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**Hegemony Neg**
1NC Frontline – Hegemony Advantage - 1
1. Turn - US troops in South Korea are key to flexible warfighting and deterrence in Asia.

STEVENS, 6 [Wayne, Col. In US Army; project advised by Col. Jiyul Kim, Director of Asian Studies and the Coordinator for Regional Studies at the U.S. Army War College; “IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA?” Mar 15, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]


Some have argued for removing or reducing the U.S. forces on the peninsula because DPRK’s nuclear capability negates the need for U.S. conventional forces in the South.89 Despite the lack of conclusive proof that North Korea actually has nuclear weapons; the DPRK may find it harder to prove that they do not have nuclear weapons. North Korea already admitted that they are conducting a nuclear weapons program and the North has extracted spent fuel and reprocessed the fuel into weapons-grade plutonium.90 Although the nuclear argument may have some validity, a major U.S. concern is the need to have forward deployed basing to allow U.S. forces to project its military power. The forces in the ROK provide the U.S. with the capability to continue its deterrence mission and also to fight the Global War on Terror (GWOT) on foreign soil before it reaches the U.S.91

2. US regional hegemony in Asia is the only way to accomplish US soft power goals.

Blumenthal 09, (Dan, resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, May 1, d/a: 7/15/10, “The Erosion of US Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445)

Though "soft power" and "smart power" (as opposed, one presumes, to the "stupid power" exercised by President Obama's predecessors) are all the rage in the Obama administration, Asia remains a dangerous place where good, old-fashioned "hard power" still matters. Since World War II, the U.S. military has guaranteed the peace and prosperity that, with few exceptions, have characterized the region. Yet no peace keeps itself; someone has to enforce it. This truism is particularly true in Asia, where just beneath the surface America's allies fear a rising China, a nuclear North Korea, and the continued threat of jihadi terrorism. In short, America's military presence in the region is as important as ever. In fulfilling its security duties in the region, the U.S. military is providing one of the principle public goods of East Asia. To be sure, America's regional allies want Washington to participate in Asia's many diplomatic conferences and contribute to regional economic integration. But to paraphrase Teddy Roosevelt, one of the first American statesman to recognize the Pacific's importance, as much as Asians want the U.S. to "speak softly," they also want it to carry a "big stick." They welcome the U.S. for its unique ability to ensure a stable balance of power in a region marked by a rising global power, China, and a weak but dangerous nuclear nation, North Korea. Make no mistake, starved of resources regional commanders will be forced to give up important missions, from humanitarian relief and security cooperation in Southeast Asia to deterring aggression and defending allies in North Asia. The consequences of eroding military capability are easy to understand. Less fighter aircraft means more risk of adversary aggression, a smaller navy means an eroding capability to keep the seas safe for trade, fewer cargo planes means less humanitarian missions that buy us goodwill. It is fashionable these days to divide power into the "hard" and "soft" categories. In reality, the successful exercise of power is and always has been a careful calibration of diplomacy with the force to back it up. An erosion of the latter will render the former hollow. The president also will pronounce a nuclear North Korea "unacceptable" to the U.S. He will pontificate about the need for more attentiveness to South East Asia. The problem is that without the military power to back up America's diplomatic goals, these policy proclamations will increasingly ring hollow. America's allies know it. And, even worse, China and North Korea know it.
1NC Frontline – Hegemony Advantage - 2

3. Continued US military presence in South Korea key to maintain East Asian Stability, as well as prevent Chinese regional hegemony.

Hwang 06 (Balbina, Senior Policy Analyst at The Heritage Foundation, September 27, “US-South Korea Relations,” Congressional Testimony, Lexis Nexis)

For the sake of efficiency and clarity, I will begin with my conclusion and then provide an explanation: the maintenance of a strong U.S.-ROK alliance is absolutely in the short, mid, and longterm strategic interests of the United States. The American supporters for ending the alliance make an argument akin to the following: we should withdraw all U.S. forces from the peninsula and abrogate the U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty due to rampant anti-Americanism in South Korea; a growing tendency by the government in Seoul to appease Pyongyang; and the Korean penchant for blaming the United States for blocking unification. This logic continues: by ending the alliance, we would be able to walk away from North Korea because the problems that the Pyongyang regime poses - nuclear and missile proliferation; conventional military provocations and threats; illicit activities; and even human rights abuses -- are too difficult and challenging for the United States to handle. On the Korean side, those who cry "Yankee Go Home" are increasingly confident in their national sovereign abilities; find the hosting of U.S. troops intrusive; fear that U.S. policies towards North Korea will cause instability or even a war; and are overall resentful of Korean dependence on the United States. Our response to these arguments should not be to end the alliance but precisely the opposite: we should strengthen our bilateral relationship with South Korea by confronting these issues directly and forthrightly. Legitimate differences about the function, purpose, and utility of the alliance have arisen due to dramatic shifts in the domestic, regional and global environment. But just as the alliance is not the cause of tensions in the bilateral relationship, we should also not allow it to become the victim. Rather, both governments must endeavor to reassess the current configuration and create a new alliance that meets the needs of both allies. If we do not invest energy in renewing the alliance it will end sooner rather than later. And this would have devastating consequences for America's future, not just in Asia but around the globe. It is clear that the U.S. goal for the mid- to long-term future is to play an active and positive role in maintaining stability in East Asia. The promotion of prosperity, freedom, and cooperation in the region are beyond a doubt integral to the American national interest. The best and perhaps only way for the United States to maintain its influence in the region is through its alliances with key partners. While the primary goal of the U.S.-ROK alliance was and is to deter North Korea through the American commitment to the Armistice, its broader objective has always been to maintain regional stability. It has done so by contributing to the strength of the U.S.-Japan alliance, not only by dispersing the U.S. force presence beyond Japan, but also by alleviating the Japanese burden of managing instability on the Korean peninsula. The alliance has also mitigated hostilities between the ROK and Japan and served to counter China's growing regional influence and dissuade any precipitous action on the peninsula. But perhaps most importantly, maintenance of a U.S.-ROK alliance will continue to serve as a bedrock for America's commitment in the region. An end to the alliance would undoubtedly jeopardize our credibility with all our allies and partners in the region from Mongolia to Australia. And it will send the wrong message to China, whose ambitions are to create a regional multilateral structure of nominal equality but underlying Chinese dominance; the strength of America's alliances with the ROK and Japan is the single greatest factor thwarting Chinese regional hegemony. But sole U.S. reliance on Japan will be problematic given the level of mistrust for that country in the region Maintenance of a strong U.S.-ROK alliance will not be an easy task given the immense challenges that will inevitably confront the relationship. Strong domestic support in both countries will be critical in order to sustain any type of formal relationship but especially one involving U.S. military forces which require sacrifices of those at home and in the host country. This is not an impossible task if the leadership of both countries rise to the occasion.
4. [Insert Hegemony uniqueness defense from the Hegemony Core file]
**Asia Balancing Neg**

