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Inherency

South Korean dependence on the US will only increase

BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” Huffington Post, May 21, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html) Calum
This is a ludicrous position for both the U.S. and South Korea, six decades after Washington saved a far weaker ROK from a North Korean invasion in the midst of the Cold War. Neither country is well-served by Seoul's continuing defense dependency on America.

Unfortunately, the policy incongruities only are likely to worsen. The ROK desires to wield increasing influence beyond its own shores. While relying on American military forces to defend its homeland, the South Korean government is crafting its navy for more distant contingencies and deploying ground personnel in the Middle East and Central Asia. Yet Seoul found that when the enemy struck at home, assuming the Cheonan was sunk by the North, the South Korean military was ill-prepared to defend its own personnel.

Troop Reductions Inev

Nationalism, anti-Americanism, burden sharing, and lack of political support make a withdrawal of ground troops inevitable---it’s only a question of when

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

A second factor that could adversely impact the future stationing of U.S. troops in Korea is rising nationalism. Nationalism in South Korea is increasing especially among the youth, and along with a corresponding anti-American sentiment. A recent RAND study poll found that young, educated South Koreans see the U.S. as a greater threat than North Korea.39 A similar occurrence in Okinawa has put pressure on U.S. and Japanese officials. While some demonstrate against American “imperialist presence” others protest the adverse moral influence. Several outright vicious crimes have been committed against the indigenous population by U.S. troops. Officially the South Korean government remains committed to the U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty of 1953 and supports continued U.S. presence. A combination of forces are at work to undermine this resolve. Reunification eliminates a major threat on the peninsula. With a combined military force of 1.8 million active and 10.5 million reservist (North/South), it is doubtful Korea would require allied forces in light of the reduced threat.40 Other driving forces for reduced U.S. presence are environmental issues and economics. Urbanization has bought business and residences right up to the exterior wall of U.S. bases. Living in such close proximity, residents soon grow weary of the noise and disruptions of military training. Some of these bases are located on prime real estate that is eyed enviously by those dwelling in the suffocating urban sprawl. In heavily populated Seoul, a chunk of land used for recreation by U.S. forces was released back to the government to build a family park. Under a Land Partnership plan signed in 2002, U.S. Forces Korea will move all troops south of Seoul by 2007, reduce the number of bases from 41 to 23, and return nearly 135 million square meters to South Korea.41 Economics are a major consideration in the U.S. as well. Privately U.S. officials concede that growing anti-American sentiment in combination with increased budgetary pressure is eroding support in Congress. Congress continues to look for ways to increase “burden sharing” among allies and to reduce the military footprint by emphasizing continental 11 United States (CONUS) based power projection and expeditionary forces. Faced with the reality that projected defense budgets won’t support the desired level of forces, some tough decisions need to be made. One analyst’s view is that forces may be reduced overseas not only because of technology, but because the U.S. will rely more on the capabilities of allies 42. 

Reunification Inevitable

Reunification is inevitable---North Korean regime is unsustainable

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

Yet in spite of the current grim and unpredictable situation on the peninsula, many analysts and political leaders hold out hope for a "calm" Korea - a unified Korea. Though unification has been a long held ideal, especially among the Korea people, political and economic circumstances have increased possibility of reunification. As conditions continue to deteriorate in North Korea, it isn't a matter of "if", but how and when implosion will occur. After all, who at the beginning of the last decade would have predicted the sudden and relatively peaceful collapse of the Soviet Union or reunification of Germany? Generating much of the discussion on Korean reunification is the desperate political and economic situation in North Korea. Extremely isolated from the world, North Korea has suffered erosion in its relations with old communist allies to the north, Russia and China. Neither wants a nuclear arms race in the region nor the specter of a serious armed conflict involving WMD. Both are currently preoccupied with their own economic and political affairs and are growing weary of the financial drain North Korean creates.5 

No DPRK Attack 
North Korea doesn’t want war and South Korean forces plus US air support would quickly defeat them

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

Due to the degradation of North Korean conventional forces and in light of the recent North Korean policy of developing nuclear weapons, it is unlikely that North Korea would launch a conventional attack on South Korea. However, in the unlikely event of such an attack, South Korea with assistance from the U.S. Navy and Air Force, could defeat the attack. North Korea’s policy to develop nuclear weapons is similar to the massive retaliation strategy of the 1950s Eisenhower administrations. Both governments want to portray credible military strength to attain national interests at the lowest possible cost.

The Eisenhower Administration’s policy wanted to decrease taxes and military spending in order to build a stronger U.S. economy. Reliance on a strategy of massive retaliation with nuclear weapons was much cheaper than maintaining large conventional forces. Unfortunately, as later events were to prove, this strategy resulted in the U.S. forces being unable to influence any struggle, short of a thermo-nuclear exchange, concerning a national interest. North Korea’s policy is to gain concessions from U.S. and other regional powers to meet the objective of regime survival. Like the Eisenhower Administration, North Korea is pursuing a policy of relying on nuclear weapons to meet the nation’s policy objectives because it is cheaper than maintaining a large standing army. This policy is probably contributing to the degradation of their conventional forces capability.

Overstretch Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is Military Overstretch.

US military overstretched now – Haiti put us on the brink

Wood 2010 (David, Chief military correspondent, “Haiti disaster opens new front for overstretched military,” Politics Daily News Service, January 2010, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/01/19/haiti-disaster-opens-new-front-for-overstretched-u-s-military/) SLV
As the United States was rushing troops, warships and rescue supplies to earthquake-ravaged Haiti Monday, gunmen and suicide bombers half a world away mounted coordinated attacks on Afghanistan's government in Kabul. Suicide bombers attacked ministry buildings and gun battles blazed for four hours as U.S.-backed President Hamid Karzai gamely swore in new cabinet members at the nearby presidential palace. The twin crises -- a long-term humanitarian disaster nearby and a distant war seemingly spinning out of control -- bookend the immense security challenges facing the United States as the Obama administration completes its first year in office. It was just six weeks ago, as Obama announced his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, that the president acknowledged his struggle to respond to the multiple crises that seem to press in from all sides. "As president, I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests,'' Obama declared in a speech at West Point. But, he added pointedly, "I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces. I don't have the luxury of committing to just one. '' That was before Haiti. U.S. officials now anticipate a large and long-term U.S. intervention in Haiti, including a major security role that will demand a commitment of troops and resources from an already stretched military. The U.S. Army currently has 95,000 soldiers in Iraq, 43,000 in Afghanistan (along with 35,000 U.S. Marines, sailors and airmen), 18,000 in Korea and 132,000 deployed elsewhere, from Kosovo and Kuwait to Qatar. Tens of thousands more troops are headed to Afghanistan this spring and summer. Altogether, before Haiti's earthquake struck Jan. 12, more than half the Army's 556,680 active-duty soldiers are already deployed or forward-stationed overseas. Now, 3,500 soldiers of the 82nd Airborne Division have been sent to Haiti, along with 1,700 Marines of the 22nd Marine Expeditionary Unit who embarked on the helicopter assault carrier USS Bataan and two amphibious ships for an uncertain duration. The 22nd MEU had just returned last month from a seven-month deployment. It is one of six similar units in the Marine Corps. On Monday, a C-17 transport plane flying out of Pope Air Force Base, N.C., air-dropped 14,000 individual prepackaged meals and 14,000 quarts of water into a secured area in Port-au-Prince. Dropping cargo by parachute is a quick way to avoid congestion at the airport, but has not been done in Haiti until now because of the difficulty in identifying and securing drop zones. At this point, at least, U.S. officials are struggling to handle the immense demands of the crisis in Haiti and cannot say how long the military intervention will last. "We're going to be here as long as needed,'' Lt. Gen. Ken Keen, the top U.S. military commander in Haiti, said on Sunday. That followed Obama's promise to the Haitian people Friday that "we will do what it takes to save lives and to help them get back on their feet.'' Meantime, other crises simmer: -- In Iraq, sectarian violence and political turbulence are rising with the approach of parliamentary elections set for March 7. Last week, Iraqi police intercepted suicide bombers on their way to bomb several government buildings, attacks that were meant to be followed by waves of political assassinations. -- A counterterrorism struggle is heading up in Yemen, where a resurgent al-Qaeda group armed and dispatched suspected suicide bomber Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab on a Northwest Airlines flight into Detroit on Christmas Day. Obama has promised not to send U.S. troops, but U.S. military advisers are helping in training and operations of Yemen's security forces. On Friday, Yemen claimed an attack had killed six al-Qaeda operatives in an air strike, including Qassim al-Raimi, one of the most wanted militants. Al-Qaeda denied the claim on Monday. -- An ugly series of suicide bombings in Afghanistan centered on crowded marketplaces have killed dozens of civilians in Garedez, where a police headquarters was also overrun, and in Musa Qaleh and Garmsir in southern Afghanistan. Garmsir is a river town that U.S. forces have been attempting to secure for almost two years. The United Nations reported last week that almost 6,000 Afghan civilians were killed in 2009, two thirds of them by Taliban insurgents using suicide bombers, IEDs, assassinations or executions. -- In the ongoing war with insurgents in Pakistan, a suspected U.S. drone attack is said to have killed 15 people in South Waziristan, the extremist stronghold along the border with Afghanistan. The use of unmanned attack aircraft has been highly successful against the extremist leadership, U.S. officials say, but the attacks also have generated rising anti-American anger among Pakistani politicians and public. In Haiti, meanwhile, U.S. and international officials were still struggling to comprehend the size and scope of the disaster and the tasks of treating the injured, clearing rubble and providing security and other essential services in the months ahead. "We will be here, obviously, for the long haul,'' Tim Callaghan, the point man for U.S. aid efforts in Haiti, said Monday.
Only withdrawal solves overstretch and allows the US to prevent confrontation with great powers
BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “South Korea Needs Better Defense,” Forbes, March 26, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628) Calum
It also is in America's interest to shift responsibility for the South's defense back where it belongs. The U.S. spends almost as much as the rest of the world on the military, yet America's armed forces have been badly stretched by lengthy occupation duties in Iraq and continuing combat in Afghanistan. Washington should focus on potential threats from major powers, not more peripheral dangers that can be handled by allied and friendly states.
The Korean War ended in 1953, but the potential for conflict never fully disappeared, as evident from the latest events in the Yellow Sea. Before the government in Seoul attempts to save the world, it needs to protect the people of South Korea.
Korea is the lynchpin of US overstretch – withdrawal provides needed resources
CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum
Neither Richard Halloran’s diplomatic options nor the blatantly militant pre-emption options should be entertained. There is a more viable option: a unilateral withdraw of United States ground forces from South Korea. The current administration’s commitment to the global war on terrorism, with subsequent military deployments to Afghanistan and Iraq, has caused considerable strain on the United States Military’s finite resources. Service components, scrambling to meet the increased operational tempo of the current environment, have yet to realize the implications on retention and sustaining a quality force. Withdrawal of forces from South Korea would enable the United States to realize an infrastructure cost savings while continuing to meet the guidance in the National Security Strategy and regional policy objectives that are inherent in forward basing of troops. It will also make available more forces for the administration’s global war on terrorism. Additionally, the removal of American forces from South Korea would alleviate political unrest associated with the increasing anti-American sentiment among South Koreans. Moving the headquarters from Seoul to the south will do little to stem the tide of growing anti-American sentiment. The source of anti-American feelings resides with the large amount of ground forces that operate and train on Korean soil, not the location of the headquarters. Since South Korea has a large standing ground force, the presence of United States ground forces in South Korea is militarily inconsequential. The real threat from North Korea is their policy to develop nuclear weapons. U.S. ground forces are unnecessary to deter or defend against nuclear weapons. Additionally, the presence of US forces on South Korean soil is a major source of anti-American sentiment among the Korean population. This hostility cause political unrest on the peninsula. United States’ diplomatic efforts to end the North Korean nuclear weapon crisis are at odds with the South Korean diplomatic policy. The divergent views of the North Korean threat and diplomatic policies to alleviate it are causing friction between South Korea and the United States. To maintain our influence in South Korea, the U.S. needs to narrow the gap between our divergent perceptions.

Overstretch cripples American military power

PERRY AND FLOURNOY 2006 (William, professor of management science and engineering at Stanford University, was U.S. secretary of defense from 1994 to 1997, Michele, senior advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, was principal deputy assistant secretary of defense for strategy and threat reduction, National Defense, May)

As a global power with global interests, the United States must be able to deal with challenges in multiple regions of the world simultaneously. If the Army were ordered to send significant forces to another crisis today, its only option would be to deploy units at readiness levels far below what operational plans would require.

As stated rather blandly in one Defense Department presentation, the Army "continues to accept risk" in its ability to respond to crises on the Korean Peninsula and elsewhere. The absence of a credible, sizable strategic reserve increases the risk that potential adversaries will be tempted to challenge the United States. Although the United States can still deploy air, naval, and other more specialized assets to deter or respond to aggression, the visible overextension of our ground forces could weaken our ability to deter aggression.

Decline in readiness cripples American hegemony
Spencer 00 (Jack, policy analyst for Defense and National security, Heritage foundation, “The facts about military readiness,” Readiness, “Backgrounder #1394, 9/15/00, http://heritage.org/research/missiledefense/bg1394.cfm) SLV
America's national security requirements dictate that the armed forces must be prepared to defeat groups of adversaries in a given war. America, as the sole remaining superpower, has many enemies. Because attacking America or its interests alone would surely end in defeat for a single nation, these enemies are likely to form alliances. Therefore, basing readiness on American military superiority over any single nation has little saliency.
The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4 According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6
Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.

This causes great power nuclear conflict

Gray, 05 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies, and Director of the Center for Strategic Studies, at the University of Reading (Spring 2005, Colin S., Parameters, “How Has War Changed Since the End of the Cold War?” http://www.carlisle.army. mil/usawc/parameters/05spring/gray.htm)

6. Interstate War, Down but Far from Out 

Logically, the reverse side of the coin which proclaims a trend favoring political violence internal to states is the claim that interstate warfare is becoming, or has become, a historical curiosity. Steven Metz and Raymond Millen assure us that “most armed conflicts in coming decades are likely to be internal ones.”21 That is probably a safe prediction, though one might choose to be troubled by their prudent hedging with the qualifier “most.” Their plausible claim would look a little different in hindsight were it to prove true except for a mere one or two interstate nuclear conflicts, say between India and Pakistan, or North Korea and the United States and its allies. The same authors also offer the comforting judgment that “decisive war between major states is rapidly moving toward history’s dustbin.”22 It is an attractive claim; it is a shame that it is wrong. 

War, let alone “decisive war,” between major states currently is enjoying an off-season for one main reason: So extreme is the imbalance of military power in favor of the United States that potential rivals rule out policies that might lead to hostilities with the superpower. It is fashionable to argue that major interstate war is yesterday’s problem—recall that the yesterday in question is barely 15 years in the past—because now there is nothing to fight about and nothing to be gained by armed conflict. Would that those points were true; unfortunately they are not. The menace of major, if not necessarily decisive, interstate war will return to frighten us when great-power rivals feel able to challenge American hegemony. If you read Thucydides, or Donald Kagan, you will be reminded of the deadly and eternal influence of the triad of motives for war: “fear, honor, and interest.”23 

Overstretch Solvency – Ext
Withdrawal improves US-ROK relations and solves overstretch

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum
In the foreseeable future the United States will continue to view the stability and security of the Korean Peninsula as a vital national security interest and integral to sustaining global commerce. Withdrawal of United States ground forces from South Korea will not degrade the military readiness of the alliance defense. On the contrary, it will eliminate one of the major sources of growing anti-Americanism among the South Korean population. Moreover, United States can utilize ground forces that are re-deployed from the peninsula in the Global War on terrorism, and save the associated costs of forward based troops. For South Korea, with strong United States support, to take the lead in the defense of their nation is an idea whose time has come.

In conclusion, withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from South Korea would be a win-win alternative. We gain economic and military resources while maintaining our objectives in northeast Asia and garnering positive public opinion, and South Koreans step out of our shadow and join the first rank of nations as a fully functioning democratic nation in charge of its own national defense.

