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US – SK Relations High Now

1. US South Korean relations are high due to South Korea’s failed attempts at détente.

Boot, Senior fellow for National Security Studies, May 31, 2010

(Max, “America is Still the best Guarantor of Freedom and prosperity”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22247/america_is_still_the_best_guarantor_of_freedom_and_prosperity.html, DA 6/22/10, jb, sob)

In justifying his reversal, Hatoyama said that "we cannot afford to reduce the U.S. military deterrence" because of "political uncertainties remaining in East Asia." There is no shortage of such uncertainties with the Chinese navy becoming increasingly assertive in moving into Japanese waters and with North Korea, which has missiles that can easily hit Japan, sinking a South Korean naval ship with the loss of 46 sailors. The latter incident naturally has focused attention in Seoul and served to accelerate the reaffirmation of close American-Korean ties that had already begun with the election of the more conservative President Lee Myung-bak in 2008. The anti-Americanism that had been prevalent in South Korea only a few years ago has all but disappeared, and it is not only (or even mainly) because of President Obama's vaunted charm. 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. 
2. Withdrawal improbable – South Korea wants the US to stay longer

Korea Times 10

(“ROK-US more effective to counter NK”, February 24, 2010 http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles /apj/apj08/fal08/wood.htmlAccessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

Defense Minister Kim Tae-young expressed hope Wednesday that the U.S.-led defense system would stay intact in coming years amid the lingering North Korean military threat.

Referring to the planned transition of operational control (OPCON) of South Korean troops during wartime from the U.S. to Korean commanders in 2012, Kim said the military was putting forth the best efforts to take over OPCON in 2012.

He said the ROK-U.S. combined defense posture would be more effective in defending South Korea for the time being, given the lingering threat posed by North Korean missile and nuclear programs.

"I also hope that the U.S.-led defense scheme will remain further, given the North Korean nuclear and missile threat," Kim said at a lecture hosted by a naval defense research institute in Seoul.
3. Obama Announced U.S.-South Korean Alliance Is Key To Security In The Entire Pacific Sphere

Chan and Calmes 2010

(Sewell and Jackie-, New York Times, June 27, p. 8) ncp

Under the agreement announced Saturday, the United States would remain in charge of the United States and South Korean military in the event of a conflict with the North until 2015, rather than 2012.  “This gives us appropriate time to – within the existing security context – to do this right, because this alliance is the linchpin of not only security for the Republic of Korea and the United States, but for the Pacific as a whole,” Mr. Obama said, as he stood next to Mr. Lee at a press conference.

US – SK Relations Low Now(1/5)
1. US - SK relations low

Green 2008

 Michael, is a senior adviser and the Japan Chair at CSIS and is an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University  by The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology “The Iraq War and Asia: Assessing the Legacy” pp. 185(SH/MH)

Whereas the period just before the Iraq war was marked by initiatives to reaffirm and strengthen the U.S.- Japanese alliance, the U.S. alliance with South Korea was entering a period of tension and doubt. The proximate cause was the accidental death of two young Korean school girls in a traffic accident involving U.S. Army heavy vehicles on June 13, 2002. The acquittal of the officers involved and widespread Internet images of the mangled bodies led to a massive outpouring of grief and anger in a series of public demonstrations just prior to South Korea’s December 2002 presidential election. The progressive candidate Roh Moo-hyun harnessed this mass movement to ride to 

victory.
2.  Iraq war putting strain on south Korea-U.S relations

Green 2008

 Michael, is a senior adviser and the Japan Chair at CSIS and is an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University  by The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology “The Iraq War and Asia: Assessing the Legacy” pp. 186 (SH/MH)