1NC Frontline – Asia Balancing Advantage - 1
1. Non-unique: South Korea is already developing domestic military forces, and maintaining US troops is key to provide political support.
STEVENS, 6 [Wayne, Col. In US Army; project advised by Col. Jiyul Kim, Director of Asian Studies and the Coordinator for Regional Studies at the U.S. Army War College; “IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA?” Mar 15, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]


South Korean President Roh Moo-hyun has formally stated that he believes the ROK must do more and not leave its national security to the U.S.92 According to President Roh, the ROK military has substantial capability to defend itself and is seeking to assume greater responsibility for defending the ROK against the North. “The ROK spent $16.4 billion last year on defense—roughly nine times North Korea’s outlay – and ranks eleventh in the world in total defense expenditures.”93 Although President Roh advocates achieving a fully self-reliant defense posture, he also makes it clear that the U.S.-ROK Alliance will continue “its role of maintaining peace and stability on the Korean peninsula and in Northeast Asia”.94 General Burwell Bell stated in response to Congressional questioning that ROK forces are already becoming more self-reliant as evident by the fact that the entire Demilitarized Zone is guarded by ROK forces.95 Additionally, Michael O’Hanlon, a Senior Fellow at The Brookings Institute; and Peter Brooks, Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs and Director at The Heritage Foundation, testified before the House Committee on Armed Services about the strategic implications of U.S. troop withdrawal from Korea. Both men basically agreed with reducing the number of troops on the peninsula and letting the ROK assume greater responsibility for their self-defense. O’Hanlon believes the people of South Korea want to make more of the decisions about how to deal with the DPRK and how the U.S. deals with military base issues.96 Mr. Brookes argues that reducing U.S. forces on the peninsula will give President Roh an opportunity to make good on his promise of taking on more responsibility for his country’s national security.97

2. Turn - US troops in South Korea are key to deterring China.
UPI ASIA, 9 [Peter Van Nguyen, freelance contributor who has written for Asia Time Online, OpEdnews and Foreign Policy Journal, “U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean reunification,” Oct 13, d/a: 7/16/10, 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.

1NC Frontline – Asia Balancing Advantage – 2
3. No internal link - China won’t cooperate with U.S. goals on North Korea.

Ted Galen Carpenter, Cato Institute Foreign Policy and Defense VP, 2/4/2010, “A Growing Disconnect,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11200 da: 7/14/10
Chinese leaders also grow weary of Washington's lectures about the need to get tough with North Korea and Iran. In Beijing's view, America's stubborn unwillingness to address the wider security concerns of those countries is at least as responsible as the recalcitrant attitude of the two regimes for the lack of progress on the nuclear issue. Moreover, officials believe that China is being asked to take measures that would undermine vital Chinese interests. They regard North Korea as an important security buffer and Iran as a crucial energy supplier, so are extremely reluctant to antagonize either regime. The announcement of the Taiwan arms sale, coming on the heels of US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton's harsh comment earlier the same day that China risked "isolation" within the international community if it did not endorse more robust sanctions against Iran, may have been the last straw for Beijing.
4. Non-unique - S. Korea, Japan and China are attempting to start regional security talks

Thai Press Reports, 10 “S. Korea, Japan and China seeking to Establish Security Talks” February 16, l/n.

Seoul has been pushing to launch security talks involving South Korea, China and Japan to discuss military and security matters in an effort to reinforce their cooperation in the region, a senior South Korean government official said Monday.  "Discussions are under way to launch security talks involving South Korea, China and Japan," the official said, requesting anonymity. "We are mediating opinions of the related countries to push ahead with its launch by the end of this year." The security body will be composed of senior-level military officials from the three nations who will regularly meet to discuss military and security issues in the region, the official said.  Once the military channel is established, the source predicted it could boost military cooperation, including joint maritime search and rescue efforts, and build trust among the nations to push for joint military drills in the future.  "Regarding matters in the Korean peninsula, we need closer cooperation with China," the official said.  North Korea has shunned the six-nation nuclear talks -- involving both Koreas, the United States, Japan, China and Russia -- since December 2008. The communist nation last month said it will return to the negotiating table if U.N.-imposed sanctions are first removed. South Korea and China established military hotlines between their Navy and Air Forces in 2008. 

Presence Key to Modernization

American military presence and security is key to investor confidence and the Korean economy, allowing for modernization.

Korea Times, March 5, 2010, “US Security Umbrella Bolsters Korea's Growth” Korea Times, Lexis 

The U.S. security umbrella, based on the ROK-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty, which was concluded under the Syngman Rhee government after the 1953 armistice with North Korea, laid the cornerstone in sustaining Korea's fast economic growth and social stability for decades. 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. 
Presence Key to Deter China

Reduction of US military presence in Asia sparks regional arms race and proliferation-even a perception of retrenchment triggers the Impact

Blumenthal 09, (Dan, resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, May 1, d/a: 7/15/10, “The Erosion of US Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445)