Withdrawal from Korea solves overstretch

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

Considering the capability of the ROK Military and the recent disparate demands on the United States military, the time is ripe to withdraw ground forces from South Korea. This course of action will enable the military to apply more resources toward the global war on terrorism.

Furthermore, there will be inherent cost savings by withdrawing ground forces from South Korea. The American force structure currently in Korea could be deployed elsewhere (Afghanistan, Iraq, or Bosnia). Withdrawal of forces would eliminate the infrastructure cost of maintaining hundreds of individual camps required to forward base U.S. ground forces.

Furthermore, the removal of U.S. ground forces would halt the progress of anti-American sentiment among the South Korean population.
US withdrawal solves overstretch and war with North Korea

BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum

Why is America still in Korea? The security commitment is the only reason the North breathes fire against Washington. If the U.S. withdrew, Pyongyang would pose no serious threat to us. Today it wields only an untested missile with the theoretical possibility of hitting Alaska or the West Coast, and it knows that attacking America would ensure obliteration. In contrast, leaving forces on the peninsula creates 37,000 nearby nuclear hostages if Pyongyang develops a nuclear arsenal. The troop presence also further strains a military that intends to garrison a defeated Iraq along with the Balkans, all while searching for Al Qaeda worldwide.

Alliances are created at particular times to meet particular threats. They are not ends in themselves, to be preserved no matter how much the world changes. Instead of augmenting its forces in the Pacific and threatening Pyongyang with war, the U.S. should bring home its troops and turn the problem of Pyongyang over to its neighbors, where it belongs.

Overstretch Now – Ext
Military overstretch now – ground troops key
Ashbrook 04 (Tom, award-winning journalist brought to public radio by the attacks of September 11, 2001, when he was enlisted by NPR and WBUR-Boston for special coverage, after a distinguished career in newspaper reporting and editing, “Military Overstretch,” 9/30/04, http://www.onpointradio.org/2004/09/military-overstretch) SLV
The war in Iraq has taken its toll on the American military, and a sizeable chunk of the National Guard and Reserve troops are now actively deployed. With retention rates being artificially propped up by a Pentagon “stop loss” order there is concern that the United States does not have enough ground troops to enforce the Bush doctrine.

Overstretch has a real impact on the lives and morale of U.S. soldiers. Being unable to leave the military when planned or being assigned to work that you were not specifically trained for undermines a soldier’s sense of security.

US military on the brink now – overstretch hurting readiness

Gharib 2k8 (Ali, reporter for IPS News, “Senior Officers Worried About Dangerously Overstretched Military,” AlterNet News Service, http://www.alternet.org/world/77744/) SLV
The U.S. military is "severely strained" by two large-scale occupations in the Middle East, other troop deployments, and problems recruiting, according to a new survey of military officers published by Foreign Policy magazine and the centrist think-tank Center for a New American Security.

"They see a force stretched dangerously thin and a country ill-prepared for the next fight," said the report, 'The U.S. Military Index,' which polled 3,400 current and former high-level military officers.

Sixty percent of the officers surveyed said that the military is weaker now than it was five years ago, often citing the number of troops deployed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

"We ought to pay more attention to quality," said retired Lt. General Gregory Newbold, who retired from the Joint Chiefs of Staff in part over objections to the invasion of Iraq, at a panel during a conference to release the data.

From Republican presidential hopeful Sen. John McCain to President George W. Bush, politicians regularly speak on the military from a position of authority. They know, they contend, that despite the two ongoing wars, the U.S is ready to deal with new threats militarily if need be.

"I'm sorry to tell you, there's going to be other wars," said McCain at a campaign stop last month. "We will never surrender but there will be other wars."

But the officers surveyed implied that military options against future threats may not be -- as politicians from across the spectrum have intimated -- "on the table."

"Asked whether it was reasonable or unreasonable to expect the U.S. military to successfully wage another war at this time," said the report, "80 percent of the officers say that it is unreasonable."
Overstretch Kills Heg – Ext

Overstretch makes military readiness impossible

Spencer 00 (Jack, policy analyst for Defense and National security, Heritage foundation, “The facts about military readiness,” Readiness, “Backgrounder #1394, 9/15/00, http://heritage.org/research/missiledefense/bg1394.cfm) SLV

The pace of deployments has increased 16-fold since the end of the Cold War.17 According to Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA), the Clinton Administration has deployed U.S. forces 34 times in less than eight years. During the entire 40-year period of the Cold War, the military was committed to comparable deployments just 10 times.18 Between 1960 and 1991, the Army conducted 10 operations outside of normal training and alliance commitments, but between 1992 and 1998, the Army conducted 26 such operations. Similarly, the Marines conducted 15 contingency operations between 1982 and 1989, and 62 since 1989.19 During the 1990s, U.S. forces of 20,000 or more troops were engaged in non-warfighting missions in Somalia (1993), Haiti (1994), Bosnia (1996), and Iraq and Kuwait (1998).20 In 1998, before U.S. interventions in Kosovo and East Timor, General Henry Shelton, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, warned, "In the past four years we've conducted some four dozen major operations. And today, in support of our national strategy, we have more than 50,000 troops deployed in 12 major operations--and, I might add, many smaller ones--in dozens of countries around the world." Today the Army has 144,716 soldiers in 126 countries.21 Throughout the 1990s, U.S. taxpayers spent an average of $3 billion per year on peace operations.22 In 1990, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) spent around $200 million on peace operations. Today that amount has ballooned to $3.6 billion.23 The 78-day Kosovo campaign in 1999 cost around $5 billion, not including the ongoing peace mission.24 Operations Southern and North Watch in Iraq cost $1.1 billion per year; the Haiti operation cost a total of $2.4 billion; and to date, the Balkans have cost over $15 billion.25 (See Table 3.)

Effect on Readiness. This dramatic increase in the use of America's armed forces has had a detrimental effect on overall combat readiness. According to General Shelton, "our experience in the Balkans underscores the reality that multiple, persistent commitments place a significant strain on our people and can erode warfighting readiness."26 Both people and equipment wear out faster under frequent use. For example, units deployed in Somalia took 10 months to restore their equipment to predeployment readiness levels.27 According to a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) survey of Army leaders who participated in peace missions, almost two-thirds said that their units' training readiness had declined.28 Training is a key component of readiness, and frequent missions cause the armed forces to reduce training schedules. For example, Operation Allied Force caused 22 joint exercises to be cancelled in 1999. Joint training exercises were reduced from 277 in fiscal year (FY) 1996 to 189 in FY 2000.
Inadequate training has resulted in the Air Force exceeding its annual deployment goals for Airborne Warning and Control Systems (AWACS) crews. Thirteen of the Air Force's 40 AWACS crews were inadequately trained, forcing the 27 remaining crews to carry the workload of all 40. For U-2 pilots, the situation is equally bad. Because only 40 of the Air Force's 54 authorized U-2 pilots are fully trained, many experienced crewmembers leave the force due to an excessive workload.29 The frequent deployments also take funding away from ongoing expenses. The Department of Defense funds about 80 percent of the cost for operations other than warfare from its "operations and maintenance" accounts,30 although the funds in the account are supposed to pay for training, fuel, and supplies to forward-deployed troops--all of which are readiness-related. Every dollar spent in Kosovo or Somalia takes 80 cents away from training America's troops for war, buying spare parts for aging equipment, or providing a high quality of life for troops in foreign lands protecting America's interests abroad. The remaining funding for operations other than warfare comes from personnel accounts.31 This 20 percent is money that could be used to pay pilots or computer programmers. The stress of frequent and often unexpected deployments is detrimental to the morale of troops and jeopardizes the military's ability to retain high-quality people. Already understaffed units undertake more missions that last longer. (See Table 4.) Some 58 percent of U.S. troops are married, and long deployments often result in strains in family life, leading many to leave the service. The Center for Strategic and International Studies recently concluded that the high tempo of operations had had a significant, negative effect on morale.32 More recently, the General Accounting Office concluded, "long deployments can adversely affect morale and retention."33 Increased missions have clearly worn out equipment, reduced training, and decreased morale--all resulting in decreased readiness.
Presence Kills Readiness

Presence kills readiness

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p39) SLV

Although dependence on America may have been at least in the ROK's short-term interest, especially in the republic's early days of poverty, the long-term impact is likely to be less positive. It is, after all, hard to be simultaneously a fully independent participant in the world system and a de facto protectorate. More important, creating an international security dole on which allied nations wish to stay is surely not in Washington's interest, either short or long term. It is bad enough to risk being drawn into war. It is ridiculous to simultaneously risk being drawn into war and discourage the nation being defended from protecting itself. 

Iran Scenario

Overstretch emboldens Iran – makes attack inevitable

CST 06 (The Chicago Sun Times. 1/15/6. Lexis)
Ahmadinejad is surely motivated by ideology and the desire to solidify the position of the security faction within Iran's ruling elite. But he also appears to be acting on the perception that the United States is in a position of considerable, indeed unprecedented, weakness. America's military is overstretched in Iraq and Afghanistan, and Washington has focused on monitoring North Korea's nuclear program rather than Iran's. If threatened, Iran could wreak havoc in Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon and Israel. These observations may lead Ahmadinejad to an incorrect assessment of Iran's strength relative to any American threat. In fact, Iran has serious domestic frailties, including a shaky economy and its attendant unemployment and popular resentment, not to mention soaring levels of drug abuse and a brain drain. But Ahmadinejad no doubt takes comfort not only in his belief in divine protection but also in the knowledge that Shiite religious parties aligned with Iran are now the dominant political forces in Iraq, while the American public hardly seems amenable to waging another

war in the region.

Extinction

Kurtz 06 (Stan, Senior Fellow at Ethics and Public Policy Center, “Our Fallout Shelter Future” The National Review, 28 Aug 2006, Lexis)
Proliferation optimists, on the other hand, see reasons for hope in the record of nuclear peace during the Cold War. While granting the risks, proliferation optimists point out that the very

horror of the nuclear option tends, in practice, to keep the peace. Without choosing between hawkish proliferation pessimists and dovish proliferation optimists, Rosen simply asks how

we ought to act in a post-proliferation world. Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence? A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict. We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike. Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model. Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan. And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. 
Strikes Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is preventive strikes.
Nuclear deterrence prevents North Korean aggression but pressure for US preventive strikes will grow—this would cause massive casualties and destroy US credibility.  Troop withdrawal solves by encouraging regional solutions.
BANDOW 2009 (Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and the author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Xulon) and Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World, “Starting the Second Korean War? Restraint is almost certainly the better part of valor,” Reason.com, Feb 26, http://reason.com/archives/2009/02/26/starting-the-second-korean-war) Calum
The government in Seoul responded with a yawn and Secretary Clinton indicated her desire for continued negotiations. But the latest emanations from Pyongyang have caused some policymakers to advocate confrontation. Philip Zelikow, late of the Bush State Department, suggests war. This isn't the first time that U.S. officials have proposed sending in the bombers. The Clinton administration apparently came close to ordering military strikes before former President Jimmy Carter's dramatic flight to Pyongyang. And Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) has spent years pondering the possibility of preventive war against the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea. It was never a good idea, but the pressure for military action may grow. Selig Harrison of the Center for International Policy recently traveled to the DPRK, where he was told that existing supplies of plutonium had been "weaponized." He argues that the U.S. "can tolerate a nuclear-armed North Korea that may or may not actually have the weapons arsenal it claims," but others would put the military option back on the table. Zelikow goes even further. He says: "whatever the merits of Harrison's suggestion when it comes to North Korea's nuclear weapons, the United States should not accept Pyongyang's development of long-range missiles systems, which can be paired with an admitted nuclear weapons arsenal, as still another fait accompli." In his view, Washington should warn the North to stand down; if the DPRK failed to comply, the U.S. should take out the missile on its launch pad. Why? Zelikow contends that "the North Korean perfection of a long-range missile capability against the United States, Japan, or the Republic of Korea would pose an imminent threat to the vital interests of our country." To rely on deterrence, he adds, would be a "gamble." Obviously no one wants the North to possess nuclear weapons or missiles of any kind. However, North Korean threats against the ROK and Japan are not threats against America's vital interests. Japan is the world's second ranking economic power and the South has roughly 40 times the GDP and twice the population of the North. Sooner rather than later they should be expected to defend themselves. Washington is busy enough dealing with its own geopolitical problems in the midst of an economic crisis. Moreover, nothing in the North Korean regime's behavior suggests that Dear Leader Kim Jong Il is any less amenable to deterrence than were Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong. Kim may be many things, but there is no indication that he is suicidal. Rather, he likes his virgins in the here and now. Of course, it would be better not to have to rely on deterrence. But a preventive strike would be no cakewalk. If there is insanity at work on the Korean peninsula, it is the assumption that Kim would do nothing if his nation was attacked by the U.S. He might choose inaction, but more likely would see such a strike as the prelude to regime change. In that case the results of the Iraq war would impel him to act first rather than await invasion. America and South Korea would win any war, but the costs would be horrendous. Moreover, the DPRK could easily initiate a more limited tit-for-tat retaliation. The South's capital of Seoul lies within easy range of Scud missiles and massed artillery. Even the "optimists" who believe that Seoul could be protected by massive military strikes along the Demilitarized Zone talk about holding casualties to under 100,000. Imagine Pyongyang announcing a limited bombardment in response to the U.S. action, combined with the promise of a ceasefire if the ROK blocked any further American response. Washington's Asian policy would be wrecked along with Seoul. Despite the vagaries of dealing with the North, it is not the first bizarrely brutal and secretive regime with which the U.S. has dealt. Forty-some years ago there was China. The unstable Mao regime, atop a country convulsed by the bloody Cultural Revolution, was developing nuclear weapons. National Review editor William F. Buckley and New York Sen. James Buckley both pressed for a preventive attack on Beijing's nascent nuclear program. The Johnson administration considered proposals for such an assault. The arguments were similar as those made today regarding North Korea: An unpredictable regime, the uncertainty of deterrence, and the relative ease of attack. It's impossible to know what the world would have looked like had Washington struck, but China likely would have moved closer to the Soviet Union and become more resolutely hostile to the U.S. Restraint almost certainly was the better part of valor. So, too, with North Korea today. Of course, Washington still should work with the DPRK's neighbors in an attempt to persuade Pyongyang to abandon both its missile and nuclear ambitions. Even more important, though, would be to turn the problem of North Korea over to the surrounding states. To the extent that the North threatens anyone, it is South Korea and Japan. China and Russia are unlikely direct targets, but still have good reason to prefer a stable and peaceful Korean peninsula. Thus, the U.S. should withdraw its 29,000 troops from the ROK, where they are vulnerable to military action by Pyongyang. Then North Korea would be primarily a problem for the ROK, China, Japan, and Russia. And the U.S. need not worry about the latest North Korean gambit.

