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Solves China/US relations

Withdraw good – key to increasing China/US relations

Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University, 2002 

(Victor D. Cha, “Focus on the Future, Not the North”, accessed on Project Muse, pg. 11, Accessed on 6/22/10 jb, sob)

Beyond the broader alliance missions, the ground troop presence on the peninsula, which the Chinese have always found disconcerting, would appear less provocative to Beijing after restructuring. China will undoubtedly still oppose any configuration that maintains a U.S. presence in Korea, but a USFK that relies less on pre-positioned heavy equipment and two-division-sized ground force deployments and more on air and naval presence (excluding long-range bombers) to improve regional stability would generate less opposition in Beijing than the alternative. 

Solves for proliferation

Withdrawal good – key to denuclearization

Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009

(Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 158-159, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<. Pyongyang characterized the North’s 2006 test and its accumulation of weaponized plutonium as a fundamental strategic turning point that diminished the importance the DPRK had previously attached to diplomatic relations with the United States.28 According to senior North Korean diplomats, ‘‘the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula’’ would require the United States to disengage from its security commitments in Northeast Asia, remove its nuclear umbrella from South Korea, withdraw U.S. military forces from the peninsula, and develop a U.S.—DPRK ‘‘strategic relationship’’ paralleling the U.S.—ROK alliance. North Korean officials also asserted that normalization, presumably entailing a peace agreement to supplant the armistice accords of July 1953, would have to precede denuclearization. Moreover, dismantlement and final verification would not be possible unless and until the United States again provided the light water reactors initially pledged under the now defunct Agreed Framework.>

US withdrawal would facilitate a nuclear-free Korean peninsula

Bandow 10

(Doug, former special assistant to Ronald Reagan, American Spectator “How much Longer?” June 25, 2010 http://spectator.org/people/doug-bandow/all 6/26/10 GW)

But none of that should matter in Washington. It is far past time for the ROK to take over responsibility for its own defense. It can decide how much to spend, how large a military to maintain, and whether to emphasize domestic or international duties. Having become one of the couple dozen most important countries in the world, the South should play the part in its own defense. 

The nuclear issue would remain, but without U.S. forces on station in the South, vulnerable to North Korean attack, Washington could step back there too. Creating a nuclear-free peninsula is most important for South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. They should take the lead.

Japanese proliferation leads to decrease in proliferation

Bandow 10

(Doug, former special assistant to Ronald Reagan, Campaign for Liberty “Why Are We Worrying About North Korea?” June 10, 2010 http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=925 Accessed on 6/26/10 GW)

Washington's best policy would be to step back from this geopolitical miasma. Any map demonstrates which countries have the most at stake in a stable Korean peninsula: South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. It is time for them to take the lead. American officials should be particularly blunt with Beijing. If the DPRK creates a growing atomic arsenal, Washington has no interest in being in the middle. So the U.S. would do nothing to discourage South Korea or Japan from going nuclear in response. Hearing Tokyo and nuclear weapons in the same sentence would cause Chinese policymakers to break out in a cold sweat and encourage them to take action against the North.

Solves for proliferation

US disentanglement with Korea will allow others to take over proliferation issue

Bandow 10

(Doug, former special assistant to Ronald Reagan, American Conservative Defense Alliance “What Good are Allies? Turning Means into Ends” April 5, 2010 http://www.acdalliance.org/articles/04-05-2010-what-good-are-allies-turning-means-ends-doug-bandow Accessed on 6/26/06 GW)

Yet the U.S. remains dangerously entangled in the vagaries of inter-Korean politics. The South is well able to defend itself. If Washington did not deploy troops on the Korean peninsula, it could lean back and let Seoul in conjunction with Japan and China take the lead in dealing with the North. Indeed, the nuclear issue is of far greater concern to them than to America, which possesses the ability to destroy the Kim regime many times over even if North Korea developed a nuclear arsenal. The U.S. has an interest in promoting nonproliferation, but not in being the guarantor of Northeast Asian stability.

Solves for South Korean relations

Pulling troops out helps ease tensions between the US and South Korea

Nam, Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha Uni-versity, 2006

(Chang-hee, “Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture”, Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4, accessed at http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497196, Accessed on 6/24/10 KK/EL)

Another psychological and cognitive impetus for change arose on the opposite side of the globe. Although Washington does not admit it publicly, many U.S. citizens took exception to large-scale anti-U.S. demonstrations triggered by the accident involving the American armored vehicle. During a major television broadcast, the commander of the Eighth U.S. Army of the USFK was infuriated when a Korean mob destroyed an American flag. This incident also caused many American commentators to call for a reduction of the USFK. For instance, after the candlelit vigils were shown on television, leading opinion makers such as former U.S. National Security Council advisor Richard Allen, columnist Robert Novak, and Washington Post columnist Fred Hiatt opined that America should pull its troops out of Korea altogether if the "ungrateful" Koreans did not want U.S. troops protecting them from the North. Even though the USFK spokesman stated that the plan to relocate the 2nd ID had nothing to do with these types of sentiments, these events demonstrated that the USFK had not maintained harmonious relations with residents near camps located north of Seoul and that conditions surrounding the bases were deteriorating. Consequently, it would be fair to say that complaints about the U.S. military indirectly prompted the discussion about relocating the U.S. bases in Korea.
Removing troops helps adjust US/South Korea alliance for future

Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture Author(s): Chang-hee Nam Source: Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Jul. - Aug., 2006), pp. 615-631 Published by: University of California Press ( Accessed on 6.22.10) (ELKK)

Withdrawal or reduction of U.S. military forces have historically played a significant role in the dynamics of ROK-U.S. relations and security on the Korean Peninsula. Many older Koreans believe that the North Korean invasion of the South in 1950 was related to the full-scale withdrawal of U.S. forces in 1949. The relocation and reduction of U.S. troops amid the acute on going tension over North Korea's nuclear affairs--would significantly change the security environment on the peninsula. The Grand National Party, the largest opposition party, and some security specialists question the timing of the realignment in light of widely shared concerns about North Korea's dangerous "nuclear black-mail diplomacy." By ending the role of forward deployed U.S. ground forces as a "tripwire" along the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), the Pentagon is seeking a different war-fighting posture for the ROK-U.S. combined forces. This unprecedented move on the part of the USFK is heading in a direction that challenges the half-century-old alliance between the U.S. and ROK, but the action also simultaneously promotes a new partnership between the two countries.

Solves for South Korean relations

Reduction of troops in South Korea decreases anti-Americanism

Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture Author(s): Chang-hee Nam Source: Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Jul. - Aug., 2006), pp. 615-631 Published by: University of California Press (Accessed on 6.22.10) (ELKK/)

This tension, has complicated the environment in which U.S. troops are stationed. Continued conflict and the failure to harmonize with local communities will hurt training efficiency and U.S. force morale. Thus, the desire to avoid conflict with local communities may have also prompted the USFK to become more serious about realignment plans. For example, friction with local residents might have affected, albeit indirectly, the U.S. decision to move the 2nd ID in Dongduche on and Uijeong but to less-populated areas. One important factor for both countries to consider is that the success of planned force realignment may be affected by how the local public responds to the expansion of existing U.S. bases, which will absorb those being redeployed.

The Korean public supports US withdrawal
Sheen, assistant professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2003 

(Dr. Seongho, research fellow at Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, M.A., B.A., ex-assistant research professor at Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Asian Affairs, Vol. 30, No. 2, The Responses of Asian Nations to Bush Administration Security Policies: Grudging Partner: South Korea, pg 100-101, 2003, http://www.jstor.org/pss/30172849, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<Domestic issues involving U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) have also heightened anti-American sentiment and public skepticism of the need for U.S. troops in South Korea. As Korean society becomes more prosperous and self-confident, it has become less tolerant of inconvenience and unfortunate incidents caused by the U.S. military presence-such as the infringement of private rights by training exercises and crimes committed by soldiers. The issue of moving the main U.S. military base in Seoul, Yongsan military garrison, became the focus of an intense public debate. Last year, the announcement of U.S. plans to construct a new apartment complex at Yongsan base, a piece of prime real estate in down-town Seoul, ignited public protests over the permanence of a U.S. military presence in the center of the capital.