All regional allies know that China has not become a postmodern, European-style power that eschews military force. To the contrary, China has become quite fond of its newfound military muscle. Beijing proudly displayed that might last week in Qingdao, as China celebrated the 60th anniversary of her growing navy. Neither [Nor] has the conventional threat North Korea poses to its southern neighbor and Japan disappeared. Tokyo watches in dismay as Pyongyang inches ever closer to acquiring the means to deliver its nuclear weapons. But it is the transformation of Chinese military power that is causing the most Asian heartburn. China has built up its military across the board. Its submarine fleet has grown faster than any other in the world, it now has a large and lethal arsenal of conventional cruise and ballistic missiles, and it has announced plans to deploy aircraft carriers. Worrying about China is far from a case of what Defense Secretary Robert Gates calls "next war-itis." The U.S. isn't in a war with China--mercifully--but there is already a military competition. The Chinese have not only noticed the imbalance, they are counting on a continued decline in America's Pacific naval power. China's Rear Admiral Yang Yi gloated that "China already exceeds the United States in [submarine production] five times over . . . 18 [U.S. submarines--the amount resident in the Pacific] against 75 or more Chinese submarines is obviously not encouraging [from a U.S. perspective]." The Chinese admiral is spot on. U.S. boats are superior, though the quality gap is closing. And in this vast region, numbers matter. The rise of the Chinese submarine fleet and symmetrical decline in American subs is reflective of a broader trend. China is well on its way to having the greatest number of fighter planes, surface ships, missiles and submarines in the region. U.S. Secretary Gates rightly wants the military to concentrate on the "wars we are in." But we cannot do so at the expense of the military competition we are in. China military strength is not some futuristic abstraction. Indeed, we might think of China as a power-of-tomorrow, but our Asian allies see the daily realities of rising Chinese power. Beijing has already changed the military balance in the Asia-Pacific region to the great consternation of America's key allies and friends, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and India. The point is not that Washington is poised to go to war with North Korea or China. Rather, only by maintaining its role as Asia's security guarantor can the U.S. hope to secure an enduring peace in this dynamic region. It has a strong interest in avoiding even the perception of American retrenchment. That would be a recipe for a spiraling arms race among the region's great powers. It is no accident that Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, all capable of acquiring nuclear weapons, have not yet taken that road. They have been confident in the American security umbrella. If current trends continue, are we sure those states would not reconsider the wisdom of that policy?
China Won’t Cooperate on North Korea

China won’t align against North Korea, they fear state collapse.

Ted Galen Carpenter, Cato Institute Foreign Policy and Defense VP, 5/26/2010, “Wary Cooperation: The 2010 China-US Dialogue,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11849 da: 7/14/10
The array of issues being discussed this week in Beijing at the second annual China-US Strategic and Economic Dialogue underscores both the need for and the difficulty of cooperation between these pivotal powers. There is no doubt that the Obama administration attaches great importance to the talks. Not only did both Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner make the trip, but they were accompanied by a mammoth 200-person delegation.

Discussions during the meetings touched on nearly all of the most important and sensitive topics. Some areas of disagreement were predictable, including continued US arms sales to Taiwan and China's burdensome internet restrictions. Some areas of cooperation were equally predictable, most notably an emphasis on the need for coordinated efforts to help the global economy emerge from recession.

Not surprisingly, the issue of North Korea promptly took center stage. That would probably have been the case even without the recent surge in tensions between South Korea and North Korea over the sinking of the South Korean ship Cheonan. Pyongyang's persistent refusal to rejoin the six-party talks on the country's nuclear program, combined with the continued pursuit of nuclear and missile technology, guaranteed that policy toward northeast Asia's principal troublemaker would have a high priority on the dialogue's agenda. Evidence that a North Korean torpedo sunk the Cheonan has made North Korea's behavior an even more urgent topic of discussion. And the talks have revealed a significant gap between the positions of Washington and Beijing. US officials want China to be more proactive in reining-in Pyongyang. In particular, the Obama administration is prodding Beijing to use its leverage as the principal source of North Korea's energy and food to gain concessions on the nuclear issue and other matters.

China's irritation with its volatile ally is growing, but Chinese officials remain reluctant to use coercive measures, including economic sanctions beyond those that the UN Security Council has already approved. Indeed, Beijing seems wedded to the opposite strategy of trying to coax Kim Jong-il's regime through economic incentives to be more responsible. That was the thrust of China's new promises of aid earlier this month during Kim's visit.

Washington's impatience with Beijing's foot-dragging on the North Korea issue is rising, but Chinese officials are unlikely to make a dramatic change in policy. They fear that too much pressure could cause Kim's regime to collapse — and perhaps the North Korean state itself to implode. Such a development would lead to several problems for China, including disruptive, burdensome refugee flows.

Regional Security Now

S. Korea and Japan are holding talks about regional security issues

BBC, 08 “Japan, S. Korea to hold security talks 13 November” November 12, l/n

Japan and South Korea will hold senior-level security  talks on Thursday in Fukuoka, southwestern Japan, to discuss regional security  issues and defence policies, the Japanese Foreign Ministry's spokesman said Wednesday.  It will be the eighth such dialogue between foreign and defence officials from the two countries and comes at a time when the two nations are seeking to move forward the stalled six-party talks on North Korea's denuclearization. The last round of talks took place in Pusan, South Korea, in October 2007.  The meeting will also precede a trilateral summit among leaders of Japan, South Korea and China eyed for next month. Speculation is rife that the summit will also be held in Fukuoka.  Japan will be represented by Akitaka Saiki, director general of the Foreign Ministry's Asian and Oceanian Affairs Bureau, and Ryutaro Masumoto, deputy director general of the Defence Ministry's Defence Policy Bureau, Press Secretary Kazuo Kodama said.  Meanwhile, the South Korean side will be represented by officials including Cho Tae Yong, director general of the South Korean Foreign Affairs and Trade Ministry's Northeast Asian Affairs Bureau.  Kodama said the talks will focus on security issues surrounding Japan and South Korea, but declined to provide further details citing defence and security concerns.  The bilateral security dialogue was first held in Seoul in June 1998 and has since alternated between the two countries. 

**North Korea Neg**

1NC Frontline – North Korea Advantage - 1
1. Alternate Causalities to North Korean aggression: NATO and propaganda about the ship sinking.

