthusiastically sought after since they excluded the United States. In the process, the South Korean government has quite often showed more affinity with China, Malaysia or other developing countries than with the US or other advanced countries in the Asia Pacific region. South Korea needs to learn from the middle power diplomacy of Canada and Australia. We may divide middle powers into three groups in terms of their relationship with the United States: allies, distant friends, and antagonists. Canada and Australia belong to the first group, in which middle powers pursued an active foreign policy largely with the support of the United States, thereby marking the most impressive score. Their middle power diplomacy had the effect of complementing US hegemony. Nordic countries like Denmark, Norway, and Sweden belong to the second group, in which the middle power kept its distance from the United States. They pursued middle power diplomacy independently of the United States, making some difference in PKO and human rights issues. Sometimes, they tried to reform the US-led international order. The third group includes developing regional powers like Brazil, India, and South Africa, etc. They have openly challenged US leadership but without success worth mentioning. The scorecards for middle power diplomacy show that the first group performed best in making a meaningful dent in the world of great power politics. South Korea is very close to the first group with its intimate relationship with the United States, and has no reason to discard this valuable asset. Moreover, history shows that middle power diplomacy cannot succeed by antagonizing the hegemon, particularly in the realm of security. President Roh Moo-hyun’s diplomacy was no exception. Therefore, South Korea’s middle power activism has to be built upon solid cooperation with the United States. On the part of the United States, South Korea’s role deserves more attention. At present, the region does not welcome the direct leadership of the United States. China is not trustworthy; Japan is unpopular in the region; and South Korea is underweight diplomatically. In the short run, the United States cannot do much about China’s credibility or Japan’s popularity problems, but can do a lot about South Korea’s diplomatic capacity.

US Presence Key to S. Korea Middle Power

US Withdrawal ( Loss of South Korea Middle Power

Feffer, 09

(John, Political Analysis, “South Korea: Still Dreaming of Regionalism”, http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/129)
Choi views Roh’s efforts as a failure because his “diplomacy was geared toward enhancing autonomy from the United States. South Korea under Roh Moo-Hyun did not just passively avoid U.S. support but actively challenged key U.S. interests. This was driven in part by a desire to dilute U.S. influence on the Korean peninsula and in East Asia.” He adds, “South Koreans must realize that middle power activism can succeed only if the United States is behind it.” He was dismissive of Roh’s attempts to remake South Korea’s position in the region into one of a “balancer”.

US-ROK Alliance Good – Relations 

China is inexorably replacing the US as South Korea’s big brother. Relations remain intact because of mutual threat and security cooperation.

Abramowitz and Bosworth 2003 (Morton, Senior Fellow at the Century Foundation and a former U.S. Ambassador to Thailand, Stephen, Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, July/August 2003, Foreign Affairs, “Adjusting to the New Asia”)
In the meantime, the Chinese–South Korean relationship has grown impressively. Last year, China surpassed the United States as South Korea’s largest export market. South Korean firms have also joined the flood of foreign companies investing in China as they struggle to stay competitive with low-cost Chinese sales in third markets. And political and military ties are also growing warmer, having been boosted by the two countries’ converging interests about how to deal with North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. Even as South Korea’s ties with China have strengthened, its alliance with the United States has become more and more diffcult. The current tensions are partly a byproduct of South Korea’s enormous economic success, which has made the South Korean public both more assertive and profoundly concerned about how much would be lost if there were ever another war with the North. Relations between Seoul and Washington have often been strained in the past, but differences were previously held in check by a shared sense of danger from the North. Now, however, many South Koreans (although far from all of them) no longer sense a severe threat from north of the 38th parallel and so have started to question the substantial and highly visible American military presence in their country. Although the wave of anti-Americanism that accompanied last year’s presidential election appears to have receded, many South Koreans continue to resent Washington for what they charge is unequal treatment and disregard of their concerns. 

Soft Power Alt Cause

Aff case not necessary to increase Korean soft-power: There are four alternative mechanisms