Nevertheless, the negative impact of the Iraq war was not as consistent or sustained as one might expect from the Pew poll or the Kim editorial. Two separate studies found a statistically significant downturn in Korean attitudes toward the United States after the 2002 State of the Union address, but then a distinct uptick from May to September 2003 after the attack on Iraq.10 In addition, most polls found a dramatic recovery of Korean views of the United States from 2005 to 2007. The centrist Joong Ang Ilbo polls, for example, had the United States move from the Korean people’s third most-liked country to the most liked country in 2006. The Korean public also placed ever greater importance on economic ties with the United States from 2005 to 2007, even as China surpassed the United States as Korea’s main trading partner in the same period.11 Moreover, in spite of the anti-American subtext to some of Roh’s political rhetoric, his administration took significant steps to strengthen the alliance with the United States during the Iraq war. Korea’s 3,600-strong detachment in Irbil in northern Iraq was the third-largest contribution of coalition troops after those of the United States and the United Kingdom. Roh’s own progressive political base opposed the deployment, but the enabling legislation passed in the National Assembly on April 2, 2003, by a wide margin. Roh’s government also initiated negotiations on an ambitious free-trade agreement with the United States in 2005, completing the complex deal in less than two years. Furthermore, although Roh’s conservative successor, Lee Myong-bok, was elected in December 2007 by the widest margin in Korean history, primarily for his economic management prowess, his pro-American stand unquestionably helped him in the polls as well.

US – SK Relations Low Now(2/5)

3. South Korea wants withdrawal of troops since 2003. 

KCNA 2003 “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.
US – SK Relations Low Now(3/5)

4. Anti-American sentiments present and growing in South Korea 

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. >

5. South Korean against identifying strongly with the U.S.

6. South Korean youth make US-SK relations irreparable

Feffer 06

(John, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, “The Future of US – Korean Relations The imbalance of power”, 2006 Accessed on 6/24/10)
Indeed, age and support for the United States and the bilateral relation​ship do correlate. Even in the pre-democracy days of 1985, 78 percent of youth (versus 56 percent of the general public) believed that "Korea was too closely identified with the United States."17 Major Korean surveys conducted between 1990 and 1992 also revealed that a higher proportion of those in their twenties (even more so among college students) held a negative opinion of the United States than people in their fifties and older.I8 In the midst of heavy protests in the winter of 2002-3, a US State Department survey found that only 32 percent of those in their twenties viewed the United States favorably compared to 69 percent of respondents in their fifties and older. Moreover, only 22 percent of the younger cohort versus 42 percent of the older group considered the US military presence in Korea to be "very important."19
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7. 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<continued>
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<continued> 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 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.

SK – US relations low extensions
1. SK-US relations low

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 101, 2003, http://www.jstor.org/pss/30172849, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<The growing mistrust in South Korea about U.S. North Korea policy and other grievances make it increasingly hard for the two allies to achieve mutual policy goals in other areas. South Korea's successful economic and political development has brought a more independent and self-confident public attitude toward the United States in recent years. The current crisis resulting from Pyongyang's brinkmanship drives a wedge between Washington and Seoul, causing an even wider and deeper anti-American sentiment. The problem is twofold; increasing public discontent with the USFK and differing policies toward North Korea, both of which tend to reinforce each other and create an even bigger rift between South Korea and the United States.>

2. SK-US relations are declining

Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009

(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, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 42-43, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<With the end of the Cold War, South Korea’s security environment has gone through significant changes. First of all, North Korea’s military threat does not seem as serious and direct as before.2 Despite the North’s strength in numbers, the gap between the two Koreas in defence spending has been widening. According to

various estimates, North Korea’s defence budget for the last ten years has stayed consistently within the range of US$ 2 to 5 billion. Meanwhile, with its continuing economic growth, South Korea’s defence budget increased steadily from US$ 15 to 25 billion over the same period.3 Second, thanks to growing confidence, South Korea has intensively sought to improve its relations with its impoverished northern brother, culminating in the historical first summit between the two leaders in 2000.4 Third, South Korea’s growing economic ties with China have led to a new partnership with Beijing, whose increasing influence over the South Korean economy and security has raised serious concern in Washington.5 Fourth, the US, in the midst of its war on terrorism, has become less enthusiastic about its military commitment to South Korea’s defence.6 The George W. Bush administration initiated the restructuring of the US military presence in South Korea with the consolidation of bases, reduction of ground troops from 37,500 to 28,500, and transfer of Wartime Operation Control to the ROK military by 2012. >

SK – US relations low extensions
3. South Korea’s commitment to the US causes it to be pulled into war.

Ehrhardt, 05.