Korean Central News Agency is a state run north Korean new agency “North Korean paper urges end to US presence in South” 6/15/10 Thursday BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring Lexis

Pyongyang, July 15 (KCNA) - US President Obama recently agreed with traitor Ri Myo'ng-pak] of South Korea to extend the "transfer of wartime operation control (OPCON)" till December 2015, underscoring what he called its "significance" and trumpeting that this was a "message" to somebody.  Rodong Sinmun Thursday observes in a signed commentary in this regard: In 1994 the US transferred the "right to command peace-time operations" to South Korea and put OPCON on hold. This was aimed to retain its grip on South Korea, a strategic vantage, and step up the formation of the US-Japan-South Korea triangular military alliance.  The US has maintained and expanded NATO, an aggressive military bloc in Europe, in a bid to realize its invariable ambition for world domination since the demise of the Cold War and is now working hard to knock into shape a new military bloc in Asia.  It is the US scenario to cook up a new military bloc in Northeast Asia by taking advantage of the favourable situation where there are an alliance between the US and Japan and an alliance between the US and South Korea and then draw other countries into them in an effort to use them as a tool for implementing its Asian strategy for aggression.  Recent years witnessed awKward relations between the US and South Korea, between the US and Japan and they relatively weakened the US presence in this region as compared with that in the past.  The US has, therefore, used the "Ch'O'nan [Cheonan]" case as a golden opportunity for stepping up the formation of the above-said triangular military alliance.  This was the reason why the US imperialists clinched the deal over the controversial issue of the transfer of the Futenma US military base in Japan under the pretext of the "Ch'O'nan [Cheonan]" case and sought a solution to the worrisome issue of extending OPCON.  It is as clear as a pikestaff that the emergence of a new military bloc in Northeast Asia would make the situation not only in Asia but the rest of the world more complicated and put peace at serious peril.  The US would be well advised to drop its anachronistic Cold War-minded way of thinking.  Source: KCNA website, Pyongyang, in English 0326 gmt 15 Jul 1 
2. No threat of attack- Kim Jong-il is aware of his military weakness. 

Larry A. Niksch, Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, Presented at the KORUS Forum at the Embassy of Korea, March 24, 2010, Asian Foundation, “The Opcon Military Command Issue Amidst a Changing Security Environment on the Korean Peninsula” d/a: 7/20/10, http://asiafoundation.org/resources/pdfs/NikschOPCON100324.pdf]

Kim Jong-il is well aware of the weaknesses. His asymmetric forces can neither seize territory, including Seoul, nor inflict debilitating damage on U.S. and South Korean forces. The Pentagon today recognizes the diminution of the North Korean military threat to South Korea in its decisions to move the U.S. Second Division off the DMZ and allow approximately 40,000 family members of U.S. servicemen to live in South Korea. As we speak, the first group of family members is moving into housing in Seoul’s northern suburbs, close to the DMZ. Moreover, the United States and South Korea have 2 several potential steps that could increase deterrence in the eyes of the North Koreans. It seems to me that one would be for the U.S. and South Korean air forces to exercise F-16s regularly off South Korea’s west coast, signaling North Korea that if it ignites a major military clash on the northern limit line, its forces would face a massive retaliation from the air. A second would be a decision by the United States to station a squadron of heavy bombers on Guam, as was done until the early 1990s. During the 1980s, North Korea issued the strongest denouncements of U.S. B-52 bomber exercises near the Korean peninsula. I then concluded that the B-52s on Guam constituted the strongest element of U.S. deterrence of North Korea. President Obama and President Lee agreed in 2009 to begin U.S.-R.O.K. discussions of enhanced deterrence. Those discussions need to begin and examine the potential steps, including my ideas that would increase deterrence. 

1NC Frontline – North Korea Advantage - 2
3. Turn - US Troop Commitment in South Korea key to Asian stability and deterrence.
Klingner 08, (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for the Heritage Foundation, June 30, “Transforming the US-South Korea Alliance,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2008/06/transforming-the-us-south-korean-alliance)

The U.S.-South Korean security alliance has been indispensable in achieving Washington's strategic objectives and maintaining peace and stability in northeast Asia. The U.S. security guarantee has long deterred a North Korean attack against a key U.S. ally while providing the shield behind which South Korea was able to develop its economic strength and institutionalize democratic rule. The U.S. military presence has also precluded an arms race among countries in the region. It is important that the alliance begin the evolution from a singularly focused mission to a more robust values-based relationship that looks beyond the Korean Peninsula. Without substantial and sustained involvement by the senior political and military leadership, the alliance may not be sufficiently adapted to the new threat environment, including as a hedge against Chinese military modernization. The U.S. and South Korean administrations must also provide a clear strategic vision of the enduring need for the alliance and implement a robust public-diplomacy program to prevent the erosion of public and legislative support. The U.S. must eliminate its tendency in recent years to define its relationship with Japan as the only critical alliance for Asian stability. This prioritization is understandable given the convergence of Washington's security objectives with those of Prime Ministers Koizumi and Abe and the commensurate difficulties with President Roh. However, U.S. policy statements that imply a secondary status for U.S. relations with South Korea are a disservice to the stalwart military bonds forged during 50 years of the bilateral alliance. U.S., Japanese, and South Korean security interests are best served by extensive and coordinated military cooperation among the three allies. To this end, U.S. policymakers should: Affirm unequivocal commitment to defending South Korea by maintaining existing U.S. force levels and deterrent capabilities, including missile defense, attack helicopter, and ground combat units. Coordinate with Seoul on public-diplomacy efforts to underscore that the alliance is vital for maintaining regional peace and stability while promoting common values of democracy, liberty, and free-market principles. Underscore the scope of the North Korean and Chinese threats. Fully fund alliance requirements, including the Yongsan base relocation, land partnership plan, and family housing for accompanied tours to improve USFK troop morale and demonstrate U.S. commitment to staying in South Korea.
4. No Impact - Neither Russia nor China will get involved in a North Korea conflict.

BANDOW, 8 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Seoul Searching” Nov 11, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218]

Moreover, the North’s one-time military allies, Russia and China, both recognized Seoul as the cold war concluded. The ROK now does more business with Beijing than with America. The likelihood of either Moscow or Beijing backing North Korea in any new war is somewhere between infinitesimal and zero. The rest of East Asia would unreservedly stand behind South Korea.

