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Note:

This contains all the old stuff from the prostitution neg 2.0, with some added content.
1NC – SOFA CP

Plan: The United States federal government should revise the US-ROK Status of Forces Agreement to grant the Republic of Korea full jurisdiction over the prosecution of United States’ military personnel.

SOFA is an integral part of sexual and military violence

Kirk, Cornell, Okazawa-Rey, 1996 [FOREIGN POLICY IN FOCUS, “Women and the U.S. Military in East Asia” Written by Gwyn Kirk, (Kirk - Ph.D. is visiting faculty in Women’s and Gender Studies at University of Oregon (2009-10) and a founder member of Women for Genuine Security), Gwyn Kirk and Margo Okazawa-Rey are founder-members of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against U.S. Militarism. Rachel Cornwell is Program Assistant for the Demilitarization and Alternative Security Program of the Asia Pacific Center for Justice and Peace. Edited by Martha Honey (IPS) and Tom Barry (IRC), http://www.lightparty.com/Politics/ForeignPolicy/WomanInMilitary.html, BBQ]

Although most military personnel do not violate women, this is an officially recognized problem in U.S. military families, for women in the military, and in communities near bases in this country and overseas. Military leaders often attribute it to a few "bad apples," but these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Women organizers see them as systemic-an integral part of a system of military violence. Status of Forces Agreements (SOFAs) vary depending on host country laws and each government's power and willingness to negotiate terms. For example, the SOFA between the U.S. and Germany includes more detailed procedures for jurisdiction over personnel who commit crimes than do SOFAs with Japan or Korea. It also commits the U.S. military to cooperating in finding fathers and advising them to pay child support to German women who have children by U.S. troops, a provision completely absent from the SOFAs with Japan or Korea. Host governments are in different power positions in relation to the U.S., though none of them come to SOFA negotiations as equal partners with the United States. SOFAs are based upon dysfunctional assumptions about national security. They ensure legal protection for U.S. bases and military personnel but do not provide genuine security for local communities, nor do they assure the security of the American people. Although U.S. officials claim to have implemented adequate procedures for dealing with crimes against people in host communities, U.S. troops are rarely tried by local courts, even when cases involve serious injury or death. It took enormous public outcry before that those responsible for abducting and raping a 12-year-old Okinawan girl in September 1995 were handed over to Japanese authorities, stood trial in a Japanese court, and began serving seven-year sentences in Japan. In other cases where local people know of punishment, it is often trivial. Sometimes perpetrators are moved beyond reach to another posting, perhaps back to the United States.
Granting jurisdiction to Koreans deter American soldiers from sexual and military violence

Louie Crew, Emeritus Professor, Rutgers University, member of the Standing Commission on Anglican and International Peace with Justice Concerns, No Date Given [“Assessing the Effects of the U.S. Military Presence in Japan and Korea”, BBQ]
American soldiers live with little fear of prosecution by Korean Authorities. In October 1992 Kenneth Markle, a US serviceman stationed at Camp Casey, became the exception, the first American soldier ever tried in Korean criminal courts. He was given a life sentence -- though it was later reduced to 15 years. He had brutally murdered Yoon Kum-Yi, a sex worker. In many cases, soldiers charged with crimes of any sort are rushed away from the country with little accountability to the persons and communities they violated. U.S. soldiers stationed in Germany have far more restrictions and accountability than do those stationed in Korea. See Peter Kloepping's extended comparison in "The Korean/U.S. Status of Forces Agreement Under Scrutiny" Asia Solidarity Quarterly No. 2 (Autumn 2000): 91-96. The racist dimensions of this discrepancy are enormous and should embarrass every American.
2NC – SOFA CP Solvency