(George, Ph.D. in Political Science from Indiana University, Winter 2004/2005, “The Evolution of US-ROK Security Consultation,” Pacific Affairs, Vol. 77, No. 4, pp. 669-670, JSTOR, date Accessed: 6/22/10, CC & LF)

The second component of autonomy costs is a reduction in the state's bargaining position vis-a-vis its allies. In any distributive bargaining situation, the party for whom a breakdown of negotiations imposes the fewest losses is in a superior position. Put differently, by committing itself to an alliance, a state makes itself vulnerable to its allies' threat to end the alliance if the state does not cooperate. This is because of the danger of abandonment - a state is worse off if it allies and then the alliance suddenly ends than it would have been if it had not allied in the first place. Choosing to ally rather than arm unilaterally creates a dependency that may force the state into a position where it needs its ally's assistance enough to acquiesce to the ally's unpleasant demands. 

Finally, the loss of autonomy exacerbates the risk of entrapment.12 Ostensibly, a strong alliance will prevent war by ensuring a target state appears strong, but even with credible commitments, deterrence can fail. In that case an alliance may force a state to support its ally even if it would prefer not to. Indeed, there is a large body of research that suggests that states are likely to fulfill commitments to defend their allies in the event of a war.13 As a state increasingly commits itself to an alliance - by implementing policies that make its promises credible, for example - it increases the risk of being pulled into an unwanted war. 
4. Many South Koreans want the US military bases moved out of the center of Seoul 
Chaibong 2k5 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  .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.
SK – US relations low extensions
5. Ideological anti-Americanism threatens U.S.—South Korean relations

Kim, researcher for International Political Science Review, 2006

(Myongsob, “ Increasing Distrust of U.S. in South Korea.”

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20445068

Ideological anti-Americanism holds the USA responsible for many chronic problems from which South Koreans have been suffering. For example, the USA was totally responsible for the division of the Korean Peninsula, the advent of military dictatorship, and the 1980s' Kwangju massacre. The USA was also blamed for its "wicked" and "treacherous" intentions to maintain the division of the Korean Peninsula, to obstruct the development of democracy by supporting the authoritarian regime, and to make South Korea dependent upon the USA politically as well as economically. Examining the validity of these claims is well beyond the scope of this study, but it is clear that they were accepted not only by leftist students, but also by many Korean adults, and these charges seriously affected South Koreans' trust in the USA. Does ideological anti-Americanism still influence South Koreans' trust in the USA as an ally? Moon (2005) argues that its vitality vanished as the radical student movement atrophied during the 1990s, and as a result its influence is now at best extremely limited. In contrast, Seung-Hwan Kim (2002) reports evidence that ideological anti-Americanism is still alive, especially in cyberspace. Given the influence of this medium among the younger generation, ideological anti Americanism has the potential of influencing a significant portion of South Koreans to believe that the USA is an "evil empire." Despite the fact that each of these arguments has its own theoretical rationale, the explanation that best fits the current situation has to be determined empirically.

Relations k2: Deterrence
1. Asian countries lack strong security and the U.S is burdened with this because its security treaty and its relations with south Korea

FUKUYAMA 2k5

FRANCIS, is a Professor of International Political Economy at the Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University  “Re-Envisioning Asia”  Foreign Affairs, pp. 76 Vol. 84, No. 1 (Jan. - Feb., 2005), (SH /MH)