Can’t Stop North Korean Proliferation

North Korean proliferation is inevitable – strikes fail, and sanctions don’t have enough support.
BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Kim's Atom Project,” Dec 11, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11044]

Unfortunately, there is no easy way to restrain him. Even if military strikes eliminated his nuclear facilities, they likely would trigger a destructive war in which South Korea would suffer almost as much as the DPRK. Tighter sanctions would hurt the population, but the North Korean elite was unmoved by mass starvation in the countryside. And without Chinese backing, tighter sanctions in theory won't be much tighter in practice.

Which leaves diplomacy.

No one should be optimistic about Pyongyang's willingness to negotiate away its nuclear program. There is increasing pessimism among U.S. policy makers. Polls indicate that the South Korean public doubts the North will disarm. Even Chinese analysts who once assumed Kim Jong-il was using brinkmanship to enhance his negotiating leverage now suspect he intends the DPRK to become a nuclear power. It's a daunting prospect. But the proper response is realism, not surrender.

The Obama administration's objective is complete denuclearization. Even the most pessimistic policy makers hesitate to admit the obvious: their efforts may be doomed to fail.

North Korea Won’t Attack
No Impact- North Korean would never invade the 38th due to lack of supplies, training, and support and invasion would be repelled in days 
Larry A. Niksch, Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, Presented at the KORUS Forum at the Embassy of Korea, March 24, 2010, Asian Foundation, The Opcon Military Command Issue Amidst a Changing Security Environment on the Korean Peninsula

Today, North Korean conventional forces have no capability or sustainability to attack across the DMZ with any hope of seizing and/or holding territory, including Seoul. Their weaponry is obsolete mostly vintage 1960s. Fuel supplies are marginal and do not allow for sustained military training; the North Korean air force is largely grounded because of lack of fuel. Food supplies for North Korean rank and file forces are marginal even in peacetime. Food requirements for an army at war grow considerably above peacetime requirements. For North Korea, this would mean immediate, debilitating food shortages for the civilian population that always lives on the margin of malnutrition and starvation. The bulk of North Korean rank and file soldiers are physically weak and undoubtedly mentally deficient as the products of years of malnutrition. Neither China nor Russia would support a North Korean attack on South Korea with a re-supply of weaponry. The U.S. Air Force and Navy’s counter-attack on North Korea would be massive and militarily debilitating within a few days. North Korea’s ability to sustain an invasion of South Korea no doubt would deteriorate within a very few days, probably less than a week.
North Korea lacks the economic, social, and military capabilities to threaten the US AND American military supremacy ensures US success 
Charles V. Peña, July 15, 2010, Senior Fellow at the Independent Institute as well as a senior fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, and an adviser on the Straus Military Reform Project, “Why Do We Still Have Troops in Korea?” http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/07/14/why-do-we-still-have-troops-in-korea/
First and foremost, North Korea is not a threat to America.  The United States’ gross domestic product (GDP) is over $14 trillion compared to North Korea’s $40 billion.  The U.S. Department of Defense budget is more than 10 times the size of North Korea’s economy and nearly 100 times North Korea’s military expenditures.  North Korea’s army is substantial – estimated at more than 1 million active duty personnel – but it is not a power projection force capable of bridging the Pacific Ocean to attack America.  And while North Korea possesses a handful of nuclear weapons, it does not have the intercontinental delivery capability to strike the United States.  Moreover, the vastly larger and technologically superior U.S. nuclear arsenal acts as a powerful deterrent.

North Korea Won’t Attack

North Korea is all talk. They don’t have the military to attack, and U.S. forces deter.
BANDOW, 10 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “South Korea Needs Better Defense,” Mar 30, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628]

Nevertheless Pyongyang has generally eschewed violence in recent years. Tensions on the peninsula thankfully have receded substantially. Two South Korean presidents have ventured north for summits with Kim Jong Il. The Republic of Korea spent roughly 10 years subsidizing the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea as part of the "Sunshine Policy."

However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.
North Korea’s leaders are rational, they won’t let talk escalate to war.

BANDOW, 10 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Why Are We Worrying about North Korea?” Jun 10, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=925]

Hostile rhetoric has filled the air, but so far neither side has made any military moves: no one really wants war. Although the DPRK has made brinkmanship its principal negotiating strategy, Pyongyang knows that it would lose any conflict. Even with whatever nuclear capability Kim Jong-il has developed -- miniaturizing weapons and developing delivery systems are not easy -- deterrence works. He and his cohorts want their virgins (and liquor) in this life, not the next.

The Cheonan's sinking, while not likely to lead to war, does provide several important geopolitical lessons.

Presence Key to North Korean Cooperation
Turn: American military presence is key to North Korean negotiations and stability 

Lee Jae Young, legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-U.S. Security Studies in Seoul, “Seoul” , Insights. March 04, 2009, “Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. alliance”, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/
Kim emphasizes that South Korea’s goals must be to maintain the military status quo and simultaneously find a non-military way to induce North Korea to change. The South Korea-U.S. alliance is not an obstacle to this, he says.  Rather, the military status quo can prevent North Korea from military threats or actions on the Korean peninsula, while securing sufficient time to improve relations between the two Koreas. In this respect, the decision to transfer wartime command to South Korea can be seen as imprudent, in that it weakens the South Korea- U.S. alliance.  It is not the alliance that obstructs peace on the Korean peninsula, as some advocates of the transfer claim, but the obsolete perspective that the alliance is only a product of the Cold War. The post-Cold War era demands that the alliance be seen in a new light. 
US presence is critical to deter North Korea from invading.

Boot 10 (Max, May 31, “America is still the best guarantor of freedom and prosperity.”, d/a: 7/15/10, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/31/opinion/la-oe-boot-20100531/3). 
It is largely because South Korea has tried detente and found that it did nothing to moderate the aggressive behavior of the North Korean regime. China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery.  South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years. South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? Not China, that's for sure. 