American attack on North Korea causes extinction

CHOL 2002 (Director Center for Korean American Peace, 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html) Calum

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." U.S. Perception Counts Most What counts most is not so much North nuclear and missile capability as the American perception that North Korea may have such capability. No matter how true North Korean nuclear capability may, such capability does not serve the political purposes of Kim Jong Il and his policy planners in dealing with the U.S., unless Washington policy planners perceive North Korean nuclear threat as real. Their view is of the Americans being hoaxed into suspecting that the North Koreans have already nuclear capability. The Americans are the most skeptical people in the world. Due to the historic al background of their nation building, they are least ready to trust what others say. What they trust most is guns and money. This is the reason why the Americans show a strong preference for lie detectors, which are ubiquitous in the U.S. If the North Koreans say that they have nuclear capability, the immediate American response is to doubt the statement. If the North Koreans deny, the Americans have a typical propensity to suspect that they have. Most interestingly, Americans readily accept as true acknowledgement after repeated denial. It is easy to imagine how stunned James Kelly and American officials were at the reported post-denial acknowledgement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kang Sok Ju that the North Koreans have a uranium enrichment centrifuge. As expected, American officials have been ordered into globe-hopping tours, rallying international support for their campaign to apply pressure to bear upon the North Koreans to dissuade them from their alleged nuclear weapons program. Bush, Rice, Rumsfeld and other tough guys took special care to paint North Korea as different from Iraq, offering the North Koreans the striped-pants treatment. It is too obvious that indirect diplomacy is not effective now matter how hard the Americans may consult their allies and the allies of North Korea. The past consultation with Russia and China failed to produce any positive results, because they have little leverage with North Korea. The four-way talks are a case in point, where the Americans ended up talking with the North Koreans. Three Options Available Then the question arises of how to interpret the reported North Korean admission of the possession of a uranium enrichment device. One most likely explanation is that it is more of an invitation to diplomatic negotiations than refusal to talk. There are a few months to go before the target year of 2003 strikes. In other words, the Kang Sok Ju statement means that the North Koreans still keep the nuclear trump card, namely, that the Bush Administration has no choice but to pick up where the Clinton Administration left off. The Bush Administration is left with three choices: The first is just to ignore North Korea and let the regime of Kim Jong Il emerge a nuclear power with atomic and thermonuclear weapons in their arsenal with a fleet of ICBMs locked on to American targets. This option is most likely to set into motion the domino phenomenon, inducing Japan and South Korea to acquire nuclear arms, making unnecessary the American military presence on their soil with anti-Americanism rising to new heights. The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of [hu]mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.

Strikes – Solvency Ext
The US will provoke North Korea into war—South Korea will not

BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum
Placing even greater pressure on this unequal arrangement is disagreement about proper policy toward North Korea. Some 24 million people, roughly half of South Korea's population, live in the Seoul-Inchon metropolitan region. Yet Seoul sits barely 25 miles from the border, vulnerable to artillery and Scud missile attack. Thus, the costs of mishandling the North would be horrific for the South. As President Roh has said, war "is such a catastrophic result that I cannot even imagine. We have to handle the North-South relations in such a way that we do not have to face such a situation."

Washington, by contrast, has almost casually considered plunging the peninsula into war. Former President Bill Clinton admits that his administration prepared for a military strike against the North during the first nuclear crisis, without consulting the South. President Roh understandably complained. "We almost went to the brink of war in 1993 with North Korea," he later said, "and at the time we didn't even know it."

Upon what can Seoul rely to avoid a new conflict? There are reports that President Bush rejected a military course after then-President Kim Dae-jung personally described the carnage of the Korean War. Yet Bush explicitly refuses to rule out any option. Secretary Rumsfeld has called the Kim Jong-il government a "terrorist regime," offering an obvious justification for action. And it is hard to find anyone who speaks with administration officials off the record who believes their publicly pacific intentions.

Indeed, some hawks flaunt their lack of concern for Seoul's views. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) opines that "while they may risk their populations, the United States will do whatever it must to guarantee the security of the American people. And spare us the usual lectures about American unilateralism. We would prefer the company of North Korea's neighbors, but we will make do without it if we must." Frank Gaffney of the Center for Security Policy hits a similar note: "The desire of dangerous nations' neighbors to accommodate, rather than confront, them is understandable. But it should not be determinative of U.S. policy. Such pleading today from South Korea and Japan is reminiscent of the Cold War advocacy for détente by leftists in the West German government." Apparently, America's allies should gaily commit suicide at Washington's command.

Strikes Impact – Relations
US strike would crush relations with South Korea and cause global counterbalancing against American power

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

However the costs of striking in the near future far outweigh any potential benefits. The already tenuous relations between the United States and South Korea would deteriorate even further. When former South Korean president, Kim Dae-jung, initiated the Sunshine policy, a policy of reconciliation with North Korea, his government gained the widespread support of South Korean public. Additionally, public sentiment toward the United States soured and the current South Korean president, Roh Moo Hyun, won the 2002 election on an anti-American platform. If the U.S. were to conduct a pre-emptive strike into North Korea, we would most likely be acting unilaterally, diplomatic opposition would intensify and the United States would be seen as the aggressor by both the South Koreans and the global community. The United States internal political upheaval would increase dramatically. World-wide opinion would be negatively impacted and political alliances attempting to curtail American power would receive more support.

However the most compelling reason to refrain from exercising the pre-emptive strike option is the large number casualties that will result in such a conflict. The reality of a military strike would cause North Korea to retaliate. Since Seoul, with a population of over 17 million, is within North Korean artillery range, the number of non-combatant casualties would be horrendous. General Gary Luck, former commander of United States forces in Korea, estimated that another Korean War would result in 1 million casualties-52,000 of those American.23

More evidence

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

The costs of conducting a pre-emptive strike would cause devastating loss of human life to both United States armed forces and American/ Korean non-combatants. Additionally the United States would suffer diplomatic and economic retaliation from the global community. The support for alliances attempting to curb American power would increase.

Prolif Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is Prolif.
North Korea will proliferate – US micromanaging fails 
Carpenter 2009 – PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Tad Galen, Cato Institute Handbook for Policymakers, 7th edition, “54. East Asian Security Commitments”, page 563, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-54.pdf, WEA)
The ongoing North Korean nuclear crisis illustrates the drawbacks associated with Washington’s insistence on micromanaging the security affairs of East Asia. In a normal international system, the East Asian frontline states would be taking the lead in formulating policies to deal with North Korea instead of expecting the United States to negotiate directly with Pyongyang and produce an agreement acceptable to them all. They would decide what risks they were willing to incur to compel Pyongyang to abandon its nuclear program—or in the alternative, whether they were prepared to live with a nuclear-armed North Korea. That is not to say that the United States has no interests at stake regarding North Korea’s nuclear ambitions. Washington understandably wants to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons—in East Asia and elsewhere. There is also legitimate concern that North Korea might eventually become a nuclear arms peddler, supplying bombs to other anti-American regimes— and perhaps even to terrorist organizations. Pyongyang’s apparent assistance to Syria regarding nuclear technology highlighted the proliferation problem.
US withdrawal forces China to stop North Korean proliferation—this solves allied prolif
BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” Huffington Post, May 21, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html) Calum
What value, then, is the alliance? Some proponents view it as a useful tool of nonproliferation, discouraging South Korea from developing a nuclear weapon. However, that possibility remains remote. Although nuclear negotiations with the North hardly look promising, China might yet forcefully weigh in to halt the North Korean program. Moreover, the U.S. could maintain a nuclear umbrella over the ROK without keeping conventional forces on the ground in South Korea, which only act as nuclear hostages vulnerable to DPRK intimidation. Moreover, the most powerful incentive for Beijing to apply significant pressure on the North to denuclearize (and not just return to the Six-Party talks) is the threat of further proliferation. The People's Republic of China does not fear a North Korean atomic bomb. The PRC might not worry unduly about a South Korean weapon. But Japan and even Taiwan might consider joining a growing nuclear parade. That possibility should raise more than eyebrows in Beijing, encouraging a vigorous response to halt the process at the start. The best way to keep the ROK and neighboring states non-nuclear is to make the North non-nuclear. The best way to make North Korea non-nuclear is for the PRC to use its full array of diplomatic and economic tools on Pyongyang.
North Korean prolif fuels terrorist nuclear capability. 

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 96-97, WEA)
Although the prospect of North Korea possessing a nuclear arsenal is unsettling, the other component of the North Korean nuclear problem is the most troubling. The United States and North Korea’s neighbors probably can learn to live with Pyongyang’s possession of a nuclear arsenal. What the United States cannot tolerate is North Korea’s becoming the global Wal-Mart of nuclear technology.118 An especially acute danger is that Pyongyang might provide either a nuclear weapon or fissile material to al Qaeda or other anti-American terrorist organizations. The DPRK’s record on missile proliferation does not offer much encouragement that it will be restrained when it comes to commerce in nuclear materials. North Korea earned $560 million in 2001 alone in missile sales—including sales to some of the most virulently anti-American regimes.119 Perhaps most troubling of all, Pyongyang has shown a willingness to sell anything that will raise revenue for the financially hard-pressed regime. In the spring of 2003, for example, evidence emerged of extensive North Korean involvement in the heroin trade.120 It is hardly unwarranted speculation to worry that the DPRK might be a willing seller of nuclear weapons or materials to terrorist groups flush with cash. William Potter, director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, observes: “Certainly, groups such as al Qaeda must be attracted by the prospect of unsafeguarded nuclear material controlled by an impoverished and isolated regime which already has broken many of its international nonproliferation commitments.”121 Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage rightly argues that “the arms race in North Korea pales next to the possibility . . . that she would pass on fissile material and other nuclear technology to either transnational actors or to rogue states.”122 
Terrorism causes global nuclear war.  

Speice, 2006 (Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb, l/n)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. n50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
Ballistic Missile Prolif Internal Link
North Korea prolif will include ballistic missiles – they have access to the technology

Hildreth 08 (Steven, Specialist in missile defense and non-proliferation foreign affairs, defense and trade division, “North Korean Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, Jan 24th, 2008, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/101748.pdf) SLV

Some experts voice concern over North Korea’s level of military spending in relation to its missile program. North Korea reportedly spends as much as 40 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) on the military.25 In 2004, U.S. Forces Korea commander, General Leon J. LaPorte, reportedly stated that North Korea’s military investments are primarily in their nuclear, biological, chemical and missile programs in order to gain an “asymmetrical” advantage over U.S and South Korean forces.26 General LaPorte reportedly emphasized his concern over missile development and North Korea’s continued development of its nuclear weapons program that could eventually lead to “weaponizing their weapons-grade materials on missiles.”27 North Korea’s apparent willingness to devote such a large portion of its GDP to missiles and weapons of mass destruction could be cause for additional concern when viewed in the light of their alleged cooperation with other countries. Evidence suggests that North Korea has had extensive dealings with Iran, Pakistan, Russia, Syria, Yemen, and Libya on ballistic missiles and possibly even nuclear warheads.28 One particular concern is that Chinese warhead designs, sold to Libya by Pakistani nuclear scientist Dr. A.Q. Khan, might also be in the hands of North Korea, which could help accelerate its efforts to develop long-ranged nuclear ballistic missiles.29 Some suggest that North Korea’s access to these countries’ missile and WMD technologies might enable North Korea to advance its long-range nuclear ballistic missile program at a more accelerated rate without having to conduct extensive testing, particularly if they use proven missile designs from other countries.
Prolif – Terrorism Scenario Ext
This guarantees nuclear terrorism.  

MAPLES  09  U.S. Army Director, Defense Intelligence Agency
 [Lieutenant Michael G., Maples , “ANNUAL THREAT ASSESSMENT,” 3-10, http://www.dia.mil/publicaffairs/Testimonies/statement_31.pdf) 

The proliferation and potential use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missiles against U.S. forces, the American people, our allies and interests remains a grave, enduring and evolving threat. Qualitative and quantitative improvements in state nuclear programs – often linked with delivery system enhancements, further enhances the potential risk. Moreover, concerns remain regarding the safety and security of nuclear weapons and materials worldwide, and the potential diversion of fissile and radiological materials. As technology progresses and becomes increasingly available in a globalized world environment, the threat posed by chemical and biological weapons could become more diverse and technically sophisticated. Terrorist organizations will continue to try to acquire and employ chemical, biological, radiological, or nuclear materials in attacks while nation-states expand their WMD capabilities and the survivability, accuracy, and range of the associated delivery systems. Since mid-2006, numerous U.N. Security Council Resolutions have authorized sanctions against Iranian and North Korean nuclear and ballistic missile programs. While these actions have impeded some acquisition and support efforts, they have not stopped the programs themselves. Further frustrating sanction efforts is the inconsistent interpretation and enforcement of the resolutions by several key nations. While some countries such as Russia and China continue to market fully assembled Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)-compliant short range ballistic missiles, entities in China and North Korea, motivated by economic and strategic interests, continue to supply controlled technologies, components and raw materials in support of WMD and missile programs, especially across the Middle East and south Asia. While some of these transfers are proscribed under various WMD-related control regimes, many others are dual-use with legitimate industrial applications. Examples include multi-axis computer numerically controlled machine tools that have applications in nuclear and missile programs, but are also commonly used throughout legitimate industry. Specialty metals such as 7000-series aluminum used in nuclear and missile programs are also commonly used in aircraft and other industries. Some chemicals used in fertilizer production are also controlled chemical weapon precursors and much of the glass-lined equipment used in pharmaceutical production is controlled due to its applicability to chemical and biological weapons programs. These last examples potentially could allow a state to embed an offensive chemical or biological weapons mobilization capability within its existing commercial infrastructure.

North Korea Prolif – Solvency Ext
American military presence is the key factor in North Korean prolif

BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum
Although North Korea's nuclear program has understandably attracted Washington's eyes, America's relationship with the South requires equal attention. The nuclear controversy grows out of the unnatural U.S. military presence on the Korean peninsula, and no solution is likely until that presence is removed.

Missiles are a bargaining chip they will draw down if we withdraw

Anthony 2000 – PhD, SIPRI Research Coordinator and Leader of the SIPRI Arms Control and Non-proliferation Programme (Ian, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 2000, “11. Responses to proliferation: the North Korean ballistic missile programme”, http://www.sipri.org/research/disarmament/expcon/researchissues/resultoutput/yearbook/yb0011, WEA)

Given the progressive decay of North Korean conventional armed forces, the ballistic missile programme also provides a bargaining chip that can be included in political discussions. In the absence of a missile programme (and related programmes for NBC weapons) there would be little for other states to discuss with North Korea apart from humanitarian assistance.

From a military perspective, the missile programme has been described as ‘the bite of the cornered dog’. The modernization of South Korean air defences and the assistance rendered by the United States in surveillance and target acquisition mean that North Korea can have little confidence in the value of manned aircraft in any conflict.11 Ballistic missiles represent the only delivery vehicle that North Korea could confidently expect to penetrate existing air defences.

Assuming that South Korean and/or US forces establish air superiority during a conflict, the vulnerability of missile launch sites to air attack suggests a strong incentive for North Korea to use its missile forces in the early stages of any conflict. Meanwhile, since missile forces are unlikely to be available in quantities large enough to disrupt the military operations of South Korean and US forces if armed with conventional warheads, they may be used in a countervalue deterrence strategy armed with non-conventional warheads. If projections that North Korean missiles will soon be able to reach the US mainland prove to be correct, a countervalue strategy may also be applied to the United States as well as South Korea.

The South Korean characterization of the threat posed by North Korean missiles follows this line. According to a recent Ministry of National Defense White Paper:

North Korea’s purpose in producing and stockpiling CB weapons and mid- and longrange guided missiles is not only that they conserve resources; they can also be used as a means of strategic threat and negotiation. They can also play a decisive role in military strategy and operations. In using these weapons to attack major cities and strategic targets simultaneously in the South, Pyongyang could maximize the military and psychological effects it has aimed for as well as devastate strategic targets.12
Ballistic Missile Prolif Bad

Missile prolif causes WMD warfare
Mistry 2003 – assistant professor of political science at the University of Cincinnati (Dinshaw, “Containing missile proliferation”, Google Books, pages 9-12, WEA)

Thus the missile threat is real (hundreds of short- and medium-range missiles can strike states in Europe and Asia), but its most dangerous aspect (the proliferation of ICBMs) is still limited. The threat could either expand or remain limited in the coming years: it would increase significantly if regional powers obtain foreign technical assistance to build greater quantities of more powerful missiles; it could be limited if foreign technical assistance remains embargoed and political initiatives and institutional barriers restrain target missile programs.

The Strategic Consequences of Missile Proliferation

Ballistic missiles are particularly deadly nuclear delivery systems and terror weapons because they cover distances of hundreds to thousands of kilometers in a matter of minutes, and are hard to defend against. Missile attacks and deployments therefore have serious strategic, political, and military consequences. On strategic grounds, missile proliferation undermines the nuclear, biological, and chemical nonproliferation regimes. Ballistic missiles enable states (and nonstate actors and terrorist groups) to quickly deliver weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) to distant regions, thereby exacerbating the WMD threat and weakening the nonproliferation regime. Conversely, halting missile proliferation mitigates the WMD threat, strengthens the nonproliferation regime, and enhances international security. 