Nye 10 [Joseph S. Jr., Prof @ Harvard, “Why Korea should Go Soft,” from Korea 2020: 28 essays on Korea’s

future, McKinsey & Inc; Accessed through JoongAng Daily on 6/23/10,

http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2920348]
1) Attracting more foreign students to Korean universities would be one way to reinforce the country’s role in the emerging transnational youth culture. This would involve more emphasis on English and Korean language instruction, as well as scholarships for students from other countries. 2) Korea can increase its overseas development assistance to raise its profile on continents besides Asia. Many African countries are seeing increases in Chinese aid but worry about Chinese domination; they would welcome the diversification that Korean aid could provide. 3) Korea could sponsor more exhibits, visiting speakers and broadcasting to convey the story of its success. In 1960, Korea and Ghana had the same per capita income. Today Korea is not only a world-class economy, but also a democratic success story. The Korean government can help tell this story, but the credibility would be enhanced if companies, universities and nonprofit organizations joined in. 4) Korea can host major international conferences and events that draw attention to its successes. The fact that the G-20 will meet in Seoul is a good example, but an active program of sponsorship of nongovernmental events would help as well. Topics like health, development and climate change are issues that could draw positive attention to Korea.
***Case Turns***

Presence Good 1NC 

US Presence supports Asian stability, economic development, and deters North Korea aggression.
Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
The forces had several functions, bilateral and regional: 1. Deterring North Korea and preventing a new Korean War – The US assumption immediately after the war and for the majority of the years since it ended, was that South Korea could not deter North Korea by itself and it needed the assistance of the US forces. 2. Demonstrating US commitment to Korea – The presence of US forces in Korea, especially by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), as a ‘tripwire’ force that will ensure US involvement if any conflict broke out on the Korean Peninsula, symbolized the highest US commitment to Korea's security. It also has an important psychological implication in assuring South Korean citizens that the Korean War will not reoccur . 3. Supporting the Korean economy – The US forces (and the alliance) and the security ‘umbrella’ (conventional and nuclear) allowed South Korea to rebuild its economy after the Second World War and the Korean War and continue with its economic development ever since. It also gave political backup to South Korea's initiatives throughout the years to ease tensions in the Korean Peninsula. 4. Regional tasks – From a regional, strategic point of view, the importance of the US forces is threefold: preventing any changes in the balance of power in the region; acting as a regional pacifier by allowing the US to respond very quickly and prevent a conflict from escalating in case a conflict arises outside or within the Korean Peninsula; and signaling US commitment not only to Korea but also to Japan and other Asian US allies in the region 5. Safeguard – From Washington's perspective, the presence of the US forces on Korean soil enabled them, mainly in President Rhee Syngman's and President Park Chung-hee's eras, to prevent South Korea from entrapping the US to participate in a war that is not in its best interests, by initiating a unilateral military act against the Democratic People's Republic of Korea  6. Korea's importance – From the South Korean perspective, in addition to all of the above, it seems that the presence of the US forces on their land serves as a constant reminder of how Seoul was right when they asked Washington not to withdraw its forces before the Korean War, and how strategically important the Korean conflict is to the USA. 
Japan Rearm 1NC

Withdrawing from South Korea pisses off Japan and forces rearm. 

RIETI, 04 (Research Institute of Economy,Trade, and Industry, Japan’s security needs U.S. troops in S. Korea, July 12th, 2004, www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/02.html)

Though it is possible that these moves will be reversed, as things change right now the United States is poised to permanently downgrade its presence on the Korean Peninsula. If these changes do take place, they will have a dramatic impact on Japan. The Seoul-Washington military relationship is a critical element of the ties that bind South Korea to the United States. A decline in the U.S. presence on the peninsula will weaken the alliance between Seoul and Washington. The militaries of the two countries will stop enjoying the close relationship that a large U.S. presence creates and South Koreans will doubt the credibility of the American commitment. The U.S. ability to influence South Korea will decline while the South Korean capacity to make itself heard in Washington will also diminish. American deterrence will also decline. A North Korean attack is unlikely but one must be ready for low-probability events. North Korea will interpret the U.S. move as a sign that the United States does not care about North Korea. Moreover, as events in Iraq have demonstrated, heavy ground forces are still very relevant to fighting a war. A USFK shorn of most of its army forces will be less potent. It is, of course, possible that North Korea will collapse. If North Korea does disappear, it will create a major vacuum in Northeast Asia which South Korea alone will not be able to fill. Seoul will need massive foreign financial assistance to deal with unification. It will also require political support. In this context, a large U.S. military presence in the country will be the best symbol of this support and of the commitment of the United States and its allies to the stability of the peninsula. All of these developments will have negative consequences for Japan. Although Tokyo contributes to South Korean stability through non-military means by maintaining the Self-Defense Forces and hosting U.S. troops in Japan, it relies to a considerable extent on the United States to maintain military stability in South Korea. Japan's interests go beyond just preventing North Korea from attacking. They include keeping South Korea within the U.S.-Japan orbit-as a partner, not satellite-and insuring that when unification takes place, the entire peninsula remains aligned with Japan and the United States. How can Japan deal with this possible threat to Japanese interests? American policy-makers should realize how important the U.S. ground presence in South Korea is to Japan. The current administration has not been responsive to the needs of its allies, but this may change as the failure of the invasion of Iraq becomes more obvious.
Withdrawal Bad - Weakness

U.S. withdrawal from signals weakness toward North Korea and Apathy toward the ROK—empirically proven.