UNLIKE EUROPE, Asia lacks strong multilateral political institutions. Europe has the EU and NATO, as well as groups such as the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the Council of Europe. Asia's only counterparts are ASEAN, the ASEAN Regional Forum on security matters, and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEc)-all of which are far weaker organizations. ASEAN does not include China or the other major players in Northeast Asia, and APEC is no more than a consultative body. Asian security is ensured not by multilateral treaties, but by a series of bilateral relationships centering on Washington, in particular the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty and the U.S.-South Korean relationship. The reasons for this difference between Europe and Asia lie in history: European countries are linked by similar cultural origins and their shared experience in the twentieth century, to the point that they have been relinquishing important elements of national sovereignty to the EU. By contrast, there is a much higher degree of distrust among the major players in Asia. This suspicion is driven partly by a changing power balance, as Japan is eclipsed by China, but primarily by memories of the Pacific war. After 1945, both Germany and Japan needed to convince their neighbors that they were no longer threats. The new West Germany did so by ceding sovereignty to a series of multilateral organizations; Japan did so by ceding sovereignty in security affairs to the United States. Security ties thus took on a hub-and-spoke structure in Asia, with Washington playing a central mediating and balancing role. These bilateral ties remain crucial, particularly the U.S.-Japanese relationship. The U.S. nuclear guarantee and U.S. forces stationed in Japan reassure the rest of Asia that Japan will not rearm in a major way. But this Cold War system of security checks and balances is eroding as new generations take power and face changing environments.
2. A strong alliance between the U.S. and South Korea causes a stronger U.S. presence in Asia which means a stronger hegemony. The U.S. as a regional hegemony provides stable protection and deterrence from surrounding countries in Asia.
Relations k2: Deterrence
3. The US-SK relationship key to deter North Korea

Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009

(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, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 42, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<Since the Korean War, South Korea’s national security strategy has focused on two objectives: deterring a North Korean attack, and keeping a strong military alliance with the United States. Throughout the Cold War, North Korea, a totalitarian regime supported by over a million troops, was South Korea’s main source of threat, and thus public enemy no. 1. Indeed, North Korea launched numerous military provocations, including commando attacks on the Presidential House in the 1960s, the axe murder of two US officers in the 1970s, a terrorist bombing of a Korean Air flight and an assassination attempt of President Chun Doo-Hwan in the 1980s – each case almost leading to war. Even after the Cold War, the nations’ navies engaged in sea battles in 1998 and 2002. Deterring a North Korean military attack has been the South’s most important national security objective. To achieve this, South Korea has relied on keeping a strong military alliance with the United States, the alliance being the number one pillar of Seoul’s security strategy. The alliance with the United States was understood as a critical component of South Korean economic and political development as well as national defence.>

Relations k2: SK strength
1. U.S. presence props up South Korean economic development and readiness.

Suh, 5/17/10 (Jae-Jung, Associate Professor & Director of Korean Studies at the School for Advanced International Studies at John Hopkins University, “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race, FT, RV)

The U.S. Forces in Korea help us [Koreans] reduce our defense spending, which contributes to our continued economic development. If we take into account all the equipment and materials that the USFK maintains in-country as well as the several billion dollars it spends on maintenance and operations, its opportunity cost is tremendous. If the USFK should be withdrawn, it would take an astronomical amount of additional defense expenditures to compensate for its absence. Second, if the alliance were terminated, it could potentially disrupt the flow of parts and materials, causing an incalculable disaster in equipment maintenance and production that might even compromise the ROK army's readiness. The work of many of Korea's defense contractors would grind to a halt as Korea failed to obtain necessary parts. Many U.S. contractors would lose customers. These secondary costs are difficult to estimate but are frequently used as a reason for maintaining the alliance. Typifying such justifications, Hwang Tong- Jun, Director of the Weapons Systems Research Center, has argued that, despite the need to diversify the sources of weapons imports, "we need to focus on our cooperation with the U.S., which has developed over the past 20 years and which has sustained weapons interoperability."

2. US helps different aspects of SK thus increasing South Korean strength and Readiness.

3. SK-US relationship is vital for peace and fighting terrorism, poverty, disease, and environmental degredation in Asia

Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009

(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, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 45, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<The other objective of Lee’s ‘strategic alliance’ with the US is to change the focus of the alliance from regional to global, expanding the alliance mission to promoting regional and global peace. Lee argues that the alliance should be upgraded to meet the challenges of the 21st century security environment. While the alliance was originally based on the North Korean military threat, the basis of this new ‘strategic alliance’ will be common values, mutual trust and building peace. According to Lee, the two countries share a liberal democracy and market economy as common values after South Korea’s success in economic development and democratic transition. This makes it possible for them to forge a lasting alliance relationship even if North Korea’s military threat were to disappear in the future. The ROK-US military alliance could contribute to regional peace in Northeast Asia beyond the Korean Peninsula in the fields of international peace-building and in the fight against terrorism, poverty, diseases and environmental degradation.>
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