Missile attacks are a significant military threat to armed forces, international peacekeeping forces, and civilian populations. Missiles have been used in several international and civil conflicts: Germany fired thousands of missiles against London and Antwerp in World War II; Iraq launched hundreds of missiles against Iran and several dozen at Israel and Saudi Arabia; Afghan groups fired hundreds of missiles in their civil war, and missiles were used on a smaller scale in other conflicts. The military impact of missiles in these conflicts should not be exaggerated, because missiles are not very accurate, most missiles did not hit any significant targets, and they did not result in mass fatalities. Yet the occasional missile caused dozens, even hundreds, of casualties. In the Gulf War, a Scud strike on an American military barracks caused 28 fatalities, which was the largest number of allied fatalities in a single engagement Another Scud landed some 300 meters from cargo and oil facilities and would have caused high casualties if it had hit these targets. Missiles can be even more deadly against civilian populations; in World War II, a V-2 strike on Antwerp's Rex cinema caused 270 fatalities. Moreover, the above examples involved missiles with conventional warheads. A WMD missile attack would be far more catastrophic.

Missile activity has destabilizing political consequences in both wartime and peacetime. Missile strikes that terrorize a target population and increase pressures on political leaders to retaliate can considerably escalate conflicts. In the Gulf War, Iraq's missile strikes against Israel could have had a very serious political impact. The Coalition might have fractured as Arab states left it if Israel had retaliated against Iraq. Further, ballistic missiles escalated tensions in the prewar phase (because of Iraq's declared policy of threatening Israel), widened the war's parameters once the fighting began, and diverted significant air power and special force resources away from other military tasks.

Even when they are not used in wars, missile deployments and tests exacerbate interstate tensions. Three examples illustrate this point. First, Soviet missile deployments in Cuba provoked the 1962 missile crisis that brought the two superpowers to the brink of a nuclear exchange. Second, Chinese missile tests off Taiwan in 1995 and 1996 led to a tense standoff between the United States and China, and two U.S. naval battle groups were sent to the Taiwan Strait Third, North Korea's August 1998 rocket test over Japan terrorized Japan's population. Tokyo demanded an apology and explanation from Pyongyang and sus- pended its economic aid. North Korea responded harshly, declaring "Japan's behavior is ridiculous," adding, "We warn Japan to ... act with discretion and renounce its anachronistic hostile policy."8 

Missile proliferation can also increase the likelihood of interstate conflict in the long term. International conflict studies suggest that neighboring states are more likely to fight wars with each other, and that proximity correlates positively with conflict.9 Ballistic missiles can quickly strike distant states and thereby bring distant states "closer" to each other, which (especially if deterrence stability cannot be attained) could increase interstate tensions and the likelihood of regional conflict. Moreover, missile deployments can be provocative in a region where nuclear weapons are vulnerable to a preemptive strike. Missiles then under- mine the stability of deterrence.

A2: No Incentive For Ballistic Missiles

States have an incentive

Said 2001 – retired Maj. Gen., Head of the Military Studies Unit and Technology Advisor at the Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies in Cairo, professor of missile flight mechanics a the Military Technical College in Egypt, member of the committee for strategic planning in the Egyptian Council for Space Research, Science and Technology (Mohamed, “Missile proliferation in the Middle East: A regional perspective”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art75.pdf, WEA)

Ballistic missiles and WMD proliferation in the Middle East offer the means for the countries of the region to pursue asymmetric strategies in confrontation with greater powers. There is also an economic incentive to acquiring ballistic missiles because they are often less expensive than acquiring and sustaining large conventional forces. The new defence strategies of NATO, Europe and its close allies, added to their monopoly of modern attack systems, make the issue of proliferation a shared risk not only flowing from South to North but also from North to South. 

The will is inevitable

Said 2001 – retired Maj. Gen., Head of the Military Studies Unit and Technology Advisor at the Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies in Cairo, professor of missile flight mechanics a the Military Technical College in Egypt, member of the committee for strategic planning in the Egyptian Council for Space Research, Science and Technology (Mohamed, “Missile proliferation in the Middle East: A regional perspective”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art75.pdf, WEA)

The reasons behind missile proliferation in the Middle East are numerous and diverse. Unresolved conflicts, regional competition between rival states, and the unrestrained supply of missile technology from external powers are significant factors. There are also other reasons that make states of the Middle East seek missile weaponry, such as evolution in the art of war, the desire to threaten the projection options of those outside the region, as compensation for weaknesses in conventional assets, beside the motivations of national prestige and deterrence. 

Turns Deterrence

Ballistic missile prolif collapses deterrence. 

Beard & Eland, 1999

[Timothy M., Ivan, CATO, “BALLISTIC MISSILE PROLIFERATION Does the Clinton Administration Understand the Threat?,” 2-11, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb51.pdf]
Currently, only four nations possess intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) that can reach the continental United States: Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom. 3 Fortunately, the United States is on close or at least decent terms with each of those nations. More disturbing than the nations that currently possess ICBMs are those that may be attempting to obtain such weapons: Iran, Iraq, Libya, Syria, and North Korea.4 Known as the five rogue states, those regimes--all noted sponsors of international terrorism--pose the greatest threat to the United States. The induction of those nations into the vaunted "ballistic missile club" could weaken America's faith in its long-held policy of deterrence. Deterrence--the theory that nations will be prevented from taking certain actions when faced with the threat of retaliation--assumes the adversary is rational. However, that assumption is not a guarantee, especially given the past actions of several leaders of rogue regimes. Libya's Moammar Qaddafi, a long-time antagonist of the United States, has repeatedly acted hastily and unpredictably. After witnessing the destructive power and clear military superiority of the United States during the 1986 

Internal Link/Uniqueness
Over 20 countries on the brink.  

Hawkins, 2009 

[Kari, Redstone Rocket Staff, US Military, “Growing threat of ballistic missiles drives agency's efforts,” 3-11, http://www.army.mil/-news/2009/03/11/18083-growing-threat-of-ballistic-missiles-drives-agencys-efforts/]
The growing threat of ballistic missile proliferation around the world is a concern not only of military leaders but also of President Obama's administration, said the new director of the Missile Defense Agency.  Speaking to a gathering of more than 400 local military and industry leaders at Friday's luncheon meeting of Women in Defense at the Huntsville Marriott, MDA director Lt. Gen. Patrick O'Reilly said China and Russia are not the only nations who have the capability to be a significant ballistic missile threat.  "If you remove China and Russia from the picture, there are still 1,100 more missiles today and in the next five years there will be 1,500 more missiles than there are today. That brings to 7,000 the number of ballistic missiles" and over 1,000 ballistic missile launchers owned by nations throughout the world, he said.   More than 20 foreign countries have ballistic missile systems. Instead of testing their systems once a month or once a week, they are testing them daily.  "The question is how many launches do they do every day," O'Reilly said. "Proliferation is growing. The new administration knows this. It's a serious question of how to stop missile proliferation."  The growing number of countries with ballistic missile capability creates unpredictability in the international military and political environment. Nations, particularly poor nations, are spending more and more money on ballistic missiles, causing U.S. political and military leaders to be concerned about the motives behind such investment.  "The threat over and over again is very uncertain," he said. "There is a huge uncertainly out there. But one thing is confirmed and that is proliferation."

Ballistic missile prolif snowballs. 

Barkley, 2008 

[Daniel, Department of Economics California State University, Long Beach, “Ballistic Missile Proliferation An Empirical Investigation,” http://jcr.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/52/3/455]
Without a reliable defense against ballistic missile attack, many nations have responded to enemy missile threat by acquiring ballistic missiles themselves as a deterrent. But as each state arms, its own sense of insecurity recurs as its rivals arm. The result is that each state is trapped in the familiar ‘‘security dilemma’’: more arms but less security. This type of security dilemma is well known in the literature. Jervis (1978, 169) notes that ‘‘many of the means by which a state tries to increase its security decrease the security of others.’’ This article presents a model that explains the decision to procure ballistic missiles with the number of missile threats a country faces. Section 1 marshals evidence that contemporary ballistic missile proliferation arises in part as a result of strategic interaction between states. This section lays the theoretical foundations for a discrete choice analysis in Section 2.
Missile prolif risk high now – status quo efforts fail

MISTRY  03  Assistant Professor at the University of Cincinnati

[Dinshaw Mistry, “Beyond the MTCR,” International Security 27.4 (2003) 119-149 ]
In this article I seek to answer two central questions: First, can the MTCR's technology barriers, along with the Code of Conduct's transparency initiatives, curb the spread of ballistic missiles? Second, if the MTCR and the code are inadequate, what additional measures are necessary to contain missile proliferation? [End Page 119] The article offers three main conclusions: First, the MTCR can considerably delay, but ultimately will not prevent, regional powers from building arsenals of intermediate- and long-range missiles. Transparency initiatives are also insufficient to halt missile proliferation because they do not offer strong political and legal barriers against, and incentives to refrain from, missile activity. Second, if regional powers maintain their missile programs (and, more ominously, if they export their missiles to other states), missile proliferation may greatly increase. As a result, the MTCR's past gains could be reversed. Third, five measures—space service initiatives, regional missile-free zones, global intermediate-range missile bans, flight-test bans, and verification mechanisms—are available to expand the regime and provide firmer institutional barriers against missile proliferation.

And, missile prolif now – Middle East, Southeast and East Asia – will cause rapid regional destabilization. 

Handzlik, 2003

[Mariusz, Department of Security Policy MOFA Warsaw Chairman , Missile Technology Control Regime, “The Proliferation of Missile Technologies,” http://scm.oas.org/pdfs/2003/cp11871.pdf]
The spread of missiles and relevant technologies plays an increasingly prominent role within this regard. Missiles play and will play a destructive role causing concern in countries that they could be targeted by them. The missile technologies might be in the possession of unreliable and conflict- ridden states where it would not contribute to deterrence but rather be used for warfare. Potential delivery platforms include aircrafts those piloted and unmanned, cruise missiles and ballistic missiles equipped with nuclear, chemical or biological weapons can present especially acute threats not only neighbouring countries but also over continental distances. Even with own missile systems armed with conventional warheads, a sustained wartime offensive missile can cause a huge loss of life and a decrease in civilian morale as well as a significant impact upon the outcome of the war. So today the threat presented by the proliferation of missiles and weapons of mass destruction is more diverse and unpredictable than ever. Many countries become or are close to becoming secondary proliferators. They are doing so because they believe that possessing missiles is a fundamental enhancement to their security. The ability to strike is seen as a deterrent and as a weaporl of last resort. Developing a missile capability is also an issue of prestige and a belief of regional of regional influence and power. Of particular concern are the situations in the Middle East , South Asia and East Asia. In each instance the activities of a few states are contributing to regional insecurity and fueling efforts by others to acquire their own missile systems. States perceive it as a way of countering external threats. Saying that it seems that regional instability is likely to depend on the acquisition and development of missile programs and related technological systems. One can make an argument that some regional powers will develop an unprecedented demand for weapons, especially weapons of mass destruction, to strengthen their position in a local and regional context with the security implication for the proliferation of missiles in both military and political terms. There is a progression in the number of missile possessing states and the quality of stockpiles. Missile technologies are widely spread and uncontrolled. There is a real possibility of an increase in regional tensions as well as in the mortality rates and frequency of conflicts. In this context a few basic questions must be asked to better understand the problem: 1. How widespread missile proliferation and, how sophisticated are the stockpiles and technological capabilities of the proliferation? It is often difficult to follow secret missile programs. The speed at which they develop is linked to the willingness of supplier nations to support them. It often depends on the ability of the domestic economy to support the program and the issue of the export of missile related technologies as a source of revenue. The current studies agree that there are at the moment, more states that possess or are about to take delivery of missile systems. It is important to take into consideration that to have the exact military capabilities of the different missile programs is difficult because of the confusion of data which causes a misleading picture of the scope and relevance of missile proliferation. One factor which plays an extremely important role is economy. The significant downturns in regional economics could increase the risk of development and export of missiles and relevant technologies being seen as the way and means to raise revenue.

Widespread missile prolif – causes instability and wars. 

Jing, 2002

[Major Zhong, fellow at the National Defense Unit, PLA, “Missile Issues in East Asia,” Nonproliferation Review, Summer, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/92jing.pdf]
Although the Cold War has been over for a decade, conditions remain that are producing new instabilities – and potential conflicts – in the rapidly changing contemporary world. Missile proliferation issue is a case in point. Missiles, as the most effective delivery vehicles, have the advantages of high velocity, low cost, and great accuracy in a conflict. Few current control or defense measures are adequate to deal with warheads of mass destruction, missiles can inflict devastating damage on the country attacked. Against this backdrop, the acquisition and development of missiles and missile technology has become a short cut for many countries to augment their military power, for a variety of purposes. As a result, missiles and missile technology have spread to many parts of the world. A large number of states have decided to devote scarce resources to the effort of building the necessary infrastructure for the development and production of missiles. These states also actively seek technologies, materials, and personnel on the world market to compensate for their domestic shortcomings, and to gain increased expertise. Missile proliferation has become one of the most serious challenges to the peace and stability of the international community. 

Ballistic missile prolif makes miscalc and accidents likely. 

Forsberg, 1987 

[Randall, Director of Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, “Abolishing Ballistic Missiles: Pros and Cons,” International Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer, 1987), pp. 190-196] 
At first thought, abolishing ballistic missiles would seem to have its greatest effect in reducing the risk of an “accidental” or inadvertent nuclear war, started by humor error, technical failure, or unauthorized action. Such a war might start due to any one of many potential combinations of human or technical failure. Human beings, either at the supreme national level (president, joint chiefs of staff, national command authority) or at a lower command level, might initiate a nuclear war as a result of: (1) crazed behavior, (2) seemingly sane but deeply irrational behavior, (3) takeover by unauthorized persons, or (4) misinformation arising from the fog of war, technical failure, or sabotage. Relative to the proposal to abolish ballistic missiles, what is significant is irrationality would be involved not only in an “accidental” nuclear war, but also in any “deliberate” massive nuclear attack on cities. Any order to launch dozens or hundreds of nuclear weapons at cities should not be considered a rational act. Any such order, regardless of the degree of authority or prior legitimacy of the source, should be judged as a deeply crazed or irrational action – one that every effort should be made to block or reverse. In a world without ballistic missiles, a failure of the human-machine “system” that controls the launch of nuclear weapons would be less likely to lead inexorably to a holocaust. In such a world, the loss of control or sanity by some men, who order large numbers of nuclear weapons to be launched towards cities, could be offset by other men, who would have more time to become aware of the launch and take action to reverse or intercept it, defend against it, or try to help civilians flee in the face of it. In a world without ballistic missiles, if the human-machine control system fails and a massive attack on cities follows, disastrous consequences ensue. There is no second chance, no means of reversal, no room for even one failure. 
And guarantee crisis instability and rapid attack preparations. 

Frye, 1992 

[Alton, first presidential senior fellow emeritus at the Council on Foreign Relations, over 30 years at the Council, has served in many roles including president, senior vice president, and national director, “Zero Ballistic Missiles,” Foreign Policy, No. 88 (Autumn, 1992), pp. 3-20, JSTOR]
In short, ballistic missiles themselves create the need for rapid attack preparations. Without such missiles, policymakers would be free from the compulsion to order the most provocative preparations for quick strikes. The elimination of ballistic missiles would thus offer convincing assurance that all parties are dedicated to strate- gic stability, not postures that could appear reckless in time of crisis. The Bush-Yeltsin ac- cords implicitly acknowledge the hazards of such warfighting postures, but they do not cure the problem. 

Ballistic missiles create unique destabilization – other weapons don’t. 