Other issues, such as pollution involving USFK bases and complaints about training exercises, all contribute to severe public criticisms of the United States and are making cooperation between the two governments more difficult. Even South Korea's decision to purchase U.S. military aircraft and warship systems was seriously criticized by the public, who questioned the alleged "imperialistic" U.S. pressure for a contract involving billions of dollars. >

Solves for South Korean relations

Decrease in US bases improves US/SK relations
Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, Accessed on 6/24/10 KK/EL)

U.S. forces in Korea and their political/military leaders should similarly pay substantial attention to any measures that will reduce the footprint of U.S. military personnel based or stationed on the peninsula. These measures could include consolidating and reducing bases where possible, good-neighbor initiatives to promote understanding and good will between base personnel and local communities, and heightened sensitivity to the environmental (including noise) and other hazards that the U.S. military presence poses to local populations. The United States should also consider reforms in the combined military command structure that will provide greater responsibility and authority to Korean leaders
Withdrawal good – helpful for South Korean politics

Yeo 10

(Andrew Department of Politics Catholic University of America “U.S. Military base realignment in South Korea”, Peace Review May 18, 2010 Accessed 6/21/10 AW GW)

Activists faced an uphill battle blocking USFK base expansion with the majority of South Korean political elites strongly supporting U.S.–South Korean alliance relations. South Korea faces an external security threat from the North, as well as regional uncertainty involving larger Asian powers such as Japan and China. Thus political elites agree, at least in principle, that U.S. forces in the mid to long term are necessary for South Korean security. This pro-U.S. consensus held by elites prevented activists from forming significant ties with key political leaders. Moreover, this ideological constraint made it difficult for activists to shift the public debate on basing issues. Although local residents and activists provided an alternative security discourse that included the withdrawal of U.S. military bases, the state, in an effort to maintain positive U.S.–South Korean relations, launched its own media campaign preempting South Korean activists.
Korean progressives are critical of US military presence. 

Shin, Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies, 2010

(Dr. Gi-Wook, Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies; Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow and Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program, One Alliance, Two Lenses – US-Korea Relations in a New Era, Alliance Politics in South Korea, pg. 98-99,2010, Accessed on 6/24/10 KK EL FS TS)

<In no uncertain terms, Hankyoreh exhibited more negative tones than Chosun – toward the United States, U.S.-ROK relations, and every U.S. – related issue. Table 4.4 introduces aggregate data on both papers’ average news tones toward the United States and U.S. ROK relations as well as relevant issues and subjects. The greatest disparity in tone between the two newspapers is observed for the subject of U.S. forces in the ROK (-1.34 for Hankyoreh versus -0.23 for Chosun). As shown in Table 4.3, the progressive newspaper devoted the highest proportion of its U.S.-ROK coverage to this subject, and this coverage was clearly quite negative. Thus, these sizeable disparities in views confirm not only that Korean progressives are very critical of the U.S.-ROK alliance but also that the alliance, including the U.S. troop presence in Korea, has become a point of significant contention between progressives and conservatives.>

Withdrawal good – key to maintain South Korea public support

Chaibong 2005 

Hahm, professor of political science at Yonsei university.  “The Two South Koreas: A House Divided”. From the Washington Quarterly, summer 2005 issue, pg 57-72          M.H and S.H

An even more important factor in the progressives’ ability to maintain their appeal has been nationalism. As South Koreans become increasingly successful, they are also becoming more vociferous in expressing their national pride. The massive rallies during the national soccer team’s World Cup victories in the summer of 2002, for example, became occasions for South Koreans from all walks of life to celebrate the nation’s coming of age. When the news spread in the fall of 2002 that two schoolgirls had been killed during U.S. troop maneuvers, however, those same people came out to mourn the deaths and to protest the insensitive manner in which the United States handled the case. Then, led by the progressives, these rallies were transformed into anti-American rallies. The leftist nationalists had appropriated a nationalism based on justifiable pride in the nation’s successes in achieving industrialization and democratization (as well as winning soccer matches) and transformed it into anti-American sentiment. Many South Koreans, regardless of their ideological orientation, had by this time become critical of certain aspects of the U.S. presence in their land, such as perceived arrogance and misbehavior on the part of U.S. troops or unequal clauses contained in the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), which went into effect in July 1966. Many now want to see U.S. bases removed from what has become the choicest piece of real estate in the middle of Seoul. Such sentiments play into leftist nationalists’ hands. More limited demands to remove U.S. bases from Seoul and to amend the SOFA agreement are conflated with broader calls to remove U.S. forces from South Korea and to condemn U.S. imperialism.

Decrease in military presence helps US/SK relations
Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University, 2002 

(Victor D. Cha, “Focus on the Future, Not the North”, accessed on Project Muse, pgs. 4-5, Accessed on 6/22/10 jb, sob)

Beyond these military trends, civil-military tensions over the U.S. footprint in Korea have grown measurably. This friction is not due to a growth of radicalism in Korea but stems from democratization and generational shifts among the middle class that have served to elevate labor, environment, and other quality-of-life issues on the political agenda. NGOs and civic action groups have focused the South Korean public’s attention on the negative effects of USFK activities to such an extent that a majority of South Koreans now favor a reduction in U.S. forces.8 The sunshine policy of engagement and reconciliation with North Korea, established by ROK president Kim Dae-jung when he entered office in 1998, has had the unintended consequence of worsening perceptions of the USFK in the body politic in South Korea. On one hand, the initial exaggerated claims by proponents that the sunshine policy has removed the threat of war on the peninsula has reduced South Korean public support for a sustained U.S. presence. On the other hand, moments in which Kim’s policy fell short of expectations have contributed to a current South Korean search for scapegoats; the USFK is a prime target. Host nations accept the U.S. forward presence around the world because of the military missions and symbols of U.S commitment that presence is perceived to offer. Occasionally, however, a point is reached at which these benefits pale in comparison to the political damage that the presence causes the alliance relationship overall. Although the U.S. forward presence in Korea has not reached this point yet, it is on the horizon. As one military official who had served in Korea and Japan noted, “Korea could go the way of Okinawa if we are not careful.”9 

Solves for patriarchy

Reduction of US soldiers would also decrease the number of crimes committed
Zimelis 09

(Andris, The Department of Political Science at the University of Illinois, “Human Rights, the Sex Industry and Foreign Troops: Feminist Analysis of Nationalism in Japan, South Korea and the Philippines” Cooperation and Conflict, Vol.44, No. 1, 51-71 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)
Although it looks like some attempts have been made to publicly reconcile differences with the Korean protestors, it does not appear that either government is particularly committed to making any real changes in the prostitution system. The changes in this prostitution system are necessary in order to appease the disgruntled Korean protestors. Lieutenant General Daniel Zanini, commander of the 8th US Army, the main US force in Korea since the Korean War, issued a statement to all US units that the command ‘does not condone or support the illegal activities of human trafficking and prostitution’ (Kirk, 2002). Despite this official stance, undercover news reports suggest that the US military still actively contributes to the prostitution system in South Korea. For instance, a US television station secretly filmed US military police patrolling bars and brothels, where the officers said women were forced to prostitute themselves. The report suggested that these military officials seem to be working on behalf of the establishments that service American troops, instead of trying to protect the women (Koppel, 2002). Obviously, the US military wants to make sure that troops have plenty of opportunities for sexual recreation.