No Escalation

No risk of a successful N. Korea invasion. S. Korea’s army is 5 times more powerful and have the infrastructure to fight a war. N. Korea has no allies and its nuclear weapons are a joke
Meyer, 03 Carlton Meyer served with the US Marine Corps in Asia and participated in the massive TEAM SPIRIT 1990 military exercise in Korea“The Mythical North Korean Threat” d/a: 7/15/10 http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
The Korean conflict is over, but Cold War warriors refuse to accept this reality because they need a “threat.”… this is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel. In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups. On the other hand, the entire 700,000 man South Korean active duty army can be devoted to the defense of Seoul.  The modern South Korean army is backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called to duty in hours.  South Korea has twice the population of the North, thirty times its economic power, and spends three times more on its military each year.  South Korean military equipment is first class whereas most of the North Korean military equipment is over 30 years old and much is inoperable due to a lack of maintenance.  If war broke out, South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and $94 billion in foreign currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  As a result, South Korea is roughly five times more powerful than North Korea. If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to clear road paths while under fire.       The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications.  However, these attacks would bog down from heavy casualties, and a lack of food and ammo resupply.  Fighting would be bloody as thousands of South Korean and American troops and civilians suffer from North Korean artillery and commando attacks.  Nevertheless, the North Korean army would be unable to breakthrough or move supplies forward.  Even if North Korea magically broke through, all military analysts scoff at the idea that the North Koreans could bridge large rivers or move tons of supplies forward while under attack from American airpower. It is important to remember that the last Korean war involved Chinese forces supported by North Koreans with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies.  China and Russia no longer aid North Korea and trade openly with South Korea.  Thousands of Chinese soldiers guard the Yalu River to prevent crossings by starving North Koreans.  North Korean soldiers no longer train for war, but spend most hours harvesting crops, while their old aircraft and ancient tanks sit idle from a lack of fuel and parts.  In 1999, Lt. Gen. Patrick Hughes, head of the Defense Intelligence Agency, told Congress that discipline in the North Korean army had collapsed, and that refugees report soldiers stealing food at gun point.  Nighttime satellite pictures reveal few lights in the North because of a lack of electricity. Even if North Korea employs a few crude nuclear weapons, using them would be suicidal since it would invite instant retaliation from the United States.  North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, despite the hopes and lies from the National Missile Defense proponents in the USA.  North Korea's industrial production is almost zero, over two million people have starved in recent years, and millions of homeless nomads threaten internal revolution. 

No Escalation
North Korean proliferation doesn’t lead to war – regional deterrence is stabilizing.
BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Kim's Atom Project,” Dec 11, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11044]

The essential point is simple: not all nuclear threats are equal. The creation of a North Korean nuclear capability would generate obvious unease throughout Northeast Asia. Kim is an unpredictable—though not irrational (and certainly not insane)—actor. His is not a regime to be should be trusted with nuclear weapons.

Nevertheless, possession of a small arsenal would not much change the regional balance of power. The North would face destruction if it attacked South Korea or Japan; the former would receive no support from China but would face massive retaliation from the United States. The more promiscuous North Korea's threats to use its limited arsenal, the greater would be the temptation for Seoul and Tokyo to create their own weapons, and the greater would be the incentive for America to acquiesce in such a development.

Pyongyang still might feel more secure with nuclear weapons, and thus be more willing to engage in other provocative behavior. However, if its ability to expand its arsenal was capped, it would have only limited ability to engage in further geopolitical extortion. Kim's most potent threat today is to produce more nuclear materials and make more bombs. A few weapons also would satisfy the other presumed objectives of a regime that does not appear bent on suicide; by all accounts Kim prefers his virgins in this life rather than the next one. The purpose of the DPRK's nuclear program always appeared to be more deterrence and defense rather than aggression and offense. Even a limited arsenal would fulfill these goals. (The North would have less ability to engage in extortion, but a Western benefits package would address that urge.)

China won’t intervene in a Korean war.

Bandow, 10. Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S Foreign Policy in a Changed World. “The U.S-South Korea Alliance-Outdated, Unnecessary and Dangerous”. July 14, d/a: 7/15/10. http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf
Pyongyang is left with only the People’s Republic of China as a serious ally, and even the PRC is unlikely to intervene in any conflict now, in contrast to 1950. The ties between the PRC and South Korea have grown at an extraordinary rate. Today 50 times as many South Korean as North Korean students are studying in China. Chinese trade with the South is roughly 70 times the amount of that with the North.
**CP**

1NC Counterplan - Negotiations
Text: The United States federal government should engage in bilateral talks with North Korea, pressing for multilateral discussions of regional options to prevent nuclear proliferation. 
Solvency – Offering talks on a variety of issues will solve North Korean aggression and spillover to broader regional cooperation over security.

BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Bipolar Pyongyang” Sep 9, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]
Secretary Clinton should invite the DPRK to send an envoy to Washington. (Enough supplicants have gone to Pyongyang.) The agenda would be to develop the parameters for any bilateral talks. The administration should indicate that it is willing to discuss most any issue, but genuine negotiations could be conducted only in a multilateral context—if not the six-party talks per se, then in an ongoing, parallel framework.

The reason is simple: the North's nuclear program, accentuated by Pyongyang's predictable brinkmanship, is the principal barrier to improvement of the DPRK's relations with the United States, as well as North Korea's neighbors. In response, Washington should indicate that it is prepared to work with the other parties to develop a comprehensive program to promote stability, security and prosperity for the Korean peninsula. The solution must be both regional and consensual. Washington should indicate that it has no intention of imposing a solution on other nations.

During this period the administration should work with Seoul and the new Japanese government to craft a package that includes: a peace treaty, a nonaggression pact, phased U.S.-troop withdrawal, mutual diplomatic recognition, an end of sanctions, membership in international organizations, and bilateral and multilateral aid. In return, the North would agree to forgo nuclear weapons and long-range missiles, fully dismantle its existing nuclear facilities, relinquish all nuclear materials and accept intrusive inspections.

A/T: Solvency Deficit

Even if North Korea won’t negotiate, the counterplan prepares regional allies to take on their own defenses.
BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Bipolar Pyongyang” Sep 9, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]

To jump-start both bilateral and multilateral engagement, the administration should offer to initiate consular relations with the North. There would be no demand for a quid pro quo; rather, Washington should indicate that it favors allowing both nations to maintain official representatives in order to reduce the possibility for additional mutual misunderstanding. A move to full diplomatic ties would be part of the comprehensive package to be developed through multilateral discussions.