Forsberg, 1987 

[Randall, Director of Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, “Abolishing Ballistic Missiles: Pros and Cons,” International Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer, 1987), pp. 190-196] 
Abolishing ballistic missiles would reduce the risk of a large-scale nuclear attack on cities. Ballistic missiles are unique in the risk they pose of such an attack, for several reasons. First, they can reach targets on the opposite side of the world in just 30 minutes, and give an opponent little warning of an attack. Second, there is no effective defense against MIRVed ballistic missiles. Third, a small number of individuals, in a very short time, can launch a massive nuclear attack using MIRVed ballistic missiles. In an extreme examples, in about 15 minutes the two or three top officers on a U.S. Trident submarine can launch 24 missiles carrying 192 nuclear warheads. No other nuclear system puts the capability to destroy an entire nation in the fingertips of so few men, taking ations that last so few minutes. Large bomber aircraft take 10-12 hours to go half-way around the world. Even cruise missiles and fighter-attack aircraft based in Western Europe or the USSR would take one or two hours to reach their targets. Bombers and cruise missiles may carry multiple nuclear warheads; but with rare exceptions no more than about 10 nuclear weapons, and generally only one or two, lie within the control of a single crew. In a world without ballistic missiles, launching hundreds of nuclear weapons at distant cities would take many hours and involve scores or even hundreds of people. Most importantly, a large-scale attack employing aircraft and cruise missiles would be highly visible and potentially reversible. Defenses could be mounted, even cooperatively, as suggested by the U.S. president in the film Dr. Strangelove. Aircraft could be recalled. Potential victims could be notified of cruise missile flight paths and targets. In some cases, the warning time for an incoming attack might be long enough for some part of the population to flee. The differences between ballistic missiles, on the other hand, and aircraft and cruise missiles, on the other hand, in the scale and range of an attack that can be launched by a few men, the concentration of control in a few hands, the time interval between launch and arrival, and the possibility of defense or interpretation or recall all combine to make the prospect of a large-scale attack on cities far less in a world without ballistic missiles than with them. 
Ballistic missiles make regional escalation and preemption inevitable. 

Canadian Security, 2001

[Canadian Security Intelligence Service, “Report No. 2000/09: Ballistic Missile Proliferation,” 3-23, http://www.csis-scrs.gc.ca/pblctns/prspctvs/200009-eng.asp]
Two kinds of chemical propulsion technologies-solid and liquid fuel-are widely used in ballistic missiles. Although solid-fuelled boosters are generally more difficult to develop and build than liquid-fuelled boosters, they are better-suited for mobility and urgency. Liquid-fuelled boosters were the first to be used in military applications and are still the most common. Ballistic missiles have been used in combat on a number of occasions since World War II, particularly in the Iran-Iraq War of the 1980s and by Iraq against Israel and Saudi Arabia, during the 1991 Gulf War. They are considered destabilizing in a regional conflict situation because they cannot be recalled after launch and-given their speed and the relatively short distances between mutual targets in areas such as the Middle East, Northeast Asia, and South Asia-they greatly reduce warning of an attack, thus encouraging a pre-emptive strike.

Use creates psychological reactions that increase tensions in regional conflicts. 

Handzlik, 2003 [Mariusz, Department of Security Policy MOFA Warsaw Chairman , Missile Technology Control Regime, “The Proliferation of Missile Technologies,” http://scm.oas.org/pdfs/2003/cp11871.pdf]
The introduction of missiles into regional conflicts tend to increase tensions. This effect is mostly due to psychological factors. Missile utility as military instruments would be limited if they were only equipped with conventional warheads. However, in combination with nuclear, biological and chemical warheads, missiles constitute a high military value and devastating destructive power.
Ballistic missile prolif guarantees preemptive attacks on new proliferators. 

Anthony, 2000

[Ian, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, “11. Responses to proliferation: the North Korean ballistic missile programme,” SIPRI Yearbook 2000: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, http://www.sipri.org/research/disarmament/expcon/resultoutput/yearbook/yb0011]
The traditional response to threats of this kind has been to deploy countervailing capabilities to provide deterrence against the emerging threat. There may be a strong incentive for a state that feels itself threatened by an adversary missile force to develop a symmetrical capability. The incentive to try to eliminate the risk posed by missiles by attacking them prior to launch may also be high for an adversary that feels itself likely to be subject to attack. This heightens crisis instability by giving both sides in a confrontation an incentive to be the first to use their weapons.3 At present there is no effective defence against missile attacks other than pre-emption—although several countries are examining the feasibility of national and theatre missile defence systems. Moreover, the question of whether the further development of missile defences by Russia and the United States can be reconciled with their legal commitments under the 1972 Anti- Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty has emerged as a highly controversial and politically charged issue.4
The threshold for ballistic missile prolif is now – multiple stockpiles are on the brink of retirement – and moves to proliferate missiles snowballs

MISTRY  03  Assistant Professor at the University of Cincinnati [Dinshaw Mistry, “Beyond the MTCR,” International Security 27.4 (2003) 119-149 ]

There have also been negative trends in missile proliferation. For example, as Scud missiles acquired by several Middle Eastern states in the 1970s and 1980s (and CSS-2 missiles bought by Saudi Arabia) near retirement, the demand by these countries for such missiles has begun to increase as they seek to replenish their dwindling inventories. Several states in the region—including Egypt and Syria—are developing Scuds, while Iran pursues development of Shehab missiles. In time, regional powers could build 1,000 km range Nodong-type and longer-range Taepodong-type missiles and export them to new clients. If even a few states obtain these missiles, others may seek them as well (to replace their aging arsenals or to match their rivals' missile forces). 30 In addition, some states may acquire "strategic" chemical or biological weapons capabilities, which would greatly heighten security concerns among neighboring [End Page 128] states and revive their demand (and development efforts) not only for ballistic missiles but also for a WMD-based deterrent. 31 In the absence of strong international commitments binding these countries and their neighbors to refrain from missile development, states that have renounced their missile aspirations could begin to rethink their decision. Because missile technology will be more easily available in the future, any renewed missile programs are unlikely to be halted by MTCR barriers. In such a situation, the few missile nonproliferation successes of years past could be reversed, and the missile nonproliferation regime (and possibly even other WMD control regimes) could collapse.

Missile rivalry proves – ballistic prolif snowballs

MISTRY  03  Assistant Professor at the University of Cincinnati

[Dinshaw Mistry, “Beyond the MTCR,” International Security 27.4 (2003) 119-149 ]
30. States seek to match an adversary's missile programs not solely because of military requirements; they may also be driven by a competitive rivalry and a desire for prestige and parity. For example, North Korea and South Korea have sought to outdo each other since the 1970s. The acquisition and development of North Korea's Frog-7 (obtained in 1975), South Korea's NHK-1 (tested in 1978), North Korea's Scud-B (acquired from Egypt in the late 1970s and indigenously built and first tested in 1984), South Korea's NHK-2 (tested and deployed in 1986-87), and North Korea's Scud-C (tested in 1990) illustrate this missile rivalry. Further, Pyongyang's Scud activity and 1993 Nodong test influenced Seoul's 1995 request to Washington to scrap their bilateral missile restraint agreement. South Korea's 1993 launch of a satellite and its 1996 space plans may have prodded Pyongyang to upgrade its Taepodong into an SLV. This system's launch in 1998 influenced Seoul's 1999 decision to seek 500 km range missiles and to accelerate its space plans.

Ballistic missile prolif undermines power projection & causes NBC war

GORMLEY  08   Monterey Institute Nonproliferation Studies Center Senior Fellow

[Dennis M., The Risks and Challenges of a Cruise Missile Tipping Point, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_missile_tipping_point.html
]

The Challenges Ahead

Ballistic missiles have dominated the missile proliferation scene thus far. They emblematized ultimate military power during the Cold War. Iraq's use of modified Scud ballistic missiles during the 1991 Gulf War mesmerized the public with lasting images of duels between Iraqi ballistic Scuds and U.S. Patriot missile defenses. Ballistic missiles based on Scud technology have spread widely to potential American adversaries and, as a potential means of WMD delivery, they represent significant impediments to U.S. force projection and a potent means of future coercive diplomacy. An epidemic of cruise missile proliferation would aggravate matters gravely. If the use of large numbers of LACMs becomes a major feature of military operations in the next decade, a combination of cruise and ballistic missile attacks, even with conventional payloads, could make early entry into regional bases of operation increasingly problematic. Nuclear, and possibly biological, payloads would produce catastrophic consequences.

Ballistic missile prolif poses catastrophic risks – even if its not high probability, magnitude should be prioritized. 

Beard & Eland, 1999

[Timothy M., Ivan, CATO, “BALLISTIC MISSILE PROLIFERATION Does the Clinton Administration Understand the Threat?,” 2-11, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb51.pdf]
The new warnings posed by the Rumsfeld commission have failed to alter the views of several key officials in the current administration. Soon after the report's release, Sen. James Inhofe (R-Okla.) wrote to Gen. Henry H. Shelton, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, inquiring whether the commission's findings had changed the Joint Chiefs' position on the emerging missile threat to the United States. (The Joint Chiefs had supported the administration's plan to be able to deploy a system within three years of determining that a threat existed.) The Senator asked, "Does this not contradict, if not undermine, your previously stated 'confidence' that we will have at least three years' warning of any emerging long-range ballistic missile threat?"67 In response to the senator's letter, Gen. Shelton stated that "we [the Joint Chiefs of Staff] remain confident that the Intelligence Community can provide the necessary warning of the indigenous development and deployment by a rogue state of an ICBM missile threat to the United States." According to Shelton, some analysts argue that "rogue nations could acquire an ICBM capability, and that the Intelligence Community may not detect it. We view this as an unlikely development." 68 However, Shelton's faith in our nation's intelligence apparatus seems to be overstated and is shared by few outside the administration. Senator Inhofe, commenting on the reply from General Shelton, said, I am not particularly reassured that the Joint Chiefs think that the emergence of an unexpected long range missile threat is "unlikely." The recent nuclear tests in India and Pakistan were also "unlikely." The recent bombings of our embassies in Africa were considered "unlikely." The survival of Saddam Hussein as a menace to world security once seemed "unlikely." That a threat is "unlikely" is no longer, by itself, a good enough basis on which to formulate national security policy affecting the lives of millions of Americans.69
MTCR fails
Kerr, 2003

[Paul, Arms Control Today, “Code of Conduct Aims to Stop Ballistic Missile Proliferation,” Jan/Feb, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2003_01-02/icoc_janfeb03[

Although subscribing countries have agreed to adhere to the agreement, the code is not a treaty, it is not legally binding, and it contains no formal consequences for noncompliance. It came into effect November 25, the first day of the launching conference, where it was renamed the “Hague Code of Conduct.” The code addresses a gap in the nonproliferation regime: there is no formal international prohibition against developing, acquiring, or selling ballistic missiles. Although the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) seeks to restrict proliferation of missiles, it only does so through export controls and has only 33 members. The code has a much larger membership and, unlike the MTCR, calls on subscribing states to show restraint in their own missile programs. MTCR members conceived of the code in 1999 as a way to expand efforts to prevent ballistic missile proliferation. MTCR states first circulated a draft code at their October 2000 plenary meeting and finished a draft code in September 2001. The European Union then took the lead in advancing work on the draft and during 2002 convened meetings to involve non-MTCR states in the code, with the goal of finalizing the agreement by the end of the year. The agreement establishes transparency measures in ballistic missile and space-launch programs, although it specifies that they do not “serve as justification for the programmes” to which they apply. The code calls for states to “exchange pre-launch notifications on their Ballistic Missile and Space Launch Vehicle launches and test flights…[including information on] the generic class of the Ballistic Missile or Space Launch Vehicle, the planned launch notification window, the launch area and the planned direction.” In addition, the ICOC calls for states to submit an annual declaration to Austria—which will serve as the administrative contact for the code—“providing an outline of their Ballistic Missile policies,” including information on ballistic missile systems and launch sites. It also calls for states to provide information on the number and type of ballistic missiles launched each year. The code also asks states to make similar declarations providing an outline of their space-launch policies and to consider inviting international monitors to visit launch sites. Future Steps All UN member states, except Iraq, were invited to join the code, according to a November 15 statement from the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Countries could only attend the conference, however, if they planned to subscribe to the code, a Danish official said in a November 19 interview. John Bolton, U.S. undersecretary of state for arms control and international security, referred to the code in a November 25 statement as “an important addition to the wide range of tools available to countries to impede and roll back” ballistic missile proliferation. He cited the MTCR and missile defense as other such tools. Most participants viewed the conference as the beginning of a process to contain ballistic missile proliferation. The Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs Jaap de Hoop Scheffer identified two future tasks in his November 26 speech to the conference: encouraging additional countries to join the code and implementing the code as soon as possible. A State Department official said in a December 20 interview that the next step will be working out the details of implementation, noting that this process could be difficult because the code operates by consensus. Bolton said in his November 25 statement that “most…implementation work will concern the ICOC’s requirements for pre-launch notification of…ballistic missile and space-launch vehicle launches and test flights.” A meeting is “foreseen” for spring 2003, the Dutch Foreign Ministry said in a November 26 statement. Bolton also said that Washington’s notifications and annual declarations “will be based upon the U.S.-Russian Pre-Launch Notification System, to be established in connection with the U.S.-Russian Joint Data Exchange Center.” In December 2000, the United States and Russia signed an agreement to exchange information on ballistic missile and space-vehicle launches, but it has not yet gone into effect. Bolton expressed hope that the U.S.-Russian system could be “multilateralized” over the long term. He added that “the United States reserves the right in circumstances of war to launch ballistic missiles and space-launch vehicles without prior notification.” Scope Several countries that are considered proliferation risks, such as North Korea, Syria, Iran, India, and Pakistan, did not sign the code. Richard Speier, a former Department of Defense official, said December 9 that this lack of participation by states of concern was a sign of the code’s weakness. Bolton argued, however, that it was “better to know who is truly serious about stopping the proliferation of ballistic missile technology” than to have members who cheat on their commitments. Speier added that the agreement was defective, because it is weaker than the MTCR in many respects. He cited its failure to mention cruise missiles and its omission of a definition of “ballistic missiles capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction.” He also criticized the code for having controls on space-launch vehicles—which he argues are “interchangeable” with ballistic missiles—that are less stringent than the controls under the MTCR. These weaknesses will encourage countries to “venue shop” for the weakest regime, he said. States refusing to sign listed various reasons. China argued that the transparency measures should be voluntary, according to a November 14 statement by Liu Jieyi, China’s director general of arms control and disarmament. India’s Ministry of External Affairs issued a statement November 15 saying the code fails to make a “proper distinction” between ballistic missile development and space-launch vehicles. A Pakistani official said in a December 20 interview that the code did not take into account Islamabad’s security concerns and that it was negotiated in a “discriminatory” manner. Pakistan prefers to work through the UN Conference on Disarmament, he said. The Danish official said that efforts were made to accommodate these concerns during negotiations, and the final text contains some changes from the previous draft. For example, the final code reaffirms subscribing states’ “commitment” to the UN charter, apparently as a gesture to countries that were concerned the process was taking place outside the UN forum. The official said that many states “hope for UN involvement at a later stage” but that the EU had decided to work outside of the UN process because it was deemed too slow and cumbersome. Some minor changes were also made in language concerning space programs. For example, the new version omits language from the previous draft asserting that “similarities” exist between space-launch and ballistic missile programs. The section discussing transparency measures added language specifying that the ballistic missiles in question are those “capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction.” China had pushed to make these measures voluntary for the subscribing states, but the Danish official said that the proposal was rejected because such measures would have “watered down the code.” He added, however, “On the other hand, the measures are of a rather general nature.”

MTCR fails
Barkley, 2008 

[Daniel, Department of Economics California State University, Long Beach, “Ballistic Missile Proliferation An Empirical Investigation,” http://jcr.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/52/3/455]
This article shows that ballistic missile proliferation arose largely out of micro-level interactions between bordering states. These results show that ballistic missile proliferation is a stochastic process with threshold dynamics. The probability that a state acquires ballistic missiles increases nonlinearly as the number of neighboring states with ballistic missiles increases. Missile proliferation is the logical outcome of states seeking to counter perceived threats arising from neighboring states. International norms against missile proliferation generated by the MTCR significantly reduced the probability of proliferation but were not sufficient to prevent a state from acquiring ballistic missiles to counter perceived security threats from neighboring states.