US withdrawal good – decreases prostitution

Zimelis 09

(Andris, The Department of Political Science, “Human Rights, the Sex Industry and Foreign Troops: Feminist Analysis of Nationalism in Japan, South Korea and the Philippines”, 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)
The spokesperson for the IOM states that, given these facts, there is ‘clearly some linkage’ between the trafficking of women and the presence of US troops (ibid.). For instance, the Philippines government filed a compensation suit against a South Korean brothel owner for forcing 11 Filipino women to work as prostitutes for US soldiers in the country. The 11 young women came into the country legally with E-6 visas, but were forced to sell drinks and sex to US soldiers without being paid. One of the women was infected with a venereal disease, and another suffered a miscarriage (Lee, 2002a). Hidden charges, employer fines and forced savings often deprived these women of salaried income, virtually turning them into indentured servants. Because the economy in Korea is quite strong, many of the US troops can no longer afford to buy South Korean prostitutes on their G.I. salary; the Filipino women are willing to work for less money. These women are especially attractive to American soldiers because they speak English (Koppel, 2002). As a result, the Korean government has allowed the immigration of many Filipino women by granting them E-6 visas. It appears that the South Korean government has remained in the business of catering to the sexual needs of US soldiers.

Solves for patriarchy

Plan is an important factor to end sexual exploitation in South Korea

Zimelis 09

(Andris, The Department of Political Science, “Human Rights, the Sex Industry and Foreign Troops: Feminist Analysis of Nationalism in Japan, South Korea and the Philippines”, 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)
Prostitution practices around US military bases in South Korea also reinforce Nagel’s connection between female sexuality and male honour. Similar to Japan, prostitution was seen as a small sacrifice to protect the majority of Korean women from the US military. Many Koreans believed that camptown prostitutes served to protect ‘normal’ Korean women in the larger society from being raped and sexually assaulted by the US troops. There was widespread knowledge of the rape of housewives and young virgins that occurred before the implementation of a prostitution system to accommodate the sexual needs of US soldiers (Moon, 1997: 155). Just as in Japan, women had to live in fear of the foreign troops. 

A decrease in American troops would prevent the unfair classification of women
Zimelis 09

(Andris, The Department of Political Science, “Human Rights, the Sex Industry and Foreign Troops: Feminist Analysis of Nationalism in Japan, South Korea and the Philippines”, 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

As Jennifer Butler has pointed out, categorizing some women as ‘bad’ allows others to be ‘good’ so long as they do not step outside the strictly prescribed social roles (2000: 210).The ‘bad’ label creates a class of women who are viewed as sexually available commodities outside the protection of the law, so the general health and welfare of Filipino prostitutes are completely disregarded by the government. The designation of a category of bad women is critical because it creates an incentive to adhere to the image of good women that is central to national identity formation. The three cases discussed illustrate this distinction into ‘good’ and ‘bad’ women and how it served a crucial role in the national policies.

The  US would takeover the Korean government with prolonged presence
Zimelis 09

(Andris, The Department of Political Science, “Human Rights, the Sex Industry and Foreign Troops: Feminist Analysis of Nationalism in Japan, South Korea and the Philippines”, 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

It is apparent that there is an important link between political and sexual domination. Japanese leaders were not just trying to avoid the loss of virginity of Japanese women by providing the Allied forces with ‘professional women’. They were also attempting to avoid the humiliation of being feminized themselves by the dominating occupying forces. Sexual exploitation has a very important effect on the consciousness of a nation; the occupied nation becomes ‘de-masculinized, feminized, and subjugated’ (ibid., p. 180). As a result, Japanese government officials attempted to avoid humiliation by sacrificing a small number of prostitutes who were ‘marginal to the nation-state’, but this plan failed miserably, because eventually all of Japan came to be seen by the Allied forces as ‘one big brothel’ (ibid.). In order to rectify this humiliating situation, popular nationalist slogans resisting US military occupation used expressions that symbolized the purity of the nation.

Solves for patriarchy

South Koreans want U.S. troops and base construction out now

Andrew Yeo, 2010, “Anti-Base Movements in South Korea: Comparative Perspective on the Asia-Pacific” The Asia-Pacific Journal, Anti-Base Movements in South Korea: Comparative Perspective on the Asia-Pacific, Andrew Yeo is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Politics at the Catholic University of America, Washington DC, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Andrew-Yeo/3373 (EL – 6.26.10)

Recent scrutiny of U.S.-Japan base realignment and Okinawan anti-base opposition has overshadowed U.S. military issues in South Korea.  As others have argued, the struggle in Okinawa represents only one facet of the larger global struggle against U.S. bases.3 While this article focuses on U.S. base issues in South Korea, base relocation issues in the Asia-Pacific are linked together by U.S. strategic plans for the region, and more broadly, U.S. global force posture and realignment.4 They are also linked by the growing international network of anti-base forces that has spread across the Pacific and beyond. It thus makes sense to put South Korean anti-base movements in comparative perspective with ongoing base issues in Okinawa and Guam. This article is divided into three sections. The first section provides an overview of two major South Korean anti-base movement episodes of the past decade. The second section compares the effectiveness of the two campaigns. The third section then assesses anti-base movements and U.S. military issues in light of other developments taking place in the Asia-Pacific. Organized Anti-Base Opposition in South Korea. While Okinawa’s anti-base tradition is well-known and documented among activists and scholars, South Korea’s anti-base movements have received little attention.5 Whereas anti-base opposition is embedded deep within Okinawan political history, anti-base sentiments in South Korea linger at the fringe of politics, only on occasion moving to the center, as in the 2002 presidential elections.  Scholars generally identify the Gwangju Uprising of May 1980 as an important moment in the history of anti-American (and anti-base) resistance in South Korea.6 While anti-American attitudes existed in South Korea even before 1980, particularly among groups inspired by Marxist ideology and pro-unification groups influenced by national liberation (NL) ideology, such sentiments did not necessarily lead to organized, systematic movements against U.S. military presence. Public perceptions became more critical of U.S. bases following the widely publicized brutal rape-murder case of Yoon Geumi in 1992.7 USFK-related crimes were more fully reported and taken more seriously as civic groups pushed for revisions to the unequal Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) which critics charged protected Americans against prosecution for crimes against Koreans. Local NIMBY protests existed prior to this point, but only in the mid-1990s did civic groups at the national level attempt to form a broader coalition movement to contain or eliminate U.S. bases. In 1997, national civic groups joined forces with local residents across different regions where U.S. bases existed to form the Pan-National Solution Committee to Return U.S. Bases. The movement demanded the reduction and eventual return of U.S. bases in South Korea, as well as the restoration of sovereignty rights, peace, and reunification. Although small in scale, the loose coalition did bring together actors from peace, women, student, and labor groups on the common theme of opposition to U.S. bases.8 Despite the formation of the Pan-National Committee to Return U.S. Bases, most anti-base movements, led by local NGOs, continued to focus on regional issues. However, in early 1999, the Kim Dae-Jung Administration publicly raised the issue of SOFA revisions. Local anti-base coalition movements in Kunsan and Daegu, and NGOs in Seoul such as the National Campaign to Eradicate Crimes by U.S. Troops, viewed Foreign Minister Lee Joung-bin’s public statement calling for SOFA revisions as an opportunity to broaden their coalition. In addition to base-related issues, SOFA revisions encompassed other issues such as the environment, labor, safety, and women’s rights, injecting new energy into the coalition. Sensing a change in the political climate in Korea, anti-base 
<to be continued>

Solves for patriarchy

<Cossas 10 continued>
activists and NGO leaders from various sectors established the broad-based coalition People’s Action for Reform of the Unjust SOFA (PAR-SOFA) in October 1999 to push Washington and Seoul for substantive SOFA revisions.

Solves Heg

Withdrawal increases heg – allows US to deploy troops to other places

Korea Times 10

(“Alliance or Reliance?” February 4, 2010 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

The 2010 edition of the QDR, which is issued by the Department of Defense every four years mainly for budgetary purposes, calls for, among other things, shifting from conducting two major wars simultaneously to being engaged in smaller but more nagging "hybrid wars" with enemies that are often combinations of foreign governments and insurgents in international hot spots.

Hence the need for greater mobility, which would require the American troops that have long been stationed in one place, like the U.S. Forces Korea, to move in and out of their present posts more freely. In short, U.S. troops are aiming at becoming a modern day cavalry of the West, and Korea is finding it is no exception from the new U.S. strategy.