Without revisions on SOFA, military crime will continue

<<A2: Can’t Revise – Bolded “it was revised once in 1991”>>

Dong-Ho Kim, staff writer, September 12, 2002 [The Dongguk Post, “Unfair SOFA Must Be Revised”, http://www.dgupost.com/news/articleView.html?idxno=243,  BBQ]
Two Korean middle school students lost their lives on June 13. They were walking on a roadside in Hyochonli, Yangju county, Gyeonggi province, and were run over by a U.S. Army armored bridge carrier. After the accident, the U.S. armed forces in South Korea insisted that nobody was responsible for it. Korean's anti-American sentiment was fueled again. A number of memorial ceremonies for the two dead girls and demonstrations against American Forces were held in Seoul and other cities. All over the campus, wall posters let students know about the injustice of the accident and asked them to join the demonstrations. On August 7, however, the U.S. armed forces refused to hand over the defendants in the accident to Korean authorities. Thus, many Koreans called for a thorough revision of the "unequal clauses" in the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), the legal code governing the 37,000 U.S. soldiers stationed in Korea. Signed in 1966, SOFA contains stipulations pertaining to military bases and other facilities as well as jurisdiction in criminal matters in South Korea. Although the agreement was revised in 1991, it still amounts to an unfair deal compared to the agreements the U.S. has signed with dozens of other countries. The most problematic clause is Article 22, which lays out the two countries' jurisdiction in criminal cases. According to it, the U.S. Government has the exclusive initial jurisdiction over any U.S. soldiers who are involved in any crimes or incidents in South Korea while they are on or off regular duties. Currently, Korean officials are given custody only after a final judgment of guilty. The agreement also contains a number of abstract words, which could be interpreted in many ways and leads to friction between South Korea and the U.S. For example, SOFA stipulates that the U.S. has jurisdiction over U.S. military personnel, their families and civilian employees. However, the definition of "families" is too broad. Some U.S. soldiers have committed cruel crimes against Koreans. And those crimes will continue without the revision of the many unequal SOFA clauses. The agreement should be revised so that American criminal suspects are handed over to Korean authorities shortly after an indictment.

Jurisdiction Key

Granting South Korea jurisdiction is key to prevent crime
Kim 89(Jinwung Kim, Associate Professor in the Department of History, Teachers' College, Kyungpook National University, 1989,  Asian Survey, Vol. 29, No. 8 (Aug., 1989), pp. 749-763)
American military authorities emphasize that the SOFA with South Korea is basically the same as similar agreements the U.S. has with Japan, the Philippines, and all NATO countries. But Korean critics have countered that the agreement with South Korea is not up to the standards of those with Japan and NATO nations in terms of fairness because of the escape clauses. In fact, since the signing of the SOFA, only 0.7% of 39,453 crimes committed by Americans up to 1987 have been brought under jurisdiction of the ROK government. This compares with 32% in NATO countries and 21.2% in the Philippines. In 1988 the government waived the handling of 297 U.S. servicemen suspected of violating Korean laws, turning them over to U.S. jurisdiction. Only six cases were held under jurisdiction of Korean authorities.27 Koreans also note that while Washington pays fees for its use of bases in Japan and the Philippines, Seoul bears a considerable financial burden for the maintenance of American bases in the country-$1.9 billion in 1987 and $2.2 billion in 1988. Many Koreans assert, therefore, that South Korea must exercise "full" jurisdiction over crimes committed by off-duty American servicemen and their dependents.28 
AT: Trafficking Persists
Deterrence from crime also stops trafficking – US bases provide the demand for prostitutes
Lee 05(June JH Lee, Contributor at IOM Research and Publications Division, 2005, “Data and research on human trafficking: A global survey” p. 179-180, http://www.humantrafficking.neu.edu/news_reports/government_reports/documents/IOMGLOBALTRAFFICK.pdf)
In South Korea, the presence of US military bases has also drawn considerable amount of attention from both within and outside the country. A close tie between sex trade and militarization14 in South Korea is one of the recurrent themes in all forms of writings about the phenomenon in and outside of the country (e.g. Enloe, 1993; Moon, 1997; Cheng, 2002). The militarization of Korea and its special tie to the development of the sex industry began during the Japanese colonial rule (1910-1945) of the peninsula, when prostitution was officially recognized, licensed, and even developed on a nationwide scale. This trend continued following the end of Japanese rule to the later establishment of US military bases. In fact, the operation of Rest and Recreation facilities by the US military bases has been cited as creating practices and attitudes that are simultaneously racist and sexist to become pervasive in South Korean society. The operation is purported to be a cause of gender exploitation and violence against both South Korean and foreign trafficked women. Testimony provided by Donna Hughes (2003a) at the Subcommittee of East Asian and Pacific Affairs of the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 9 April 2003 illustrates this view: The US military also plays a role in the trafficking of women. In South Korea, there are documented cases of women from the Philippines, the Federation, Bolivia, Peru, Mongolia, China, Bangladesh, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan being trafficked into bars and clubs around the US bases. Last year, a TV filmed US military police patrolling bars and brothels that held trafficked women. An investigative reporter for Navy Times documented that military police have relations with pimps and bar owners where there are trafficked women. (…) Not only does the demand for prostitution result in the trafficking of women for these bars and clubs, the negative local reaction to the abuse and exploitation by US military personnel provides fodder for anti-American sentiment and interests. (…). 
AT: Perm