1AC/2AC – Middle East Ballistic Missile Prolif

Middle East ballistic missile prolif guarantees conflict escalation. 

Gold, 2000 [Dore, Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs, “MIDDLE EAST MISSILE PROLIFERATION, ISRAELI MISSILE DEFENSE, AND THE ABM TREATY DEBATE,” http://www.jcpa.org/jl/jl430.htm]
Moreover, both Iraq and Iran seek to deter American intervention in the Gulf, because each sees itself as the ultimate hegemonial power in the region. For that reason, each country has its own interest in developing long-range missiles that can eventually strike American territory. Libya has stated such an interest explicitly. This will only accelerate medium-range missile programs as technological stepping stones to an intercontinental-range capability. In the interim, Iraq and Iran will attempt to deter the U.S. by threatening U.S. allies in the Middle East region, particularly Israel and Saudi Arabia, or even Western Europe. This partly explains Iraq's use of missiles in the 1991 Gulf War (39 were fired at Israel) and is similar to the Soviet threat in the 1950s of using intermediate range missiles against America's NATO allies, before Moscow obtained missiles with intercontinental range that could strike the United States.  The very capability to strike Israel could provide new roles for Iraq and Iran in future conflict scenarios in the Arab-Israeli sector of the Middle East. Iraq has been directly involved in past Arab-Israeli wars, dispatching significant expeditionary forces in 1948, 1967, and 1973; in 1991, as just noted, it launched ballistic missile strikes against Israel as part of the Gulf War. Today, both states have developed strong relationships with populations surrounding Israel. Iran's ties with the Lebanese Shi'ites not only included military supply to Hizballah, but the actual deployment of Iranian forces in Lebanon, including forces controlling Iranian al-Fajr missiles (with a 70-kilometer range) capable of striking Haifa. Had it not been for the intense peace efforts on the Syrian-Israeli track in the first half of 2000, this deployment of Iranian missiles on Lebanese soil could have become a Middle Eastern version of the Cuban missile crisis. In the meantime, a dangerous precedent has been established of foreign deployment of ballistic missiles that could be imitated elsewhere.  On another front, the deep identification of the Palestinians of the West Bank, Gaza, and even Jordan with Iraq was repeatedly demonstrated during the Gulf War and during subsequent Western military operations against Baghdad during the 1990s. Should Israel be forced into incidents of increasing friction with either the Lebanese Shi'ites or the Palestinians, it would be a mistake to rule out future Iranian or Iraqi efforts to deter or limit Israeli actions by the threat of missile attacks. This type of "extended deterrence" by Iraq or Iran to conflict situations in the Arab-Israeli sector of the Middle East could give the most low-scale acts of terrorism on Israel's borders tremendous regional escalatory potential, even if a peace settlement is reached between Israel and some of its neighbors.  Finally, it is important to remember that driving the current wave of ballistic missile proliferation are considerations other than pure military utility. A proven missile capability is first and foremost a demonstration of technological accomplishment and prestige for many regimes throughout the region. Missiles are painted on Iraqi billboards and paraded in downtown Tehran. This is one reason why Middle Eastern states will be more prone to invest in their ballistic missile arsenals, despite their huge cost, rather than just utilize simple methods of delivering a mass destruction weapon, like a suitcase carried by a terrorist. Moreover, national command authorities can clearly control ballistic missile launches from their home territory better than a weapon carried a long distance by a suicide-bomber, who in all likelihood will not have secure communications with his home country. 
Global nuclear war. 

Steinbach, 2002 [John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]
The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,...or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."  

1AC/2AC – North Korea 

DPRK ballistic missiles cause nuclear escalation on the Peninsula and first strikes on the US. 

Anthony, 2000

[Ian, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, “11. Responses to proliferation: the North Korean ballistic missile programme,” SIPRI Yearbook 2000: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, http://www.sipri.org/research/disarmament/expcon/resultoutput/yearbook/yb0011]
The accelerated development of a family of long-range rocket engines by North Korea in the 1990s has had a significant impact on the threat perceptions of countries in North-East Asia.5 These rocket engines give North Korea the potential to develop medium-range or even intercontinental ballistic missiles. The rockets may also be used to place payloads (such as satellites) into space. International concern about the North Korean ballistic missile programme is linked to a residual suspicion that North Korea has a clandestine programme to assemble the material base, production technology and knowhow needed to make a nuclear weapon. In 1985 North Korea joined the NPT. In the context of NPT participation, North Korea committed itself not to develop a nuclear weapon and concluded a bilateral full-scope safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). On 1 April 1993 the IAEA Board of Governors reported that North Korea was in non-compliance with its safeguards obligations. 6 North Korea’s refusal to comply with its safeguards agreement, strong circumstantial evidence of an earlier nuclear weapon programme and the ongoing ballistic missile development programme create a serious challenge to regional security in North-East Asia. In response, several states—most notably Japan, the Republic of Korea (South Korea) and the United States—have had to consider what mix of diplomacy, deterrence and defence will best serve their national security interests. While concerns about the direction of North Korean arms acquisition programmes are long-standing, the North Korean missile development programme has been the focus of much activity since 31 August 1998, when North Korea fired a Taepo Dong I three-stage rocket along a flight path that passed over Japan.7 In 1999 efforts to freeze or roll back North Korean ballistic missile programmes were undertaken with new urgency. II. The North Korean ballistic missile programme As North Korea is a closed and secretive society authoritative information about the origins (including the motives and intentions of the leadership), scope and scale of its military programmes is in short supply. One source that examines regional security from a North Korean perspective identifies five primary background elements for military programmes: (a) the increasing diplomatic isolation of North Korea as China and Russia have improved their relations with South Korea; (b) the loss of the strategic guarantee provided by the Soviet Union in conditions where the US–South Korean alliance remains in place; (c) a progressive deterioration in the conventional military balance between North Korea and South Korea; (d) a progressive deterioration in the balance of economic and technological factors that provides the basis for military power; and (e) a combination of domestic economic crisis and external pressure for greater openness and a market economy that challenges the socialist system (and with it the position of the current government). 8 Together, these elements have led North Korea to conclude that a long transition period will be needed before a reunification of Korea could be brought about on terms acceptable to North Korea. Under these conditions the strategy of North Korea has two main elements. First, there is the progressive exclusion of any possible Japanese influence over affairs on the Korean peninsula. Second, the strategy is designed to bring about a military environment on the Korean peninsula that eliminates nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) weapons and removes the foreign (i.e., US) troop presence.9 Within this broad strategic framework the North Korean ballistic missile programme has both a political and a military rationale. From a political perspective, the medium- and long-range missile programme provides an instrument with which North Korea can try to break the progressive isolation that has resulted from the changes in its relations with its former allies China and Russia. Some analysts believe that this political rationale provides the most important argument in favour of missile development in North Korea.10 Given the progressive decay of North Korean conventional armed forces, the ballistic missile programme also provides a bargaining chip that can be included in political discussions. In the absence of a missile programme (and related programmes for NBC weapons) there would be little for other states to discuss with North Korea apart from humanitarian assistance. From a military perspective, the missile programme has been described as ‘the bite of the cornered dog’. The modernization of South Korean air defences and the assistance rendered by the United States in surveillance and target acquisition mean that North Korea can have little confidence in the value of manned aircraft in any conflict.11 Ballistic missiles represent the only delivery vehicle that North Korea could confidently expect to penetrate existing air defences. Assuming that South Korean and/or US forces establish air superiority during a conflict, the vulnerability of missile launch sites to air attack suggests a strong incentive for North Korea to use its missile forces in the early stages of any conflict. Meanwhile, since missile forces are unlikely to be available in quantities large enough to disrupt the military operations of South Korean and US forces if armed with conventional warheads, they may be used in a countervalue deterrence strategy armed with non-conventional warheads. If projections that North Korean missiles will soon be able to reach the US mainland prove to be correct, a countervalue strategy may also be applied to the United States as well as South Korea. The South Korean characterization of the threat posed by North Korean missiles follows this line. According to a recent Ministry of National Defense White Paper: North Korea’s purpose in producing and stockpiling CB weapons and mid- and longrange guided missiles is not only that they conserve resources; they can also be used as a means of strategic threat and negotiation. They can also play a decisive role in military strategy and operations. In using these weapons to attack major cities and strategic targets simultaneously in the South, Pyongyang could maximize the military and psychological effects it has aimed for as well as devastate strategic targets.12 Missiles under development Open source information about North Korean missile programmes comes mainly from Japan, South Korea and the United States. The data on these programmes in the public domain seem to be a mixture of observed information combined with estimates or projections used to fill gaps in knowledge. Observed information—such as measurements derived from the satellite image of a rocket—has been combined with assumptions about, for example, the weight of the payload, the nature of the fuel used and the efficiency of the rocket engine to produce an estimated firing range. As a result, different estimates can be produced for a given missile depending on the assumptions made. Reflecting the lack of reliable information, the descriptions of the characteristics of North Korean missiles that are in the public domain have given different specifications for the same engine at different times. The names for North Korean missiles have been assigned to them by Western analysts. The public information suggests that North Korea began its missile production and development programme in the early 1980s in cooperation with Egypt and Iran.13 The initial focus was on production of the Scud-B missile (with a range of approximately 300 kilometres). In the late 1980s North Korea is believed to have initiated a new programme to extend the range of the Scud-B to 500–600 km. This missile was designated the Scud-C, which is believed to have entered production in 1991. Both the Scud-B and Scud-C are single-stage missiles. In 1993 another single-stage missile with an estimated range of 1000 km was tested. This missile was designated the Nodong I and may be in production—although sources differ on exactly when this production began and on its scale.14 Subsequently, resources seem to have been provided to develop an additional engine with a longer range than that of the Nodong I.15 As an element of its missile development programme North Korea seems to be planning to test various combinations of these rocket engines. The range estimates for missiles partly reflect different assumptions about potential alternative configurations of the rocket stages that North Korea has developed. For example, range estimates could be altered depending on whether a missile combined two large rocket stages or one large rocket stage supplemented by several smaller rockets. The identified missiles are the Taepo Dong I (which combines the Nodong I, Scud-C and a small third stage into a three-stage missile) and the Taepo Dong II (which is believed to combine two of the new long-range rocket stages into a two-stage missile).16 The main significance of the Taepo Dong I test conducted in August 1998 was that it demonstrated a capacity to build multiple-stage missiles as opposed to the single-stage Scud and Nodong missiles. Successful stage separation had been considered to be one of the more difficult barriers to the development of long-range missiles by the developing countries.17 The Nodong I is believed to have a range of 1000–1300 km. The Taepo Dong I is believed to have a range of 1500–2000 km. The estimated range of the Taepo Dong II has been reported at 4000–6000 km. The North Korean Advisory Group (comprising nine members of the US Congress) produced a report in November 1999 that suggested a potential range of 10 000 km for the Taepo Dong II missile if it flew with a reduced payload or incorporated a smaller third stage.18 While pointing out its legal right to develop, produce and export missiles of any type, North Korea has claimed that its long-range rocket stages are space launch vehicles (SLVs). The stated purpose of the launch that took place in August 1998 was to place a satellite (the Kwangmyungsun or Bright Star I) into orbit. Moreover, the North Korean space programme is said to include two more Bright Star satellites—suggesting that at least two additional launches can be anticipated.19 North Korea claimed that the satellite was launched successfully and began transmitting as anticipated. However, South Korea and the USA have stated that no satellite can be found in the orbit where North Korea claims it has been placed and no transmissions have been intercepted on the frequency on which it is said to transmit.20 Analysis of telemetry from the rocket launch has subsequently led South Korea and the USA to conclude that the rocket launch was an attempt to launch a satellite but that the launch failed.21

Extinction. 

Africa News, 10/25/1999. “Third world war: Watch the Koreas,” Lexis.

If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hardline communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surfaceto- air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.

Only removal of US military threats solves
CNN, 2-22-2010

[“North Korea refuses to abandon nukes,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5j1G07BrShyhe7kjGgeDSrgVP_wsQ] 

(CNN) -- North Korea vowed Friday not to dismantle its nuclear program -- not even in exchange for economic aid -- as long as the United States continues a "hostile policy." "It was none other than the U.S. that pushed [North Korea] to acquiring nuclear deterrence and it is, therefore, wholly to blame for the nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula," the official Korean Central News Agency (KCNA) said. North Korea will never abandon its nuclear program, "even if the earth is broken to pieces unless the hostile policy towards [North Korea] is rolled back and the nuclear threat to it removed," the agency said. The United States believes that North Korea has enough weapons-grade plutonium to build a half dozen nuclear bombs. The reclusive Communist nation last year cut off six-party talks involving the United States, China, South Korea, Japan and Russia, in anger over international criticism of its nuclear and missile tests. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton previously said the United States was willing to meet bilaterally with North Korea but only within the framework of the six-party talks. She also has warned that the United States will not normalize ties with Pyongyang or lift sanctions unless North Korea takes irreversible steps toward dismantling its nuclear program. North Korea has made it clear it is no rush to resume the stalled talks aimed at persuading the country to give up its nuclear weapons arsenal, according to Lynn Pascoe, the U.N. envoy to the country. Speaking after a recent visit to Pyongyang, Pascoe said he and North Korean officials had "a frank and open discussion back and forth on a variety of issues." But, he said, "They are not eager to return to the six-party talks." Pascoe said the North Koreans said they do not like the United Nations sanctions slapped on their nation. Observers have said that the North Korea's dire economic conditions, including a severe food shortage, could bring it back to the bargaining table. But North Korea said Friday that it feels no obligation to barter based on food, fuel or funding. "Those who talk about an economic reward in return for the dismantlement of its nuclear weapons would be well advised to awake from their daydream," KCNA said.

Exts – Yes North Korean Ballistic Missiles 

North Korea developing ballistic missiles – allows easy first-strikes on the US. 

Yonhap, 2009

[“N. Korea may have sea-based missile system: report,” 3-17, Lexis] 
North Korea may have developed a sea-based missile system that could pose a significant threat to the mainland United States, according to a recent U.S. congressional report. Pyongyang might have assembled medium and intermediate-range weapons based on Soviet R-27 submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) technology, the Congressional Research Report suggested. North Korea reportedly purchased 12 decommissioned Russian Foxtrot and Golf-II class submarines for scrap metal from a Japanese company. "The Golf-IIs, which are capable of carrying three SS-N-5 SLBMs, did not have their missiles or electronic firing systems when they were sold to the North Koreans, but they did allegedly retain significant launch sub-systems including launch tubes and stabilization systems," said the report, which was most recently updated on Feb. 24. Some experts believe that "this technology, in conjunction with the R-27's well-understood design, gives North Korea the capability to develop either a submarine or ship-mounted ballistic missile," the report said. "It is also possible, according to some observers, that North Korea might attempt to incorporate this launch technology into a merchant ship." The report comes amid speculation that the North is preparing to launch an updated version of its Taepodong-2 land-based missile, which is theoretically capable of striking the western U.S. Pyongyang maintains it is getting ready to send a communications satellite into orbit, and has said any attempt to shoot its rocket down would be an act of war. It has informed international aviation and maritime agencies that the launch will take place between April 4-8. The U.S. and its allies are threatening to impose further sanctions if the North goes ahead with its plans, but it remains unclear whether Russia and China -- North Korea's staunchest communist ally and its largest benefactor -- will join in. Officials in Seoul and Washington have underlined that the launch, whether it turns out to be a missile or a satellite, would violate U.N. Security Council Resolution 1718. The resolution was adopted in 2006 after the North unsuccessfully test-fired a ballistic missile. Defense experts highlight that the technologies involved in launching amissile and a satellite are essentially the same. The congressional report said that the R-27 is "an excellent choice on which to base a new missile system," adding "Its 40 year-old, liquid-fueled technology is considered within the technological and industrial capabilities of North Korea and versions of its engines are already used in North Korean SCUDs and Nodongs." The R-27 is a proven design meaning that North Korea would be able to develop and deploy these missiles without having to conduct extensive ground or flight tests, it said. North Korea's development of a sea-based ballistic missile system could destabilize the U.S. missile defense system. "A North Korean sea-launched missile capability could complicate intelligence collection efforts as well as present challenges for South Korean, Japanese and U.S. ballistic missile defense systems," the report said, fearing that such a system could threaten the continental U.S. with more accuracy and greater range.