Behind it is the U.S. confidence that it can sufficiently assure the security of South Korea with just an extended nuclear deterrent, because North Korea's conventional military might has long been no match for the South's, as has been repeatedly confirmed in recent naval skirmishes. So linking this strategic change, which has been fixed since the Bush administration, to Seoul's scheduled takeover of wartime command in 2012 may appear patriotic but is actually somewhat beside the point.

The static presence of U.S. troops throughout the world, including here, has long been losing support both in and outside of America, due to controversy about status of forces agreements, environmental regulations and anti-American sentiment.
Withdrawn troops would go to Afghanistan, increasing heg
Cossa et. al. 09

(Ralph A. Cossa President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Brad Glosserman Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN (Ret.) Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration”, February 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

The United States must maintain a forward deployed military presence in the region that is both reassuring to friends and a reminder to China that America will remain the ultimate guarantor of regional peace and stability. American military officers throughout Asia should also ensure clear strategic communication with their host-nation counterparts. The reality is that America’s naval and air force footprint in the Asia-Pacific remains robust, while our ground forces will be optimized for the foreseeable future to assist in ongoing counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan. Washington will continue to ask more from its allies and friends in the region to ensure the successful completion of Operation Enduring Freedom.

Solves Heg

The reduction of troops would increase heg
Yeo 10

(Andrew Department of Politics Catholic University of America “U.S. Military base realignment in South Korea”, Peace Review May 18, 2010 Accessed 6/21/10 AW GW)

By July 2004, Seoul and Washington proposed a new vision for the U.S.–Republic of Korea (ROK) alliance. After ten rounds of negotiations under the Future of the Alliance Policy Initiative (FOTA), U.S. and South Korean officials confirmed several developments concerning the future of USFK and the U.S.–ROK alliance. These included the withdrawal of 12,500 U.S. troops by December 2008 from South Korea, the relocation of USFK headquarters from Yongsan Garrison in Seoul to Camp Humphreys in Pyeongtaek, and the consolidation of the Second Infantry Division to the Osan-Pyeongtaek area. USFK also presented an ambitious plan to reduce the number of U.S. facilities in South Korea from approximately ninety-five in 2001 to ten by 2012, with a major strategic hub centered in Pyeongtaek. The shift to Pyeongtaek highlighted the Pentagon’s emphasis on rapid deployment and mobility. Unlike Seoul, which lacked a port or major airfield, Camp Humphreys is located near the coast, and is close to a major air base in nearby Osan.

Excess troops would go to Iraq, empirically proven
Daniel J. Orcut, Major, US Air Force & White House Fellow, CARROT, STICK, OR SLEDGEHAMMER, August 2004, http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/other_us/INSSAugust.pdf (SH)

If Congress and the American people believe North Korean nuclear weapons are a threat to US vital interests, then they should realize the policy’s potential costs. Whatever the policy debate outcome, a clear and credible policy should be ready for implementation immediately following the Presidential election, since delays favor North Korea. If the decision is to pursue coercive diplomacy, the next step is to reaffirm precisely what to demand of North Korea. Due to consensus with regional partners, it is likely the United States will continue to demand North Korea’s complete, verifiable, and irreversible nuclear disarmament, and not publicly advocate North Korean regime change. The next step would be to develop and communicate a credible threat based upon realistic military capabilities within the constraints of very limited regional support. For example, in order to conduct operations from Japan in preparation for limited South Korean support it is necessary to draft contingency plans. Actual force deployments into the region, similar to Pacific Theater buildups prior to operations in Iraq, to deter North Korean opportunistic aggression, must back the threat of military force. However, the timing and extent of regional force buildup to support a threat requires careful planning and execution. Operations in Iraq placed a tremendous strain on US forces, military Logistics, and public support. For example, US troops stationed in Korea are planned to deploy to Iraq. Likewise, increasing troop strengths in the Korean Theater heightens tension not only with North Korea, but also South Korea, China, and to some extent Japan. However, if properly executed, these buildups could accomplish three objectives. First, they would support the threat of using force. Second, they would be better prepared to conduct combat operations either to demonstrate US resolve or to counteract North Korean aggression. Finally, their redeployment out of the theater becomes bargaining chips for US policymakers negotiating the details of any potential agreement.

Impacts
Withdrawal good – reduces number of deaths from bases

Yeo 10

(Andrew Department of Politics Catholic University of America “U.S. Military base realignment in South Korea”, Peace Review May 18, 2010 Accessed 6/21/10 AW GW)

Although Donald Rumsfeld, the much maligned Secretary of Defense of the Bush years, has faded from public scrutiny, his two major legacies—the Iraq War and U.S. overseas military realignment—continue to impact global affairs and current military conflicts. Most are familiar with Iraq. Less well-known, however, was Rumsfeld’s ambitious attempt to transform the U.S. military. Hailed by then Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy, Douglas Feith, as “the most profound re-ordering of U.S. military forces overseas since . . . World War II,” the Global Posture Review (GPR) entailed a major reshuffling and drawdown of Cold War–era bases. 

While military transformation was designed to meet system-wide challenges at the global, macro-level, the GPR inadvertently transformed villages and local communities at the micro-level. South Korea, which experienced the most significant shift in U.S. base realignment in the Asia- Pacific, is one such country where base politics threatened the lives of local residents. This essay chronicles base consolidation and realignment on the Korean Peninsula, the resistance it met from local residents and South Korean anti-base activists, and the crushing counter-response delivered by the South Korean government. 

Lack of US presence would help South Korean economy
Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, Accessed on 6/24/10 KK/EL)

Considering U.S. policy toward a unified Korea not only requires assessing future U.S. interests, but also anticipating what potential obstacles to the achievement of U.S. regional interests could arise. First, financial burdens inherent in the process of unification will likely constrain Korea’s ability and possibly its inclination to support the U.S. troop presence and alliance obligations. Regardless of the method of unification, the financial and social cost of Korean unification on South Korean society will be enormous. In this environment, host-nation support for maintaining U.S. forces on the peninsula will be highly controversial, if not politically difficult to sustain. Similarly, the unified Korean military will focus on internal challenges such as civil defense and civil reconstruction, constricting for some time its ability to work with the United States on regional operations.

Impacts

Troops in South Korea cannot be justified after 60 years of waiting, withdrawing is the best decision financially and strategically

Velasquez 6/24
(Albert Velasquez, 6/24/10, Albert Velasquez is a writer for the Carroll County Times, “Financial house is in disarray”, http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/news/opinion/letters/article_accd43e6-7e06-11df-8cce-001cc4c002e0.html, 6/25/10, ZB)

In addition to financial crises created by abuses in banking, housing and by Wall Street, I believe uncontrolled and wasteful spending by the Department of Defense is also unsustainable. According to government statistics, the U.S. military has a presence in 150 countries. Approximately 369,000 of the 1,379,551 members are overseas, with 171,500 in Iraq, 59,000 in Afghanistan, 32,803 in Japan and 27,000 in South Korea. Can a presence of 27,000 troops in Korea, 60 years after the end of the Korean War in 1950, be justified, especially since it now enjoys one of the more vibrant world economies? Do we really need 32,000 troops in Japan? Regarding the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, we have squandered a trillion dollars in Iraq and it appears inevitable that sectarian violence and civil war will be the legacy that we leave behind. That could have paid for health care for our own citizens. We are now on our way to spending another trillion in Afghanistan and sending our brave, over-extended troops into harm's way with an uncertain mission. Politicians need to put their childish behavior aside and get our financial house in order before it is too late. They can't continue treating our national treasury as their personal checking accounts. It's time they wake up and take care of business or we the people should send them packing.