1. Perm links into the net benefit

2. Divisions between support for withdrawal and SOFA reform prove impossible to align

Tim Shorrock, journalist and labor activist who grew up in Japan and South Korea, writer and commentator on US foreign policy, on US national security and intelligence, and East Asian politics, November 26, 2002 [“South Korea: Protests Show Rising Hostility Toward U.S. Policies”, http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/38, BBQ]
Most of the protests, however, were more sorrowful than angry. "We strongly protest the U.S. military court's acquittal of the U.S. soldier and condemn its shamelessness," the Korean National Council of Churches said in a statement. It called on the Korean government to revise the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), which governs the legal status of U.S. troops in Korea. The deaths of the girls "have galvanised and incited lots of emotion and activism towards the U.S. military as violent and predatory towards Korea rather than protecting Koreans," said Katherine Moon, a professor at Wellesley College who specialises in U.S.-Korea relations and has written a book about prostitution at U.S. military bases in South Korea. Moon, who spoke at a recent forum on South Korea sponsored by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation here, said the protests over the acquittals and the public outrage earlier in the year at the U.S. refusal to allow the soldiers to be tried by a Korean court has exacerbated latent anti-American feeling in the country. "If you are in Korea, it's palpable," she said. "Its part of the pop culture." Anti-Americanism, she said, is reflected in popular songs, the decisions by some consumers to boycott the McDonald's hamburger chain and the intense reaction last year when a Korean skater was disqualified, in favour of a Japanese-American, at the Winter Olympics in Salt Lake City. But unlike the 1980s, when a small corps of student radicals espoused an intense anti-Americanism overlaid with leftwing and sometimes pro-communist rhetoric, Koreans protesting U.S. actions today are more inclined to criticise U.S. policy than condemn America as a country or society, Moon argued. "This is a movement that is by and large critical of the United States, not a social movement against the United States," she said. "Anti-Americanism is a misnomer in my opinion." The subtle difference in tone, Moon said, is a result of the democratisation of Korean society since the popular revolt against military rule in the late 1980s and South Korea's integration into the global economy during the 1990s and 2000s. The democratisation of society allowed groups focused on sensitive issues, such as U.S. security ties, to work out their differences without fear of making statements that, in an earlier era, drew the interest of the police or military intelligence. In the case of the movements around U.S. bases and seeking the return of land held by U.S. forces, Moon argued, there was an intense competition — a "war of words" — between factions that wanted to fight to remove all U.S. troops from Korea and others that wanted to use their energy to reform SOFA and ease the burden on Koreans of U.S. troop presence.
AT: South Korea Will Say No 

Revising SOFA will check U.S. military operations – Korean public wants revision and U.S. action
Gwyn Kirk, March 14, 2008 [Professor of  Women’s Studies at the Antioch and Hamilton Universities, founder of East Asia-US-Puerto Rico Women's Network Against Militarism, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, BBQ] 

U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies. For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role. Gendered inequalities, which are fundamental to U.S. military operations in the Asia-Pacific region, affect men as well as women. Young men who live near U.S. bases see masculinity defined in military terms. They may work as cooks or bartenders who provide rest and relaxation to visiting servicemen. They may be forced to migrate for work to larger cities or overseas, seeking to fulfill their dreams of giving their families a better future. U.S. peace movements should not only address U.S. military involvement in the Middle East, but also in other parts of the world. Communities in the Asia-Pacific region have a long history of contesting U.S. militarism and offer eloquent testimonies to the negative impact of U.S. military operations there. These stories provide insights into the gendered dynamics of U.S. foreign and military policy, and the complicity of allied nations in this effort. Many individuals and organizations are crying out for justice, united by threads of hope and visions for a different future. Our job is to listen to them and to act accordingly.
AT: SOFA Already Revised

Current SOFA blocks prosecutions of US soldiers

Catherine Lutz, Professor of Watson Institute’s Politics, Culture, Identity Program Anthropology Department and International Studies, Anthropology Department of Brown University, 8/2/10 [“American Military Bases on Guam: The US Global Military Basing System”, BBQ]
Nonetheless, pressure came from Australia, France, and England, as well as from Panama, Denmark and Iceland, for return of bases in their own territory or colonies, and domestically to demobilize the twelve million man military (a larger military would have been needed to maintain the vast basing system). More important than the shrinking number of bases, however, was the codification of US military access rights around the world in a comprehensive set of legal documents.  These established security alliances with multiple states within Europe (NATO), the Middle East and South Asia (CENTO), and Southeast Asia (SEATO), and they included bilateral arrangements with Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, Australia and New Zealand.  These alliances assumed a common security interest between the United States and other countries and were the charter for US basing in each place.  Status of Forces Agreements (SOFAs) were crafted in each country to specify what the military could do; these usually gave US soldiers broad immunity from prosecution for crimes committed and environmental damage created.  These agreements and subsequent base operations have usually been shrouded in secrecy.
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