More ev. 

Sung-ki, 3-9-2010

[Jung, Staff Reporter, Korea Times, “NK Creates Mid-Range Ballistic Missile Unit,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/03/205_62096.html]
North Korea has established an independent military division to take control of its 3,000-kilometer-range missiles, which have the capability to reach U.S. military installations in Japan and Guam, a report said Tuesday.   Citing an unidentified government source, Yonhap News Agency reported the intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) division has been created under the wing of the North Korean People's Army General Staff.  The move reflects the North's intent to produce and deploy more of its new IRBMs, the source was quoted as saying.  An official at the Ministry of National Defense said North Korea is presumed to operate a unit for IRBMs, given the North developed the 3,000-kilometer-range weapon in 2007.  "We believe North Korea's military has created an IRBM unit but we are not sure if it is a division-level unit or not," the official said on condition of anonymity.   Baek Seung-joo, a senior researcher at the state-funded Korea Institute for Defense Analyses (KIDA), said he believes the missile unit's role is to limit the reinforcements of U.S. troops in the Pacific to the Korean Peninsula in case of war.   According to the 2008 defense white paper published by the South Korean defense ministry, the North successfully deployed IRBMs in 2007 after it started developing a mid-range ballistic missile in the late 1990s.   According to missile experts here and abroad, the North Korean IRBM was developed based on the former Soviet Union-designed SS-N-6. While there appears to be some disagreement on the ranges for the SS-N-6 and the North Korean variant with a range of 3,000 to 3,600 kilometers, a missile with a 2,500-kilometer range would enable North Korea to strike U.S forces in Guam as well as Okinawa in Japan, they say.   North Korea, which is believed to have set up more than 600 short-range Scud-missiles with a range of 320 to 500 kilometers and 200 Rodong missiles with a range of 1,300 kilometers near the inter-Korean border, is pushing to develop a 6,700-kilometer-range Taepodong-2 intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) that could reach Alaska.
Exts – Plan Solves North Korea 

Removing US threats key. 

Today Online, 2-19-2010 

[“NKorea vows to bolster nuclear deterrent unless US ends hostile policy,” http://www.todayonline.com/BreakingNews/EDC100219-0000172/NKorea-vows-to-bolster-nuclear-deterrent-unless-US-ends-hostile-policy] 
SEOUL, South Korea (AP) - North Korea says it will bolster its nuclear deterrent unless the United States drops its hostile policy and remove nuclear threats.  Meanwhile, North Korea designated eight new naval firing zones near its eastern and western sea borders with South Korea.  The North's official Korean Central News Agency said the North's nuclear capability will "grow more powerful ... as long as the U.S. nuclear threat and hostile policy persist."  The North has positioned dozens of multiple rocket launchers in major bases along its west coast, Yonhap news agency reported, citing a Defense Ministry report.

ICBMs are directly cited for the nuclear buildup of North Korea – the plan solves. 

Wook-sik 06 [Cheong, “America’s preemptive nuclear strike program,” Global Research Center, 7-30-06, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=2858]
Six days after the U.N. Security Council adopted a resolution condemning North Korea for test firing several ballistic missiles, the U.S. successfully test fired an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM). The U.S. test fire, in the early morning of July 20, aimed to increase the reliability and capability of the Minuteman III. The missile was fired from the Vandenberg Air Force Base in California, flew for about 30 minutes, and dropped into the Pacific Ocean near the Marshall Islands. The flight distance was about 4,200 miles. The U.S. currently has 500 Minuteman III missiles, each carrying a nuclear warhead with a yield 10 or 20 times more powerful than the U.S. atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima in 1945. Since January 2000, the U.S. has tested ICBMs at least 48 times -- 23 of them were Minuteman IIIs. U.S. Securing the Power for a Preemptive Strike Why is the U.S. concentrating on ICBMs? One reason is its preemptive strike strategy, well-known as the "Bush Doctrine"; the other reason, its non-nuclear ICBM lineup strategy. At the center is the Space and Global Strike command. The U.S. Strategic Command established the Joint Functional Component Command for Space and Global Strike in January 2005. According to "Conplan 8022," it especially focuses on performing preemptive strikes including nuclear weapons in case of the U.S. President's order. As exposed by a U.S. military expert, William Arkin, in The Washington Post May 2005, Conplan 8022 includes allowing for preemptive strikes on enemy states, such as North Korea and Iran, that are developing weapons of mass destruction. The relationship between the Minuteman III test fire and the U.S. global attack strategy can be verified in the press releases distributed by the U.S. Air Force. Press releases distributed by the 30th Space Wing on June 14 explained that the data collected from the Minuteman III test is being used by planners at the U.S. Strategic Command. Some groups have been critical of the Minuteman III tests. In a recent statement, the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy, located in New York, said, "The ongoing conduct of these tests represents yet another example of U.S. exceptionalism." It also said, "The recent U.N. Security Council resolution condemning the North Korean tests also exemplifies the one-sided approach to international security." A renowned U.S. anti-nuke activist, Jacqueline Cabasso, said, "These tests are yet more evidence of blatant nuclear hypocrisy by the United States." She emphasizes that grouping North Korea in the so-called "axis of evil" and creating a preemptive strike doctrine begs the question, "Who is threatening whom." If the U.S. military threat continues to expand, it will strengthen North Korea's argument that its own nuclear missile development program is justified. Passing another resolution on the North Korean nuclear missile issue will not then be possible.

1AC/2AC – Missile Defense

Missile prolif spurs offensive US missile defense systems. 

Shuster, 2008

[Mike, NPR, “Missile Defense System Aimed At Potential Threats,” 9-22, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94838546]
President Bush's administration has spent more than $60 billion since 2002 on the deployment of a defense program that has received little attention — the anti-missile defense system. Active missile interceptors are in silos in the ground in Alaska and California; U.S. warships are equipped with missile interceptors and have been deployed to potential trouble spots around the globe; and a billion dollar high-tech floating radar station provides crucial early warning and tracking data. Now, the system is set to go global with the involvement of both European and Asian allies, but critics say much of this system will not work in the event of an actual attack. A Growing Threat? Proponents of U.S. missile defense believe the threat to the U.S. from the spread of ballistic missiles around the world is imminent and growing, and a Hollywood-style video on the Web site of the Pentagon's Missile Defense Agency depicts a variety of missile attack scenarios the U.S. might face now or in the future. North Korea, Iran and potentially other hostile states are developing their missile capabilities. North Korea already has a nuclear weapon, and many believe Iran could acquire one in the not too distant future. If those states or others also develop missiles that could reach the U.S., missile defense proponents say the U.S. must be able to destroy those hostile missiles before they reach American soil. Since 2002, the Bush administration has deployed missile interceptors — four at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California, and 14 more, so far, at Fort Greely in Alaska that are housed in buried silos on several flat fields against the dramatic backdrop of the snow-covered Alaska Mountain Range. 'A Formidable Technical Task' Missile defense was a quest that began with a speech by President Ronald Reagan 25 years ago. "What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their security did not rest on the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack?" Reagan said. "That we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or that of our allies. I know this is a formidable technical task, one that may not be accomplished before the end of this century. Yet current technology has attained a level of sophistication where it's reasonable for us to begin this effort." Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, quickly dubbed "Star Wars," got no further than the research laboratory — he was overly optimistic about the scope, pace and sophistication of the technology, and about the political firestorm his proposal would ignite. But when President George W. Bush took office, he brought with him advisers that were convinced a scaled down version of missile defense must be deployed to confront the threat — not from Russia's huge arsenal of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), but from the isolated rogue states of the world, which were developing missiles and which, the reasoning went, could not be deterred from using them against the U.S.  "There could be groups that are either non-state actors or groups within a government, operating potentially outside the government, that wants to use this to strike a blow for their cause," says Lt. Gen. Henry Obering, the director of the Missile Defense Agency. "They would not be deterrable necessarily — they would not even concern themselves with retaliation, because they don't care. These are the kind of things we're trying to think through as we face the future." Missile Proliferation Just this summer, Iran very publicly tested several short- and medium-range missiles. North Korea has constructed a second missile test launch site, and just last week it fired an engine component that analysts believe could be used on a North Korean ICBM designed to reach the U.S. The Missile Defense Agency lists more than 20 nations with missile capabilities now, arguing that the proliferation of this technology makes defenses more necessary than ever. That was Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's message when she traveled to Prague earlier this year to sign an agreement with the Czech Republic, beginning the expansion of the U.S. missile defense system to Europe. "Ballistic missile proliferation is not an imaginary threat," Rice said. "As we know, the Iranians continue defiance of international obligations to suspend their enrichment and reprocessing, but they also continue apace in their missile development. So we need to be prepared for that threat."

That causes nuclear war  
Bowen, 2009 

[Bleddyn E., Aberystwyth University, Wales, “Ballistic Missile Defence and 21st century stability in international relations” Sept., http://www.e-ir.info/?p=2204]
Ballistic Missile Defence has arisen in the past under the guise of Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI). When looking at the SDI’s contribution to US-Soviet relations in the early 1980s, it does not look encouraging for today’s NMD. SDI was a contributing factor to the cooling of relations after Détente in the 1970s along with Reagan’s tough rhetoric against an ‘Evil Empire’, coupled with a benign self-image. With other offensive (or perceived offensive) manoeuvres such as MIRVed missiles and the development of a new generation of nuclear weapons, it increased the Politburo’s anxiety about US intentions and almost brought about nuclear Armageddon in October 1983[1]. As of 2009, there is no obvious sign of a return to the intense nuclear face-off of the Cold War anytime soon. However it is worth remembering that modern NMD is the material realisation of a Cold War concept, and it is to little surprise that NMD is often referred to as the ‘Son of Star Wars’. It is important to distinguish two characteristics of NMD’s effect on stability (or instability) in international relations. There is a huge gap between current, actual NMD capabilities and the capabilities that Russia and China fear from NMD in future decades. Currently, at the advent of 2009, NMD technology is far from perfect, and has many technical hurdles to jump [2] before even a reasonable guarantee against a low level ‘rogue’ state missile attack is available. At present Russia and China acknowledge that current NMD positioning and technology will not seriously undermine their deterrent[3]. The Russian reaction against the principle of NMD was to position ICBMs in Kaliningrad (although this has been suspended by Dmitri Medvedev, possibly to test the ground with the new Obama Administration). In any case, Russia would not need to do much different to undermine NMD to what it would do in an all-out nuclear strike, Russia could easily overwhelm any defensive system.  As for China, it has already demonstrated its ability to destroy satellites and henceforth the ability to seriously undermine the entire American military machine through neutralising its Global Positioning System (GPS). China would have the greatest concern about NMD because of its smaller nuclear arsenal and doubts over its survivability for a second strike [4], and China could not copy a Russian plan to overwhelm a NMD. Speculative future development of this technology rationally justifies the Russian and Chinese fears and countermeasures, but the fear of the US using this technology against them is rooted deep within human nature and can be considered as the default (rational) behaviour of states[5]. Security dilemma and destabilisation In international relations it is not so much one state’s intention towards another that matter, but how states perceive each other as they try to solve their dilemmas of interpretation[6]. US NMD may genuinely not be aimed at Russia and/or China, or any non-‘rogue’ state, but that does not mean that Russia and China see it that way. Even with technical incapability, and reassurance, that prevent the NMD from interfering with the Russian deterrent[7], the Russian leadership uses the European NMD placement as a bargaining tool with NATO and the USA. One speculation I may add here is that Medvedev could use the threat of NMD as a popular foreign policy tool to justify some of its actions. Also this does not dissuade China from pursuing technology that can undermine the NMD, namely anti-satellite ground-to-orbit missiles. However, an anti-satellite capability is very desirable regardless if it is specifically for anti-NMD reasons from China’s point of view. As the US military machine is highly dependent on its GPS, the capability to neutralise GPS satellites is a very effective countermeasure to any US military action, and a powerful bargaining tool. There are many speculations and actual responses that have accredited NMD with destabilising relations between the US, China and Russia. A realistic and worrying speculation is that NMD would make a nuclear attack on the US less costly and therefore more likely. The US could be tempted to push its adversary further than it would under a deterrent policy, as NMD should give the US adequate protection against the adversary’s nuclear deterrent. NMD making a nuclear exchange more likely is a concern noted by James Russell and James Wirtz[8]. As for relations and coercive diplomacy with the likes of Iran and the DPRK, it is unlikely that NMD would embolden or weaken their military threats, as a retaliatory capability from the US is unmatched by any small state[9]. A more likely nuclear exchange will provoke greater arms procurements and mutual fear, creating instability.  Another angle to consider on the NMD issue is that it could be an American response to a strengthening China. China could threaten American interests in South-east Asia. It has been argued that the US embracement of NMD is based on the assumption that a powerful China is certainly out to threaten its interests, and reflects a political realist style of thinking in the terms of a zero-sum game[10].

Exts – BMD → China Conflicts 

China perceives BMD offensively – creates dangerous tensions. 

Anthony, 2000

[Ian, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, “11. Responses to proliferation: the North Korean ballistic missile programme,” SIPRI Yearbook 2000: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, http://www.sipri.org/research/disarmament/expcon/resultoutput/yearbook/yb0011]

China The security situation on the Korean peninsula has created a series of dilemmas for China, whose main interest is stability. The August 1998 North Korean missile test and the prospect of additional tests in 1999 had significant negative potential from a Chinese perspective. A crisis between North Korea and the United States would raise the question of what steps China could be expected to take in the framework of its 1961 Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance with North Korea.62 Such a crisis could have a negative impact on US–Chinese relations. China has supported the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula since the early 1990s, including the elimination of nuclear-weapon delivery systems.63 The development by North Korea of missile systems with a long enough range to reach targets in Japan and, potentially, the USA stimulates the discussion and development of missile defence capabilities. Most Chinese analysts believe that the TMD systems under discussion in North-East Asia are in reality aimed at Chinese missile forces, with North Korean missile programmes providing no more than a pretext.64 The existence of programmes of concern in North Korea adds substance to the arguments advanced by the USA that missile defences are legitimate and necessary.65 North Korean programmes have also created public pressure in Japan to proceed with wider defence modernization, including BMD cooperation, which China does not welcome. Of particular concern to China is the possibility that these developments could converge to lead to the development of a US–Japanese TMD architecture that would be extended (albeit not explicitly) over the airspace of Taiwan. China has used ballistic missile test firings as one element of its overall policy aimed at bringing Taiwan under a single political authority.

China would perceive BMD as a threat
CSS, 1999

[Centre for Strategic Studies, Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand, “THEATRE MISSILE DEFENCE (TMD) IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC,” Dec, http://www.victoria.ac.nz/css/docs/Strategic_Briefing_Papers/Vol.1%20Dec%201999/tmd.pdf]
Both tiers of TMD encourage the states that they are directed against to consider offensive options. One country’s defence looks threatening to another. It is very clear to China and North Korea that they are perceived as the threat requiring a TMD response. However, TMD also looks to them like potentially nullifying their deterrent that protects them from greater adventurism. Taiwan’s decision to purchase the PAC-2 system in 1996 was highly controversial and a more robust TMD shield would likely provoke a strong response from China. China’s missile upgrade programmes are fully focused on overcoming defensive measures. Countermeasures, highspeed boosters, depressed trajectories, manoeuvrable re-entry vehicles, and high-speed cruise missiles are all being considered. In 1996, China purchased from Russia two guided-missile Sovremenny - class destroyers, to be commissioned in late 2000 and 2002, expressly designed to counter the US Aegis vessels. This purchase reflects the shared concerns of both China and Russia over the implications of regional TMD developments. While North Korea lacks the ability to consider such a wide range of options, it will be forced to investigate what offensive upgrades might be necessary. If technical difficulties can be overcome, TMD offers a technological solution to the problem of vulnerability to ballistic missiles. However, offensive upgrades might make an advantage in defensive measures difficult to sustain. An offence v defence arms race would be expensive and potentially destabilising. It would also complicate any diplomatic efforts that seek to resolve the underlying political conflicts that have led to TMD being considered in the first place. Decisions to invest in research and development are not decisions to deploy. Indeed, Japan may postpone a decision on deployment well into the future. The US is conscious of the security environment in the region and, while keen to ensure that there are a variety of options to counter the threat of ballistic missiles, is proceeding cautiously. Key deployment decisions may be years away, but military and political responses are already hardening.