Impacts

Withdrawal from South Korea helps US government save money

Huffington Post 05/28/10 (Lucia Graves, Staff Writer; Lawmakers Call For Cuts in Military Spending; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/05/27/lawmakers-call-for-cuts-i_n_592686.html BH) 

As the budget crisis worsens, some lawmakers are looking where others dare not - at defense spending. In a letter to the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, lawmakers from both sides of the aisle despaired at "the apparent absence of discussion about the efficacy, the extent, and cost of overseas U.S. military commitments."  The statement authored by Reps. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), Ron Paul (R-Texas), Walter B. Jones (R-N.C.) and Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) asked commissioners to scale back America's global military commitments. The effort comes just weeks after Frank appointed his own bipartisan commission to look at ways to reduce America's bloated military budget.  "At a time when our nation is facing serious economic problems, when it is borrowing trillions of dollars from foreign nations of varying degrees of friendliness, and it must deal with the rising costs of tens of millions of retiring baby boomers, we believe meaningful deficit reduction requires that no element of existing federal spending can be excluded from consideration," wrote the congressmen in their letter to the Commission. "So while we have differing political views and party affiliations, we are united in the belief that your Commission must rethink the nature and scope of every category of federal spending."  Frank lamented that the deficit-reduction debate plays out as if there are only two options -- raising taxes or cutting social programs, like Social Security and Medicare.  Lawmakers usually shy away from cutting military spending, but Wyden, who's up for reelection, vowed to fight back against the wisdom of so many political consultants. "Look, not all defense spending helps national security," he said. "Wasteful defense spending is waste!"  Even President Obama's proposed spending freeze excludes defense spending, which Frank described as "terribly wrong" and "a very great error." It's fine to exempt national security spending, Frank said, "but don't confuse that with Pentagon spending."  Paul echoed that sentiment, emphasizing that he was for cutting military spending, not defense spending. "None of us up here want a weak defense," he said. "We want a strong national defense -- what we don't want is waste in the military budget."  The trick to cutting military spending, Frank said, is to reduce the number of overseas bases especially in wealthy regions like Western Europe. He attacked the notion that America has to be everywhere militarily and what he called "this amorphous concept that America needs to be some sort of world superhero," suggesting that commitments be scaled back to match national needs. American military spending today makes up approximately 44 percent of worldwide defense expenditures, according to the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, and it's estimated that the U.S. currently operates 460 military installations in more than 38 countries overseas. Frank was particularly critical of the notion that the American taxpayer has to defend the safety of Western Europe, saying "I'm not sure what we're defending them against!" "Europeans have benefited from low military spending, protected by NATO and the American nuclear umbrella," according to reporting in the New York Times. "It's time for us to stop subsidizing them," said Frank. Frank's deficit commission, a bipartisan group of experts in national security, will provide suggestions for how to achieve cost savings while still meeting America's legitimate security needs. Those suggestions are forthcoming in a report to be published in June.

Impacts

Withdrawal prevents a drain of money for nothing

Preble and Friedman 6/21

(Christopher Preble and Benjamin Friedman, 6/21/10, Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, where Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies, Central Daily, “Defense cuts should begin overseas”, http://www.centredaily.com/2010/06/18/2045701/defense-cuts-should-begin-overseas.html, 6/25/10, ZB)

Encouragingly, members of President Barack Obama’s bipartisan commission on the deficit and debt have said that the military ought to be among the items on the table for possible spending cuts. Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., and Reps. Barney Frank, D-Mass., Walter B. Jones, R-N.C., and Ron Paul, R-Texas, last month sent a joint letter to the commissioners arguing that the trims to the Pentagon budget should flow from cuts in overseas commitments. The commissioners should take that advice. The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Terrorism cannot justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found.

A2: Withdrawal decreases deterrence → War
Withdrawal has no effect on deterrence

Author(s): Jason U. Manosevitz Source: Asian Survey, Vol. 43, No. 5 (Sep. - Oct., 2003), “ Japan and South Korea: Security Relations Reach Adolescence”  pp. 801-825 Published by: University of California Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3557858 Accessed: 6/24/2010 16:28  (EL/KK)

Today's state of affairs derives from an incremental introduction of military organizations into the security relationship during the 1990s. I argue that regional economic dynamics has been a strong incentive for these developments. One implication of this new level in relations is that Japan and South Korea are now better able to handle basic security for themselves, even if their chief security partner-the United States-is engaged else-where. Analysis of present Japan-South Korea relations shows that security cooperation is limited and tightly focused, which has implications for the idea of a "virtual alliance." And it leaves the puzzle of whether stability in North-east Asia might contribute to a decline in the need for American security commitments.

US presence useless – South Korea can fend for itself against North Korea
Carpenter 09 
(Galen Ted, Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “Cato handbook for policymakers, 7th edition”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-54.pdf, date accessed: 6/22/10, JH)
The U.S. alliance with the Republic of Korea (South Korea) is a cold war anachronism. Washington should have weaned Seoul from the U.S. security bottle years ago. When the security treaty went into effect in 1954, South Korea was a war-ravaged hulk that confronted not only a heavily armed North Korea, but a North Korea strongly backed by both Moscow and Beijing. Under those circumstances, it would have been virtually impossible for South Korea to provide for its own defense. Washington had just waged a bloody war to prevent a communist conquest of the country, and given the cold war context, U.S. leaders regarded the Korean Peninsula as a crucial theater in the effort to contain the power of the Soviet Union and China. Therefore, they deemed it necessary to keep the ROK as a security client. Most South Koreans were extremely grateful for the U.S. protection. Those circumstances bear no resemblance to the situation in the 21st century. Today, South Korea has twice the population and an economy 40 times larger than that of its communist nemesis. The ROK is an economic powerhouse with the world’s 13th-largest economy, and South Korean firms are competitive in a host of high-tech industries. Meanwhile, North Korea is one of the world’s economic basket cases, and there have 562 East Asian Security Commitments even been major episodes of famine in that pathetic country. Moscow and Beijing have major economic ties with the ROK and regard North Korea as an embarrassment. They have no interest whatever in backing another bid by Pyongyang to forcibly reunify the peninsula. Under those conditions, South Korea should certainly be able to defend itself. Yet instead of building military forces sufficient to protect its security, Seoul remains heavily dependent on the United States for key aspects of its defense. Despite its proximity to North Korea, the ROK spends a paltry 2.77 percent of its gross domestic product on the military—less than does the United States, half a world away and located in a peaceful region. There is simply no justification for continuing that free ride. 

A2: Withdrawal decreases deterrence → War

An alliance would form after US withdrawal
Smith 07

(Hazel Professor in International Relations “Reconstituting Korean security: A policy primer” 2007 Accessed on 6/24/10)

During the decades since 1945, the polarization of Korea along Cold War lines constituted a built-in barrier to reunification. Nevertheless, the division of the peninsula, while making Korea itself militarily un-stable, defused the peninsula temporarily as a flashpoint of regional instability. The Sino-Japanese competition for dominance in Korea that had persisted throughout history subsided in the face of the entrenched US and Soviet presence in the two Koreas. In the post—Cold War environment, however, a divided Korea is likely to become a focus of international conflict involving not only the neighboring powers but also the United States. For example, if the United States maintains a continuing military presence in the South, China is likely to view the maintenance of a separate North Korea as critical to its security, and the danger of a US China conflict over Korea will grow, especially if the United States and Japan continue to define the threat from China as a principal raison d’être for their alliance. The US interest in a stable Northeast Asia would thus be served by the emergence of a strong, reunified Korea that could serve as a neutral buffer state, forestalling a repetition of past Korea-centered major power rivalries in the region.