Levkowitz, ‘08

[Alon Levkowitz; Professor of Asian studies, University of Haifa; “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?”; March 28, 2008; http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/8/2/131]

On the other hand, the traumatic results of the first withdrawal, the fear that the DPRK would perceive any withdrawal as a sign of weakness, and the crisis that every withdrawal proposal inflicted on the relations with South Korea are noteworthy as constant obstacles to any US decisions concerning its forces in Korea. It should also be mentioned that the US did not hesitate to occasionally exploit the ROK's sensitivity to the Issue by pressuring it to send its forces to assist the USA in other global crises; the consequence of non-cooperation was to withstand another troop withdrawal.

The relocation of forces within Korea was also a result of other factors: a change in US military strategy and tactics. South Korean political consider​ations, the rising costs of maintaining the bases, and the need to find alterna​tive and larger bases.

Internal American considerations, especially value ditferences between the two capitaLs during President Jimmy Carter's and 

President Park Chung-hee's periods, aLso influenced Washington's decision-making regarding its troops. The fact that President Ronald Reagan and President Chun Dae-hwan shared the same values helped tremendously in repairing the damaged relations between the countries Internal politics, including budget considerations coupled with the political balance of power between the President, the army and the Congress, was an important factor as well.

Seoul's negative reaction to the majority of USAs withdrawal plans throughout the years was mainly affected by USA ROK alliance related con​siderations and the potential North Korean interpretation of the withdrawal. The fear of being abandoned again was always the main reason behind Seoul's alarmed reaction to USAs most withdrawal plans.  The traumatic withdrawal of 1949 and the automatic link between withdrawal of forces and lack of US commitment to South Korea's security were crucial in determining decision ​makers' reactions and public opinion. These fears also manifested over the relocation of the US forces within Korea, since the positioning of the US forces adjacent to the DMZ symbolized Washington's highest commitment to South Korea's security. Seoul interpreted every withdrawal proposal as a sign of South Korea's declining importance as a major US ally.

Withdrawal Bad – Japan Rearm 

A Complete U.S. Withdrawal heightens tensions between the U.S. and Japan.

[Alon Levkowitz; Professor of Asian studies, University of Haifa; “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?”; March 28, 2008; http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/8/2/131]

A complete withdrawal, however, must take into account its impact on the North-East Asian arena and the US forces in Japan. If the US forces withdraw from Korea, it might lead to increased internal pressure on the government in Tokyo to evacuate the American forces from Japan, backed by political groups in Washington DC who will link the withdrawal from Korea to the need to withdraw from Japan as well. This will have serious implications on the USA-Japan alliance, which USA will have to thoroughly consider before deciding on a complete withdrawal from Korea.

One should also consider the implications of a withdrawal on the triangular relations between the USA and ROK and China. The election of President Lee Myung-bak will probably ameliorate relations between the ROK and the USA, which were tense and problematic during the last few years However, an American decision to withdraw from Korea should always take into account a possible rapprochement between Seoul and Beijing, based on the already improving relations between the two.

Withdrawal Bad – Asian Instability 

US presence is key to prevention of Asian instability
Scales and Wortzel ’99 (Commandant of the U.S. Army War College, Vice-President for Foreign Policy and Defense Studies for the Heritage Foundation. “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” Diane Publishing. April 1. 

For more than 50 years, countries around the world have looked to the United States for international leadership. Most Asian governments welcome a U.S. presence in the region to help preserve security and stability. They know that an American presence does not mean an occupying force since, if asked, the United States leaves.1 These countries are reassured by a more or less continuous presence of U.S- forces in away that the temporary passage or intervention of expeditionary forces will not accomplish. The credibility and deterrent effect of a soldier (sailor, airman, or marine) on the ground represents commitment and stability. Face-to-face contact and "boots on the ground" are the only ways to defeat the "tyranny of distance" and really effect events on land in support of U.S. interests.