Of course, all of this might—and perhaps likely would—come to naught. Pyongyang enjoys obvious benefits as a nuclear-weapons state and might be unwilling to accept denuclearization at any price. But the prospect of a nuclear North Korea is an awful one and the potential consequences of a military "solution" are even worse, making an extra diplomatic effort imperative.

Such a coordinated campaign also should clear the international air, so to speak. If the DPRK refuses to negotiate, the allies would know that they need to prepare for a world in which the North has nuclear weapons. Only unpalatable options would remain, including attempting to further isolate the Kim Jong Il regime by interdicting its air and sea traffic, negotiating with the North for a verifiable nuclear freeze rather than rollback, and accepting South Korean and Japanese creation of an equivalent nuclear deterrent.

North Korea Will Agree

North Korea is ready to negotiate, and this buys time for more negotiations.

BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Bipolar Pyongyang” Sep 9, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]

A coordinated multilateral denuclearization effort is the best shot for resolving the North Korean nuclear crisis. But bilateral talks between Pyongyang and Washington may be required to initiate such an effort. With the North apparently prepared to negotiate, the Obama administration should seize the moment. Any resulting discussions won't deliver the solution, but they likely would help determine whether or not a negotiated solution is possible.

CP Solves Chinese Engagement
Demonstrating faith in regional solutions gets China on board.

BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Bipolar Pyongyang” Sep 9, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]

Washington, South Korea and Tokyo should simultaneously work together to encourage more intensive Chinese involvement. With increasing pessimism in Beijing that North Korea will agree to give up its nuclear potential, the allies should suggest that the People's Republic of China closely coordinate its policy with theirs for one last serious attempt to resolve the nuclear crisis through negotiation.
In essence, Pyongyang's three antagonists would provide the carrots while its ally would wield the stick. If the DPRK chose to obstruct and obfuscate, it would demonstrate that it does not desire a diplomatic solution. In that case, Beijing should support—and, more importantly, enforce—an enhanced sanctions regime. China also should consider using whatever influence it has within the North to encourage more responsible behavior and/or better leadership.

The offer of the CP solves Chinese perceptions of U.S. unilateralism.

BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Bipolar Pyongyang” Sep 9, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]

The organized attempt at a negotiated settlement would have a salutary impact in Beijing as well. China could no longer blame American intransigence for the failure of negotiations. The PRC would have to decide whether it was willing to accept an unstable, potentially failed state with nuclear weapons on its border, as well as the possibility of nuclear proliferation extending to the ROK and Japan.

**Politics**
Plan is Popular – Military Lobbies

Military lobby supports the plan – they think the alliance promotes U.S. weakness.
FLAKE, 6 [L. Gordon, Executive Director of The Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, “U.S.-SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS,” Testimony before Committee on House International Relations, Congressional Quarterly, Sep 27, l/n]

In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad.

It would be a mistake, however, to assume that this process is only being driven by the civilian leadership of the Defense Department. Traditionally the bastion of support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, the defense establishment both in Washington and in Korea now arguably gives Capitol Hill a run for its money as being the leading skeptic, if not detractor, of the alliance, at lease in the context of current leadership in Seoul. Sensitive issues, such as anti-American incidents, the vilification of the USFK in blockbuster movies, and questions about environmental standards and basing, have all taken their toll. However, the most influential factors on U.S. military perceptions have likely been related to questions of preparedness. The last-minute withdrawal of South Korean support for joint Operations Plan 5029 left U.S. planners feeling exposed. In addition, the question of bombing ranges and whether the U.S. will have to travel to Alaska or Thailand to train appears to have been solved only by an unprecedented threat to withdraw the U.S. Air Force from Korea. Coupled with base relocation issues and the growing difficulty of coordinating plans and policies regarding North Korea (a nation the ROK Ministry of Defense no longer designates as its primary enemy), and of course the question of wartime operational control, these issues combine to challenge longstanding military support.

Plan is Popular – Media Spin

Plan is popular - Media exaggerates negative reports from South Korea.
SHIN, 3 [Kim Dong, Institute for National Strategic Studies, “The ROK–U.S. Alliance: Where

Is It Headed?” April, d/a: 7/20/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2005/RP1074.pdf]

Nationalist anti-American sentiments seen among some South Korean media and citizens, and reactive anti-Korean sentiments in the United States that are often exaggerated by some American media reports, have led to an eruption of demands for reductions and relocations of U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, further straining the time-honored alliance of the two nations. Differences appear to persist in their assessments of the current situation and expectations for the future, including on whether they can accommodate the unraveling situations and have confidence in their own capabilities to resolve them.

Link Magnifier – Alliance is not Key Issue

Security perceptions are the only issue that spillsover. There is no other influential lobby that would care about the plan.

FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

As a whole, Korean-Americans play a limited role in influencing Congress on Korea-related issues, with the exception of encouraging Congress to pass legislation highlighting North Korean human rights abuses. In general, members of Congress with large Korean-American communities are not leading players on issues such as U.S. troop presence in South Korea, the threat posed by North Korea, or the KORUS. Members of Congress who have the most impact on these topics are the leading members of relevant committees, such as the Senate and House Armed Services Committees, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Finance Committee, and its House counterpart, the Ways and Means Committee.

Link Magnifier – Security is not Key Issue
Congress doesn’t care about security concerns when they discuss South Korea.

FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

Given the importance of the U.S.-ROK relationship to U.S. national security, however, the topic garners scant attention in the U.S. Congress. In the words of a leading Senate Republican defense affairs staffer: I have been working here for the past two years, but South Korea or the U.S.- ROK alliance has never come up, per se, in conversations. When it did, it was always in the context of North Korea… Perhaps I am pessimistic, but I think if you ask all the Hill staff members who the leader of South Korea is, maybe 20 staff members can answer correctly. To be fair, however, legislative assistants can get their job done without such knowledge. According to a Republican interlocutor, whose comments echoed those of many others: The majority of members of Congress feel they were elected on domestic issues, particularly economic and job issues, so they don’t spend much time on foreign policy. In addition, there are serious time constraints that limit their ability to focus on issues like Korea. As a result, Congress is highly reactive.
Plan is Unpopular – Security Focus
Plan is unpopular – Congress only cares about security and will view the plan as a weakness.
FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

While few members of Congress and their staff focus much attention on U.S.– South Korea relations, most members and staff have a positive view of the relationship. In particular, no staff or members contacted during the course of this study took the stark position that the U.S.-ROK relationship has outlived its usefulness, as some policy analysts in Washington, D.C., argued a few years ago.12 In general, when asked for their initial thoughts about South Korea, most interlocutors did not mention anti-Americanism. Nonetheless, as discussed below, for a small minority in Congress, concern about the perceived rise of anti- Americanism in South Korea was—and remains—a key area of concern. Most interlocutors stated that South Korea is a good ally of the United States and that the U.S.–South Korea alliance is very important in promoting U.S. interests in Northeast Asia. The most common reasons for the alliance listed were: (1) maintaining a U.S. presence in Northeast Asia; (2) deterring North Korea; and (3) hedging against a rising China.

Plan is Unpopular – China

Congress wants to contain China – they would hate the plan.

FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

South Korea has also suffered on Capitol Hill from being in a region of the world where more and more attention is being focused on the rise of China. According to a leading Democratic House staff member, when a congressional delegation traveled to East Asia in 2004, members focused primarily on China, but they also stopped in South Korea to examine the U.S. force posture there. In the words of the staff member: “If you had asked most members on that trip, they were going because of China. Most went with low expectations of the ROK and came back very impressed with ROK capabilities; they did not have a good understanding prior to the trip.” When asked how China’s rise affects their thinking about U.S.-ROK relations, most interlocutors stated that China’s rise makes it more important that the United States work to strengthen its alliance with South Korea. Most interlocutors were concerned that China’s military rise coupled with a weakening of the U.S.-ROK relationship could create a more precarious security situation for the United States in Northeast Asia. A number of interlocutors also expressed concerns regarding South Korea’s efforts to strengthen ties with China. In particular, some interlocutors worried that such cooperation might increase the likelihood that China would use ties with South Korea as a means to gather intelligence on the United States. 

No Link – Pentagon Shields
Even if Congress wouldn’t like the plan, the Department of Defense will shield the blame.

FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

Most interlocutors affirmed that the U.S. military presence in South Korea should be maintained. A number of congressional staff members expressed concerns that the Rumsfeld-led Pentagon14 had cut U.S. forces in South Korea without sufficient consultation with ROK officials. In the words of one Democratic source: “The Congress has basically left military/realignment issues up to the Pentagon, and it is not a big focus of discussion on the Hill. Congress would have oversight over any realignment arrangement but would not legislatively enshrine it.” In the wake of the street demonstrations against the U.S. presence in 2002 and 2003, some members such as Representative Henry Hyde argued that if U.S. forces were not wanted in South Korea then they should leave. Nonetheless, a number of other congressional interlocutors, while agreeing with the basic notion that U.S. forces will, and can, only remain in South Korea at the request of the ROK government, strongly disagreed with the undertone of Representative Hyde’s comment, which suggested that the United States under certain conditions would not be alarmed about the prospect of disengaging militarily from the peninsula. According to one Democratic interlocutor reacting to Hyde’s statement: That is rhetoric, not policy. It is in our interest to have troops on the Korean peninsula, not as favor to the Koreans. We must view the relationship in this light. If the United States was off the Korean peninsula, we’d have even worse military options than we do today vis-à-vis North Korea When asked about the U.S. force level in South Korea, most interlocutors stated that they believed there were sufficient U.S. forces in South Korea to deter North Korea. Ongoing relocation of U.S. forces in South Korea generally receives little attention in Congress; despite the relocation of U.S. troops from Yongsan Garrison being behind schedule, no congressional interlocutors expressed concerns regarding the delay. Concerning the transfer of wartime operational control to South Korean forces, most people interviewed stated that the Pentagon had done a very poor job of keeping Capitol Hill informed of this process.15 A number of interlocutors expressed concerns that the transfer of wartime operational control (opcon) to South Korea could be misinterpreted by Pyongyang as a sign of a diminished U.S. commitment to the defense of South Korea. When one staff member was asked if transferring wartime opcon to South Korea might send the wrong signal to North Korea, s/he emphatically answered: “Yes. It’s all about perceptions.” Democratic staff members stated that they expected that, with the Democratic takeover of both chambers of Congress, the Pentagon would be pressed to be more inclusive and informative on such matters in the 110th Congress (2007–2008). 
No Link – No Spillover

Congress doesn’t care about troops in South Korea – the debate will be quick and painless.

FORRESTER, 7 [Jason, visiting fellow in the CSIS International Security Program, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship” May, d/a: 7/20/10, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf]

Members of Congress and their staff are generally optimistic regarding the future of the U.S.–South Korea military alliance and the U.S.–South Korea relationship in general. While positive expectations regarding the future of the relationship are broadly held, congressional understanding is narrow. Overall, Congress pays little attention to the U.S.–Republic of Korea (U.S.-ROK) relationship.1 When it does, however, critical comments from vocal members of Congress and staff tend to garner considerable media coverage. Issues in the U.S.-ROK relationship that have received the greatest attention in Congress in recent years include South Korea’s policies regarding North Korea’s nuclear weapons program and human rights abuses; the perceived growth of anti-Americanism in South Korea; and U.S.–South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS) negotiations. Issues such as the realignment of U.S. forces on the Korean peninsula and missions that the United States and South Korea might undertake together beyond the Korean peninsula have received relatively little attention on Capitol Hill. South Korea’s inclusion in the U.S. Visa Waiver Program (VWP), while of great interest to Seoul, has not received a great deal of attention in Washington. Congressional resolutions concerning World War II “comfort women”/“sex slaves,” which the Korean-American community has taken the lead to advance, have made little progress through the U.S. legislative process in recent years. That said, this situation is changing primarily due to highprofile developments in Japan related to this issue.
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