Nationalism is now a driving force in both the North and the South. It will make any form of unified regime much less vulnerable to foreign manipulation than the politically quiescent and economically underdeveloped Korea of a century ago. Once the division is ended, in short, there will be no power vacuum for outsiders to till. Korea will emerge as a power in its own right, making its own decisions concerning the nature " and size of its military capabilities on the basis of what others do or do , not do. For example, in the absence of some form of regional agreement that would rule out a Japanese nuclear capability and the use of American, Chinese and Russian nuclear weapons in Korea, it is possible that a united Korea would develop an independent nuclear deterrent, But a US disengagement, in itself, need not lead to this outcome. lt is precisely because Korean nationalism is so strong that pressures for US disengagement have been building up in recent years and are likely to intensify following a confederation or full unification. The enduring- impact of Japanese colonial rule is a stimulus to Korean nationalism. But the United States, too, is a focus of Korean nationalist sentiment, given the US role in imposing the division of the peninsula in l945. Throughout the colonial decades, Koreans had looked ahead hopefully to the moment when the Japanese departed as the occasion for their national entry onto the world stage, only to find themselves trapped between American— and Russian-installed regimes when the moment arrived. Reflecting a superpower perspective, the conventional wisdom in the United States during the Cold War was that a balance of power existed in East Asia among the United States, Japan, China and Russia. This thinking lingers even today. But this "balance" exists at the cost of a divided Korea, a cost unacceptable to the Koreans themselves. The assumption that there would be a power vacuum in a reunified Korea if US forces withdraw reflects insensitivity to this new reality of a ; dynamic Korean nationalism. Similarly, the assumption that Japan, China and Russia would not respect a military neutralization of Korea reveals both a misreading of history and a blindness to the changes that have taken place in Northeast Asia during the past century.

A2: Withdrawal decreases deterrence → War

South Korea is a self sufficient country that doesn’t need help, withdrawal would only be saving American lives

Wallace 6/23
(George B. Wallace, 6/23/10, served in the U.S. Air Force 1952-1978 and is a member of the National Council of The John Birch Society, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/3836-proper-use-of-the-us-military, “Proper Use of the U.S. Military”, 6/25/10, ZB)

Why are we still guarding the 38th parallel in Korea, almost 57 years after a truce was declared? More than 28,000 U.S. troops currently are stationed in South Korea. Why? Supposedly, we are there to protect our ally South Korea against attack from North Korea. But South Korea is an economic and technological dynamo compared to its communist neighbor to the north, a centrally planned dictatorship that is such a pathetic economic basket case it can’t even feed itself. In fact, the North Korean regime has had to rely on foreign assistance for the past several years to prevent mass starvation of its population. Consider the following statistical comparisons of the North and South Koreas from the CIA’s World Fact Book. With its population base, economic base, industrial base, energy, technology, infrastructure, transportation, education, agriculture — virtually every relevant measure — South Korea dwarfs North Korea, and has done so for many years. So, perhaps we should be asking, particularly in light of the recent rattling of sabers, firing of missiles, and flaring of tensions between Seoul and Pyongyang: Why are the lives of tens of thousands of Americans still being put at risk on the Korean Peninsula? Isn’t it time for South Korea and the “economic tigers” of Asia to defend themselves?
No war – South Korea is strong enough to protect itself
Friedman and Preble 2010
(Benjamin H., Christopher, June 14, Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, where Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies. They are members of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, an ad hoc advisory panel created by Rep. Barney Frank. “Defense Cuts: Start Overseas”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11896, Date Accessed: June 22, 2010, JH)


The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost.

A2: Withdrawal decreases deterrence → War

Despite tension war with the Koreas is not possible

Thatcher 10’

(Jonathan Thatcher associated press writer, Reuters May 08 2010 http://www.alertnet.org./thenews/news desk/TOE64R01H.htm Accessed on 6/25/10 QJ)
South Korea sees no chance of the latest tension on the divided peninsula turning to outright war but is deeply concerned that the North may try terror attacks on civilians, a high ranking South Korean official said on Friday. He also said that though both sides have been careful not to push too far, Seoul was ready to send in troops if there is what he called "extreme provocation" by the North. Relations on the peninsula have plunged back into the Cold War freezer following the March sinking of a South Korean warship, killing 46 sailors, which an international investigation last week said was caused by a North Korean torpedo in one of the deadliest incidents since the end of the 1950-53 Korean War."I can assure you North Korea will never use that option (full scale war), simply out of national interest," the South Korean official, who asked not to be named, told foreign reporters. He said Pyongyang knows major conflict, including the use of nuclear and chemical weapons, would result in the forced reunification of the peninsula. Analysts say the million-strong but poorly equipped North Korean military is no match for the South and its U.S. ally, which keeps 28,000 troops on the peninsula.

North Korea wants to avoid war with South Korea

Reynolds 10’

(Paul Reynolds World affairs correspondent for BBC May 26, 2010 http://news.bbc.co.uk /2/hi/world/asia_pacific/10161656.stm Accessed on 6/25/10 QJ)
Diplomats are never sure of the North's exact intentions. It has played a clever game over its nuclear programme, at one moment agreeing to give it up, then going into reverse and, resisting sanctions imposed on it by the UN Security Council, emerging with a probable nuclear bomb. It therefore has a record in calculated risk. This crisis might be another example of that. The North might calculate that the actions it has announced meet its internal requirements for toughness without precipitating a war.  It knows that it is too strong for the South to risk a significant armed conflict (its army is a million-strong) but it also knows that the US, which has 30,00 troops in the South, would not permit an invader to prevail.  The main hope of avoiding war is that North Korea will calculate that it would not survive as a regime.  The US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, is trying to get Chinese help in restraining Kim Jong-il from going further. She also wants the Security Council to make what she calls a "strong but measured response."  That could mean more sanctions, but does the North, isolated from all but China, really care? 

A2: Withdrawal decreases deterrence → War

Advancement in US technology could off-set the need for troop withdrawal

Perry, Davis, Schoff, Yoshihara 04 
(Charles M. Perry Jacquelyn K. Davis James L. Schoff Toshi Yoshihara, “Alliance Diversification and the Future of the U.S.-Korean Security Relationship”, June 30, 2004, the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc., ZB)
Some South Koreans believe that it can, and have argued that advances in technologies and U.S. military transformation, more generally, should be regarded as providing options to offset an American troop withdrawal. In defense parlance, the tradeoff between manpower and technology has been termed a "virtual" presence. In other words, regular rotations of U.S. forces through small bases on the peninsula and the region, along with over ​the-horizon capabilities, would be sufficient to substitute for the physical presence of American troops. Some Americans, howev​er, are skeptical, and as one senior military official pointed out, "Virtual presence is actual absence." The level of allied interac​tion and the frequency of U.S. troop rotations would have to be high in order to preserve alliance cohesion in this scenario.

South Korea/ North Korea relations
Successful negotiations with North Korea will require the South to have operational control.

Harrison 2k1

Selig, author in “Korean Security Dynamics in Transition” Published in 2001 by Palgrave, New York NY.

The fact that the United States retains wartime operational control over South Korean forces explains why the North insists that some form of U.S.-North Korean dialogue be built in to any new peacekeeping arrangements.  The only way to avoid this demand would be for the United States to relinquish operational control to the South.  This significant change in U.S. Policy was advocated in 1996 by retired major general Lim Dong Won, who directed negotiations with the North during the Roh Tae Woo period and has served as National Security Adviser, Director of the National Intelligence Service and Unification Minister during the Kim Dae Jung government.  “Only with the reversion of operational control will North Korea respect and fear the South,” Lim declared.  “Unless the operational control is returned to us, the North will continue to confine it's approaches to the United States alone and sidestep or bypass the South.” 