The nexus of vital U.S. interests in Asia is in Northeast Asia because of the presence of five traditionally warring powers there: North and South Korea, Japan, Russia, and China.
There are some who believe that to map out a strategic future in the next century, the U.S. military must be prepared to draw back to a security zone extending from Alaska through Hawaii to Guam. This would involve dismantling the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty.2 Other strategic thinkers around Asia and in the United States, in contrast, recognize the benefits of maintaining U.S. forces in Korea and Japan.3 Michael O'Hanion, a Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution, notes that keeping forces in the region helps retain influence for Washington.4 The U.S. presence, O'Hanlon maintains, serves as a deterrent against instability in Northeast Asia.
In the absence of the US, North Korea will attack South Korea

Coghlan ’08 (Member of the US Army War College “Prospects from Korean Unification” The US Army War College. April. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub859.pdf)

The filial and most ominous reunification scenario is one of war that leads to the military defeat of the DPRK.43 North Korean initiated war is the worst case of all these scenarios, and although the likelihood is remote given the capabilities of the North Korean military, the possibility of a precipitative event (including an accidental one) triggering war cannot be ruled out. Although North Korea is unlikely to prevail in a conventional campaign against the South, there is the possibility that Kim Jong-il could initiate war out of desperation (the so-called cornered rat syndrome44) or related to this, facing irreversible economic decline but still possessing a strong military, he may resort to preventative war to gain a negotiating position favorable to Pyongyang. Given that North Korea is unlikely to get to such a position against a prepared enemy, the optimal time for North Korea to attack is during a period of low tension, ideally when the United States is preoccupied elsewhere.45 Assuming that Kim Jong-il is more interested in state survival than state suicide, this option is remote. However, considering the stakes, it cannot be discounted.
Withdrawal Bad – Arms Race 
Withdrawal of US troops leads to arms race in Asia

Pak 2000 (Chʻi-yŏng “Korea and the United Nations” Martinus Nijhoff Publishers http://books.google.com/books?id=dB_8L4ysZrEC&dq=stability+in+south+korea+us+military+presence&source=gbs_navlinks_s)

The continued U.S. military presence in Korea after the Korean War is considered the most significant factor in the East Asian peace system. The U.S. military presence has effectively served the purpose of maintaining peace and stability on the Korean peninsula. Il has helped maintain an overall military balance between the South and the North, thereby providing an effective deterrence against North Korea's aggression. The U.S. military posture has also allowed the major powers to pursue de'teme policies in Northeast Asia.

For this reason, the withdrawal of the U.S. forces could lead to a military imbalance and consequently a spiral escalation in the arms race between the South and the North. Such a move would also shift the premises for the interactions of six nations - four major powers and two Koreas - thereby destabilizing regional balance. Such a development would result in a series of realignments among them, which means that the unstable transitional period would continue for some time before a new pattern of power politics could emerge. Thus, a credible US military presence in Korea remains an important factor for the preservation of both local and regional stability.

The U.S. presence continues to be a viable strategic factor on the Korean peninsula. However, the United Stales has made efforts for the qualitative improvement of South Korea's defense capability so as to preserve a military balance with the North. The two allies have developed cooperative security arrangements to meet a future crisis situation. Within this framework South Korea made special efforts to develop a self-reliant defense capability. Korea being the pivotal area in the East Asian peace system, the South Korea's self-defense capability remains the sine qua non of local and regional stability.

The four-power equilibrium continues to provide a stable environment for such a process. It helps the development of conditions conducive to peaceful inter-Korean relations. If the present trend continues, an implied and marginal peace may evolve into what may be called a consensus peace - a peace that all concerned parties will actively seek to institutionalize. The continued U.S. presence in Korea will remain a key factor in ensuring a peace system even after the 1990s, affecting the whole East Asian region.

Troop Withdrawal ( North Korea Attack

Removing U.S troops from Korea provokes North Korean attack

Wook-sik 06 (Cheong, CNPK, Can Washington Divorce Seoul?, 4/9/06, 6/22/10, 

http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=322244

However, if the defense union is scrapped and the U.S. troops withdraw from the peninsula while the North Korean standoff is still unfolding, then it will be much more difficult for South Korea to moderate the U.S. ultra-hardline policy against North Korea, including possible military actions. From the North Korean side, it will be more likely to interpret the U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea as a sign of imminent U.S. attacks. In other words, the removal of American military from South Korea might actually heighten the possibility of war on the Korean peninsula.
The first time we withdrew troops the Korean War broke out even though we thought South Korea could defend itself. How can we guarantee that won’t happen again?