Withdrawal solves reunification
US presence seen as big obstacle to Korean reunification

KCNA 2009 “Withdrawal of U.S. Forces from South Korea Urged” http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2009/200907/news10/20090710-09ee.html (SH)

	


Pyongyang, July 10 (KCNA) -- Cha Sang Bo, vice-chairman of the General Association of Koreans in China, issued a statement on June 25 in which he declared that the Koreans in China would wage a more vigorous struggle for decisively frustrating the reckless moves of the United States and Lee Myung Bak group for a war of aggression against the DPRK and driving the U.S. troops out of south Korea without delay.  Recalling that the Korean war of aggression ignited by the U.S. imperialists 59 years ago was the most brutal and brigandish war in the history of world wars, the statement continued: The United States has massively introduced weapons of mass destruction and advanced war equipment including nuclear weapons into south Korea in a bid to bring the disaster of another war and staged ceaseless military provocations and joint military exercises targeted against the DPRK, keeping its forces in the half of the land of Korea instead of drawing a due lesson from the shameful defeat it sustained in the three-year Korean War. Recently the U.S. brought the DPRK's satellite launch for peaceful purposes and nuclear test for self-defence to the UN to pull up it over them and is now applying with bloodshot eyes provocative sanctions against it. The Lee Myung Bak group of traitors is getting more undisguised in the confrontation with the DPRK as evidenced by its full participation in the PSI under the U.S. backstage manipulation. The present reality goes to prove that peace on the Korean Peninsula and the reunification of the country would be unthinkable without struggling against the U.S. imperialists and traitor Lee Myung Bak.  Should the U.S. imperialists ignite another war, oblivious of the lesson drawn from their past defeat, the heroic Korean People's Army will fully display its invincible might of the powerful revolutionary army of Mt. Paektu which has grown under the care of the great Songun commander and bury the aggressors in this land to the last man, the statement warned.

Withdrawal solves reunification
Withdrawal of troops would lead to security and reunification
KCNA 03
“Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from South Korea Urged” http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/dprk/2003/08/dprk-030808-kcna03.htm  (SH)

Pyongyang, August 7 (KCNA) -- As long as the U.S. imperialist aggression forces stay in south Korea, the south Korean people can never escape from misfortune, sufferings and disasters nor can the whole nation be free from disasters of a nuclear war, much less achieving the peace and peaceful reunification of the country. Rodong Sinmun today says this in a signed article. The article goes on: The presence of the U.S. troops in south Korea is quite contrary to the trend of the times when the Korean nation is in the process of achieving reconciliation, cooperation and independent reunification by its concerted efforts. Much displeased with the adoption of the June 15 Joint Declaration the United States has worked overtly and covertly to derail the brisk process of achieving reconciliation and independent reunification by the concerted efforts of the Korean nation. The U.S. troops in south Korea have staged madcap war gambles targeted against the north, while chilling the atmosphere of inter-Korean dialogue. GIs' murder does not cease. These facts clearly show that the U.S. forces' presence in south Korea is a crime against the Korean nation, peace and reunification as it blocks the reconciliation and reunification of the Korean nation and is intended to realize the U.S. ambition for aggression of Korea. The U.S. bellicose forces' assertion that the DPRK is a threat to the U.S. "security" is none other than an absurd subterfuge to invent a pretext for justifying the U.S. forces' presence in south Korea and hostile moves against the DPRK. The United States should clearly know that its aim to stifle the DPRK by force can never be achieved, give up its aggressive policy of occupation of south Korea and stop its moves to start a new war and pull its troops out of it at once. This would do the U.S. good as it would save many U.S. soldiers from miserable death and catastrophic disasters. The withdrawal of the U.S. troops from south Korea would lead to the peace of Korea, the security of the Korean nation and its independent reunification.

Withdrawal solves reunification
US withdrawal key to reunification

Korean Central News Agency of DPRK  09 
via Korea News Service (KNS) “South Korea-U.S. "Combined Forces Command" Should Be Disbanded Forthwith” http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/dprk/2008/dprk-081110-kcna03.htm (SH)

Pyongyang, November 8 (KCNA) -- The last three decades when the south Korea-U.S. "Combined Forces Command" has existed are years of crime during which it has violated peace and increased the danger of war on the Korean Peninsula. As already reported, the 30th UN General Assembly Session adopted a resolution calling for dissolution of the "UN Forces" in south Korea and withdrawal of the U.S. forces from there by an overwhelming majority in 1975. Flurried by this, the United States was engaged in rigging up the "Combined Forces Command" with a wicked scheme to keep south Korea as its permanent colony and military strategic base and to step up the adventurous preparations for a war to invade the north. It made public "strategic guideline No. 1" in November 1978 and thus officially announced the formation of the "Combined Forces Command" in south Korea. It saw to it that the "Combined Forces Command" took over the "UN Forces Command's" Operation Control of the U.S. forces in south Korea and puppet army. The organization of the "Combined Forces Command" deepened the military dependence of south Korea on the United States and increased the danger for an outbreak of a new war on the Korean Peninsula. The Team Spirit joint military exercises for invading the north had been escalated as a large-scale war exercises involving huge armed forces over100,000-200,000 strong from 1978. Such joint military exercises as the Reception, Staging, Onward Movement and Integration (RSOI), Ulji Focus Lens and Foal Eagle have been staged almost every day as planned and directed by the command. The aggressive and bellicose nature of the command has remained unchanged even after the June 15 era, a new era of reconciliation and cooperation, was ushered in on the Korean Peninsula. Many war scenarios against the north including "OPLAN 5030", "New OPLAN 5026" and "OPLAN 8022-02" have been worked out and war exercises to carry them into practice conducted in a more frenzied way. This year the command changed the codenames of the RSOI and Ulji Focus Lens with Key Resolve and Ulji Freedom Guardian and is holding actual maneuvers to hurl U.S. imperialist aggression forces in the mainland and abroad into Korean front. It goes without saying that such war exercises and arms buildup had have negative effect on the north-south relations and chilled the ardent desire for the Korean people for reunification. The south Korean people thus press for the dissolution of the "Combined Forces Command" disturbing peace in Korea and obstructing her reunification. The south Korea-U.S. "Combined Forces Command", a tool for war of aggression and a source of permanent atmosphere of war and tension on the Korean Peninsula, should be disbanded without delay.

US solves for NK invasion
I/L: US military exercises cause tension with North Korea
Farrell, 09.

(Dr. John F., Professor of Warfighting at Air University’s Squadron Officer College, Fall 2009, “Team Spirit: A Case Study on the Value of Military Exercises as a Show of Force in the Aftermath of Combat Operations,” Air & Space Power Journal, p. 97,  Date Accessed: 6/22/10, CC & LF)

Judging by the reaction of the North Koreans, one could argue that Team Spirit represented a potent show of force because DPRK resistance to it grew as the exercise expanded. Kim Il Sung, the president of North Korea, believed that Carter’s promise to withdraw US forces from South Korea was genuine and presented an opportunity for rapprochement between North Korea and the United States. However, Kim soon grew increasingly frustrated at Carter’s delay in the withdrawal, seeing the initiation and expansion of Team Spirit as a further revision of the American president’s stated policy. Although no evidence of a direct connection exists, the first Team Spirit may have contributed to the tension that resulted in the slaying of two American officers by North Korean guards at Panmunjom on 18 August 1976.12 Otherwise, the DPRK’s annual protests to the exercise were limited to propaganda statements from state-run media.13 Reports coming from the official DPRK news agency, however, indicate that the North Koreans’ alarm grew precipitously prior to the start of the 1983 exercise.14 Team Spirit definitely had their attention. 