Levkowitz, 08 (Alon, The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?, 6/25/10, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131
The [first] withdrawal began at the end of 1947. The majority of forces left between the end of 1947, beginning of 1948, and by June 29th 1949 all 45,000 US military forces that were stationed in Korea after WWII withdrew from South Korea (Chay, 1990, p. 118; Kim, 1996, p. 11). Washington apparently estimated that the South Korean army was capable of preserving internal order and deterring the DPRK (Matray, 1983). Secretary of State Dean Acheson stated that South Korea would be able to defend itself with the assistance the USA provided (Schnabel, 1992, p. 30). It is important to stress, however, that in its formal documents concerning the withdrawal aftermath scenarios, both the NSC and CIA estimated a high probability of a future military attack by North Korea on the South (Chay, 1990, p. 124).  From the Korean perspective the first withdrawal left [South Korea] with an unprepared military force to defend the ROK against a North Korean attack (Millett, 2000, pp. 62–101). President Rhee wrote to President Truman in August 1949:      American officers tell me we have sufficient ammunition for two months of combat; my own officers tell me it is only sufficient for two days (Schnabel, 1992, p. 30).  Seoul felt abandoned by Washington. It is also important to stress that the decision was not a bilateral one – it was mostly a pure military logistical decision, with some delays in its execution due to internal debates inside the American administration regarding timing. The South Korean government was not an important player in the decision-making process and, according to some writers, was intentionally kept in the dark by the USA (Chay, 1990, p. 124). In fact, an analysis of the balance of power between North and South Korea in 1950 shows that the North Korean army was much more powerful, and the South Korean army was not fit to halt any massive attack by the North (Lee, 2001, p. 44). But once the decision to withdraw the forces was made, Seoul had very little leverage over Washington and was unable to convince it from withdrawing.  The consequences of the first withdrawal made it the most traumatic one in the USA–ROK relations, to date. The apparent link between the withdrawal, combined with Secretary of States Dean Acheson's January 12, 1950 speech before the Press Club and the opening of the Korean War, paints the entire concept of future force withdrawal in inevitable black colors. The failure the South Korean military forces experienced when confronted with the North Korean attack showed that the USA did not prepare and equip the South Korean military forces in a satisfactory manner and that Seoul was justified in its complaints and fears (Hong, 2000, p. 28; Millett, 2005, p. 212). It seems that the war verified South Korea's assumption that Korea was abandoned by the USA in 1949. The feeling, that if the USA had not withdrawn all its forces from Korea, the DPRK would have never opened the war, influenced Korean policy towards the USA ever since and the fear that the USA might abandon it again influenced Seoul's policy towards any proposals Washington made throughout the years to withdraw a portion of its forces. 

***Politics***
Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular: Public wants US troops to stay until North Korea denuclearizes
Cheon 09 [Seong-whun, Writer for the Korea Herald, “Transfer of troop control: A Bush legacy,”
Korea Herald, 1/23/09, Acc. 6/24/10 through LexisNexis, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do? docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9622716431&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9622562285&cisb=22_T9622716436&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=158208&docNo=1]
The South Korean public was perplexed at the gushing of official reports and remarks from the United States. Some even think that Washington is ready to accept the DPRK as a nuclear state as long as it is not committed to proliferation. The vast majority of South Koreans don't question the authenticity of the professional judgment of the U.S. military. Their insufficient knowledge of the North Korean nuclear threat largely results from deliberate propaganda of the Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun administrations. They manufactured a false sense of peace and security while intentionally ignoring or making little of the nuclear threat. Still, South Koreans question whether it is right to implement the decision - the OPCON transfer and the CFC dissolution - at this moment. Remembering that the United States saved their country from North Korean aggression and also is the only foreign country the ROK has ever fought for in the history of Korea, they question what the alliance is all about. Concerning the unpreparedness of the ROK military against a North Korean WMD attack, they ask, couldn't we postpone the decision until at least denuclearization of North Korea is completed? The OPCON transfer and the CFC dissolution is not a simple military issue but a complicated matter where hard power and soft power are combined. Using soft power is the ability to attract the South Korean people to the American side. Successfully exercising soft power in the alliance means that the United States should win over South Koreans by paying careful attention to what they believe. Recently, there was an auspicious example in this regard. General Sharp sent USFK officials at Incheon Airport to receive the remains of Kim Suk-im who died when an American jet fighter crashed into her San Diego home last December. He also sent a delegation to express his condolences to the family of Kim. His decision is in full harmony with Korean culture and emotion, spreading quiet ripple effects on Korean society. We need to exercise similar wisdom. Simply because the North Korean military is most delighted to see the OPCON transfer and the CFC dissolution, the decision is worthy of delay. We should not send any hint of a wrong signal to Kim Jong-il. That is priority number one of the alliance at this juncture. 
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