Although the United States billed Team Spirit as a completely defensive exercise, the North Koreans contended that it prepared for an invasion of the North. They had always considered Team Spirit a nuclear-war exercise, a charge somewhat validated by the introduction of B-52 nuclear bombers in 1977 and nuclear-capable Lance long-range missile systems a year later.15 In their minds, they had ample cause to be wary. After all, prior to their invasion of the South in 1950, DPRK forces used military maneuvers to mask troop movements.16 Prof. Andrew Mack of the Australian National University challenges us to consider how the United States and ROK might have reacted had the shoe been on the other foot: 

How would the South have felt if during the 1980s the Soviets had 44,000 military personnel and advanced military equipment (including nuclear weapons) based in the North, while there were no American troops or nuclear weapons in the South? Imagine further that the Soviets and the DPRK ran an annual 200,000 strong joint exercise involving nuclear capable ships and aircraft, and that the exercise was unambiguously intended as training for a major war with the South. It is not surprising that the North finds Team Spirit threatening.17 

The North had a major problem with Team Spirit, feeling that it had no choice other than put DPRK forces on alert for the duration of the exercise. In a speech to the Supreme People’s Assembly, Ho Tam, chairman of the Committee for Peaceful Reunification of the Fatherland and a member of the Korean Workers’ Party, explained that military forces in the North went on a “war foot- ing” for the first time in 1983 because Team Spirit was such a large exercise involving the use of dangerous weaponry. 18 Subsequently, putting forces on alert in North Korea for Team Spirit became a yearly ritual. Kim Il Sung told East German president Erich Honecker in 1984 that “every time the opponent carries out such a maneuver, we must take counteractions.”19 Indeed, a North Korean defector reported that DPRK soldiers, normally not issued live ammunition for fear of a military coup, carried bullets during these alerts.20 The North felt that it had to forward deploy troops lest its long supply lines become vulnerable to the threat of air interdiction should hostilities commence. Gen James Clapper Jr., director of the Defense Intelligence Agency from 1991 to 1994, identified that vulnerability as the reason the North Koreans “go nuts at Team Spirit.”21 Placing an entire nation on a “semi-war footing” also proved expensive, especially with the collapse of the North’s chief benefactor, the Soviet Union. North Korea had to move several military units, ground equipment, and aircraft during a time of severe fuel shortages. According to Kim, his call-up of reservists to augment regular troops cost 
<to be continued>
Withdrawal solves reunification
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“one and a half months of working shifts . . . a great loss.”22 Members of the general population also dug themselves bomb shelters and were subject to mandatory participation in anti-American rallies, air-raid drills, curfews, and imposed blackouts. One Westerner living in Pyongyang described his somewhat humorous experience of being caught outside in a spotlight during his first Team Spirit blackout: “I waited for a shouted order, the sound of a rifle being cocked. Instead, I heard a giggle, and then another. I squinted, and just about made out two female forms, dressed in baggy military uniforms and soft Mao caps.”23

I/L: US military exercises lead to tensions between North Korea and the US

Farrell, 09.

(Dr. John F., Professor of Warfighting at Air University’s Squadron Officer College, Fall 2009, “Team Spirit: A Case Study on the Value of Military Exercises as a Show of Force in the Aftermath of Combat Operations,” Air & Space Power Journal, p. 102, Date Accessed: 6/22/10, CC & LF)

The exercises slated to replace Team Spirit were smaller but considered more realistic, at least in terms of the OPLAN. The most established one, Foal Eagle, originated in 1961 as an ROK battalionlevel exercise. In 1975 it expanded into a combined special forces exercise that tested OPLAN taskings. In the absence of Team Spirit, Foal Eagle expanded again in 1997 to include a corps-level field-training exercise component, later reduced to brigade level.72 Since 2001, Foal Eagle has occurred in conjunction with the annual reception, staging, onward movement, and integration (RSOI) exercise.73 The reception, staging, and onward-movement operation, which reunited a unit’s personnel and equipment following deployment, traditionally took place during Team Spirit.74 The cancellation of Team Spirit, however, also eliminated the exercise designed to prepare for deploying personnel to Korea, thus leading to the initiation of RSOI in 1994. Primarily a computer simulation exercise, RSOI utilizes the OPLAN time-phased force and deployment data—the database that lists the forces, beddown locations, and movement requirements. 75 The combined Foal Eagle/RSOI exercise takes up the scheduled slot in the spring, when Team Spirit was normally held, but brings only 4,000–7,000 additional personnel into the Korean Peninsula, compared to the nearly 200,000 at Team Spirit’s peak.76 Another replacement exercise, Ulchi Focus Lens, began as separate ROK and US war-readiness exercises in 1969 that combined in 1976. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, it evolved into a computer-simulated command-post exercise to train staff at corps level and above on the OPLAN and to review the time-phased force and deployment data.77 Held every August, Ulchi Focus Lens has normally brought 3,000 additional personnel into South Korea.78 Having accomplished its goal of eliminating Team Spirit, North Korea has predictably revised its propaganda to aim at these alternate exercises by calling RSOI and Foal Eagle “an enlarged version of the ‘Team Spirit’ joint military exercises.” The DPRK further charges, with some degree of accuracy, that after the suspension of Team Spirit, “the U.S. and South Korean authorities have included its function in other large-scale joint military exercises and staged combined offensive maneuvers against the DPRK without interruption.”79 In the tradition of Team Spirit, Pyongyang cited these exercises as a reason for withdrawing from the NPT in 2003.80

US solves for NK invasion
North Korea won’t negotiate with US or South Korea because of military exercises.

Lim, 3/7.

(Bom, writer for Bloomberg Businessweek, March 7, 2010, “U.S.-South Korea Drills Begin Amid North Korea Threat,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-03-07/u-s-south-korea-military-drills-begin-amid-north-korea-threat.html, Date Accessed: 06/24/10, CC)

March 8 (Bloomberg) -- The U.S. and South Korea began joint military drills today that prompted a threat from North Korea to maintain its development of nuclear weapons in the face of what it called “nuclear war exercises.”

The “Key Resolve” maneuvers will continue until March 18, according to the Combined Forces Command in Seoul. The annual exercises “will include a full range of equipment, capabilities and personnel,” the command said in a statement on its Web site, without providing details.

North Korea today said its military will prepare to defend “the outposts of the country” and reiterated its condemnation of the exercises. The communist nation in 2009 cut off inter- Korean military hot lines and barred South Koreans from border crossings to protest similar drills.

“The process for the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula will naturally come to a standstill and the DPRK will bolster its nuclear deterrent for self-defense,” a North Korean military spokesman said yesterday in a statement by state-run Korean Central News Agency, using the acronym for the country’s official name, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

All military dialogue with the U.S. and South Korea will be suspended as long as the drills continue, the statement said.

US military drills source of tension with North Korea
Kim 10

(Hyung-jin, Breaking News, “South Korea, US start annual military drills despite North Korean threats”, March 7, 2010 http://breakingnews.gaeatimes.com/2010/03/07/south-korea-us-start-annual-military-drills-despite-north-korean-threats-14300/ Accessed on 6/26/10 GW)

SEOUL, South Korea — South Korea and the U.S. kicked off annual military exercises Monday, a day after North Korea denounced the training as a rehearsal for invasion and threatened to attack the allies.

About 18,000 American soldiers and an undisclosed number of South Korean troops are taking part in 11 days of drills across South Korea, according to U.S. and South Korean militaries.

The exercises, dubbed Key Resolve and Foal Eagle, are aimed at rehearsing how to deploy U.S. reinforcements in time of an emergency on the Korean peninsula, U.S. military spokesman Kim Yong-kyu said.

The U.S. and South Korea argue the drills — which include live-firing by U.S. Marines, aerial attack drills and urban warfare training — are purely defensive. North Korea claims they amount to attack preparations and has demanded they be canceled.

The North’s military warned Sunday that it would bolster its nuclear capability and break off dialogue with the U.S. in response to the drills. It also said it would use unspecified “merciless physical force” to cope with them, saying it is no longer bound by the armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War.
Solves for Imperialism
Troop withdrawal is necessary for South Korea to transcend U.S. Cold War driven imperialism – without withdrawal, Koreans not only lack agency, but are exposed to dangerous miscalculations and denied necessary security stability in northeast Asia

Cumings 05

(Bruce-, Professor of History – University of Chicago, Korea’s Place in the Sun: A Modern History, p. 470-71) ncp

The Cold War was more frigid here than anywhere else in the world and has not ended: the peninsula is a museum of that world-ranging conflict.  Added to that anachronism is a Second World War deep freeze: the Northeast Asian region remains locked in a 1940s settlement that easily outlived the end of the American-Soviet rivalry and is best evidenced by the 100,000 troops that continue to occupy Japan and South Korea.  For these internal and external reasons, Korea cannot establish its own definitions of reality (and thus risks being misunderstood and misconstrued in the West, particularly in the United States), and the denouement to Korea’s fractured history and its ultimate place in the world remain unresolved.