BMD → Chinese Modernization

Missile defense perceived offensively – causes Chinese modernization. 

CSS, 1999

[Centre for Strategic Studies, Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand, “THEATRE MISSILE DEFENCE (TMD) IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC,” Dec, http://www.victoria.ac.nz/css/docs/Strategic_Briefing_Papers/Vol.1%20Dec%201999/tmd.pdf]
However, in the Asia-Pacific region, there has been a re-think of ballistic missile defence assumptions. The recently demonstrated ability of North Korea to over-fly Japan with a three-stage ballistic missile has caused Japan to question its invulnerability. The interest that China has shown in developing a more advanced missile capacity has caused Taiwan to question its previously assumed air superiority. Following the 1990-91 Gulf War the US has pursued a variety of programmes to provide protection for its forces deployed overseas from ballistic missile attack. This has been supplemented by US interest in a National Missile Defense (NMD) system, to protect the US from the threat of ‘rogue’ states with ballistic missiles, with similar technologies involved. TMD as a technological solution to ballistic missile proliferation is now receiving greater attention in the region. In August 1998, North Korea flight tested its Taepodong-1 ballistic missile, a three-stage missile with a range estimated as being up to 1300 km. North Korea is currently developing a number 2 version that may have a range up to 6000 km, although testing has been delayed through diplomatic pressure. Depending on deployment of the Taepodong, North Korea the ability to target all of Japan, and in the future, perhaps even Alaska and Hawaii. Such a capability is a dramatic improvement over North Korea’s previous missile capability, which was limited to short-range Scud systems, and also increases the potential threat to South Korea. China is conducting a comprehensive upgrade of its missile capability, including plans to introduce multiple warheads to its ballistic missiles, and is investigating a variety of advanced surface-to-surface missile (SSM) technologies, including cruise missiles. China has purchased supersonic cruise missiles from Russia and is also looking at new guidance technologies including GPS and digital scene matching. Much of the motivation for these upgrades is the desire for a counterair role to offset the capabilities of Taiwan’s airforce, and to give greater options for precision strikes against a variety of targets. China has 150-200 M-9 and M-11 shortrange missiles deployed opposite Taiwan.

That causes an attack on Taiwan. 

Christensen, 2001
[Associate Professor of Political Science at MIT, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 4, “Posing Problems Without Catching Up,” p. 5-40]

The challenge to Taiwan’s air superiority and the threat to U.S. bases: Among the high-profile systems that China is acquiring are Russian Su-27 and Su-30 fighter jets with medium-range air-to-air missiles and Russian advanced warning aircraft technology. If employed effectively in sufficient numbers— and that is always an important qualifier in regards to the Chinese military— these systems could pose major problems for Taiwan in its efforts to maintain air superiority over the Taiwan Strait, a critical asset not only in preventing an invasion but in breaking blockades and limiting the general costs of war to the society. The problem of maintaining air superiority might be particularly nettlesome if China is able to damage Taiwan’s air defense assets through dedicated and massive attack on command-and-control nodes and airstrips with special forces or with land attack cruise missiles and accurate ballistic missiles— capabilities that the Chinese military is striving to develop. In an excellent 1999 study that cites numerous open-source Chinese publications, Mark Stokes first raised the hypothesis that China was working hard to move beyond the use of missiles as inaccurate terror weapons and to obtain such a militarily useful, accurate missile force.41 The Wang and Zhang volume cited above strongly suggests that Stokes’s study accurately reflects high-level PLA thinking about missile strikes. In almost every type of war-fighting scenario—from blockade to invasion (always against unnamed foes that usually have superior technology)—the authors view as essential concentrated attacks on enemy military assets by the PLA’s missile forces, the Second Artillery. Moreover, the current conventional missile force, though limited i n number, is portrayed as having sufficient range and accuracy f or attacks on such critically important enemy assets as regional naval bases, airstrips, and command-and-control centers, if the targets are well selected and the missile firings are sufficiently concentrated.42 The text argues that a concerted deep strike attack on important enemy assets can “seize battle field initiative [zhanyi zhudongquan] and establish the conditions for victory; moreover, in politics it can frighten his [the enemy’s] psychology, shaking his will to fight a war [dongyao qi zhanzheng yizhi], and accelerating the progress of the battle [jiasu zhanyi jincheng].”43 The authors are not contending that the PLA has an upper hand, or that it is closing the gap significantly with the West in any of these areas in the near term. Rather they are suggesting that through some improved capabilities, a higher level of morale and resolve than the enemy, careful targeting, and innovative methods of early strike, China might be able to use accurate missiles to fight and prevail politically in a regional war over issues related to Chinese sovereignty, such as Taiwan.44 From the point of view of crisis management, one of the most disturbing aspects of discussions of missile attack on enemy bases are the lessons that some Chinese have drawn from recent American military conflicts. A common argument about both the Gulf War and the Kosovo war is that if Baghdad or Belgrade had attacked American bases early in the conflict, while the United States was assembling forces for war, the Americans might not have prevailed. These analyses criticize Baghdad for not attacking with assets in its possession, including Scud missiles, until after the Americans had launched Desert Storm, and pity Belgrade for lacking the capacity to do so.45 S uch logic might make crisis management very difficult if the United States begins to assemble forces in Japan in the face of a mainland coercion campaign against Taiwan.
Extinction. 

The Strait Times, 2000 [“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.   

Exts – BMD → Russia Conflicts 

BMD provokes dangerous responses from Russia. 

Kortunov, 1997

[Andrei, President, Moscow Public Science Foundation, “Missile Proliferation: Threat and U.S. Response,” 3-13, http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/congress/1997_h/s970313r.htm]

At the current stage, the predominant official Russian position tends to be quite negative as far as the U.S. BMD agenda is concerned Generally, it appears that Russia sees no pressing need for endorsing a move toward greater BMD activities because she (1) is concerned about and suspicious of U.S. BMD intentions and programs; (2) has a very different view from that of the United States on the nature and scope of threats emanating from WED and ballistic missile proliferation, (3) lacks resources for any new large-scale military programs; and (4) considers her existing NMD and nuclear deterrent capabilities inherited from the former USSR sufficient to take care of current and future challenges, especially from Third World countries On top of that comes considerable Russian confusion about U.S. NMD goals and the outcome of U.S. legislative-executive controversies on issues related to NMD deployment.  It may be assumed that unless prevailing Russian attitudes and positions change, Russia may pursue harsh, and perhaps disproportionate responses to any U.S. NMD deployment, especially if it is accompanied by Washington's unilateral ABM Treaty withdrawal. To prevent these issues from becoming a major "bone of contention'' in Russian-American relations, extra efforts at understanding each other's position on the entire range of BMD-related Problems and a determined search for mutual accommodation should be undertaken.  Admittedly, since the collapse of the system of Soviet- American superpower competition, only a narrow minority of Russian politicians and experts actually fear that the two countries will become engaged in renewed hostilities.  At the same time, earlier idealistic hopes that Russia and America would be able to engage in a "strategic partnership" turned out to be patently unrealistic. In view of their country's current serious weaknesses, Russian leaders and public opinion tend to react in a most pained way to any U S. moves that appear to be aimed either at isolating or taking advantage of Russia. Admittedly, many Russian fears and doubts vis-a-vis the West are based in a peculiar "psychology of the underdog," developed through previous periods of East- West adversarial relations. However, Western actions and attitudes, e.g., NATO expansion, START IT, as well as U.S. activities in the BED area, particularly including U S discontinuation of the Ross-Mamedov Talks, substantiate the position of those in Moscow expressing a fairly high level of acrimony and suspicion.  Russia does not have comfortable answers to many questions related to US BMD efforts. For example, would a limited U.S. NMD inevitably expand in the future, if Russia agreed to its deployment by revising the ABM Treaty as desired by the American side? And, why are attempts at increasing American defensive and power projection capabilities taking place at the time of Russia's greatest economic and military vulnerability?  Another serious problem for the Russian side is understanding -- and believing -- that "limited" U.S. NMD activities are indeed driven by the fear of 'rogue' states' ballistic missile potential. The notion that U.S. NMD plans are, in fact, directed against Russia seems much more plausible in Moscow, especially as the U.S. intelligence estimates themselves claim that there is no threat from so- called rogue states.  Additionally, the Russian side is alarmed that U.S. NMD would upset the mutual deterrence relationship between the two nations and is intended to do so. Russian suspicions were intensified in the light of the fact that further reductions of Russia's strategic offensive nuclear forces in accordance with START-II provisions coincided with the stated U.S. goal of having an operational NMD system by 2003. 

BMD based in Europe causes tensions with Russia. 

Mistry & Ferguson, 2009 

[Dinshaw, associate professor at the University of Cincinnati and author of "Containing Missile Proliferation”, Charles D., Senior fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Iran's missiles: Don't go ballistic,” 2-4, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/04/opinion/04iht-edmistry.3.19924389.html]

Iran demonstrated its growing missile capabilities on Tuesday when it launched a satellite into orbit. But this should not force Europe and the United States to rush decisions on deploying a missile defense system in Europe. Instead, a prudent assessment of Iran's missiles, and the important difference between its long-range and medium-range missile capabilities, should determine the best missile defense response. The Bush administration sought to place 10 missile interceptors in Poland in order to defend both Europe and the United States against potential Iranian missile attacks. During the presidential campaign, Barack Obama supported missile defenses in Europe if they were proven to work. But beyond just working, interceptors should be deployed in a way that offers the best defense against Iran's long-range and medium-range missiles. Tehran has not yet tested long-range missiles that can strike the United States. In theory, by 2012 to 2015, when the interceptors were scheduled to be deployed in Poland, Tehran could build a few intercontinental missiles - perhaps derived from North Korea's Taepodong-2 missile - that can reach the United States. The 10 interceptors in Poland would be sufficient, but not entirely necessary, to tackle this threat, because interceptors in Alaska can also counter these missiles. By contrast, Tehran has built dozens of short-range and medium-range single-stage missiles that can reach neighboring states and Israel. Tehran's satellite launching rocket is probably derived from these medium-range missiles, and demonstrates that Iran can now build two-stage missiles. Such multiple stage missiles would be capable of striking Europe, and Tehran could build many of these missiles in the next decade. This large number of medium-range missiles would overwhelm the 10 interceptors in Poland. To counter this, Washington would have to place a larger number of interceptors in Poland, but this would begin to undermine Russia's nuclear deterrent, straining ties with Moscow.
BMD Bad – Arms Races/Kills Non-Prolif

BMD causes arms races and kills non-prolif goals. 

Jing, 2002

[Major Zhong, fellow at the National Defense Unit, PLA, “Missile Issues in East Asia,” Nonproliferation Review, Summer, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/92jing.pdf]

Despite U.S. insistence that these systems are strictly defensive, the international community has been greatly concerned with these programs. Many regard them as evidence of a U.S. unilateralist drive to achieve military superiority. Moreover, the U.S. deployment of missile defenses will inevitably result in an unnecessary arms race, as other countries will likely take countermeasures. Some commentators have argued that U.S. TMD systems have the potential to hinder the improvement of U.S. and South Korean relations with North Korea. Some have also contended that as the development and deployment of these systems are themselves as an act of vertical proliferation, they may even jeapordize the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It is ironic that the nonproliferation regime, which the United States took so much effort with others to build up, may be unraveled by its own actions. Efforts to strengthen nonproliferation in Northeast Asia will also experience a serious setback if the United States pushes ahead with its missile defense plans. 

Alliance Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is alliance.

Status Quo alliance collapse inevitable—it’s unsustainable and friendliness is just rhetoric

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 9-10, WEA)

Put simply, the alliance is suffering from the consequences of its own success. The end of the Cold War has isolated North Korea and diminished the threat to both the United States and the ROK. South Korea has grown economically, politically, and internationally far outstripping its longtime communist rival. And virtually every other allied state in East Asia has similarly advanced. Military necessity no longer can bridge the deep differences between Seoul and Washington.

Both nations are beginning to look away. The Bush administration is preparing to eliminate America’s celebrated troop “tripwire” along the demilitarized zone (DMZ) between North and South Korea. Although Washington has promised to maintain deterrence, it plans on reducing U.S. force levels and moving most soldiers southward, well away from the DMZ. South Korean officials, even some who once called for a U.S. withdrawal, have protested, to no avail.

Washington also continues to threaten to strike North Korea's nuclear facilities. There may be no more effective way to generate fear throughout South Korea than to suggest a course that might trigger a general war, but both the Clinton and Bush administrations have seemed airily unconcerned about winning Seoul’s agreement before acting.

Perhaps no surprise, even more doubtful is South Korean support for the alliance. Despite Seoul’s recent protestations of fidelity, real commitment seems to be lacking. For instance, before leaving office in early 2003, President Kim Dae-jung, chastened by Washington's dismissal of his “sunshine policy” toward the North and belligerent threats of military action, explicitly attempted to chart an independent course between the United States and Pyongyang. After his election Kim’s successor, Roh Moo-hyun, suggested that the ROK “mediate” in any war between America and the North and called for “concessions from both sides." Indeed, he even stated that “we should proudly say we will not side with North Korea or the United States." The head of Roh's transition team, Lim Chae-jung, developed a proposal that sought “a concession” from both America and North Korea.3 For a time it did not sound as if there were much of an alliance, at least one of any value.

Although a degree of civility eventually returned to the relationship, the two nations’ differences were merely set aside, not resolved. And tensions again will grow. The so-called Mutual Defense Treaty, ratified in 1954, was forged in a different era to deal with different threats. Circumstances have passed it by and no amount of Friendly rhetoric can rehabilitate it.
US troop presence is killing the alliance

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen, the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “The Korean Conundrum”, pgs. 14-15) ZParks

The tensions are worse today. Nationalism, cultural conflicts, and policy differences have come together in a very powerful combination. Explained Kim Jin-wung of Kyungpook National University in 2003: with the U.S. presence seemingly less important in protecting the ROK’s security, the American troops “have been increasingly perceived as a social irritant and a remnant of the almost forgotten Cold War.”26 Hostility toward America burst forth particularly strongly as the ROK began to improve its relationship with Pyongyang. President Kim Dae-jung had barely set foot back in Seoul after the 2000 summit with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il before thousands of students took to the streets demanding that the Americans go home. Protestors also used June 25 of that year, the fiftieth anniversary of the onset of the Korean War, as an opportunity to demand Washington’s withdrawal. The U.S. military established a “civil disturbance hot line” and, in the aftermath of the murder of an army officer at a shopping mall, warned of anti-American “strike squads.”27 Amid the summit euphoria a U.S. soldier was sentenced by a U.S. military court to eight years in prison for murdering a South Korean bar waitress who refused to have sex with him. The case rekindled public anger over the SOFA’s limits on Seoul’s jurisdiction over U.S. soldiers accused of crimes. Although the most hostile sentiments seemed to reflect only fringe opinions, they were a harbinger of future events. 

And Reducing troops solves long-term alliance stability

Roehrig, 08 – Associate Professor in the National Security Decision Making Department at the U.S. Naval War College (Terence, "On Korea", Academic Paper Series, 2008, June 27th 2010, p. 143, KONTOPOULOS) PDF

The more difficult dimension here is the political message these changes might send to either the ROK or the DPRK. For many in South Korea, sovereignty and a selfreliant defense are important. South Korea has grown in power and status; it is no surprise that it would and should have a more independent defense posture. These changes may, in fact, reduce some of the friction in the alliance and be important measures to sustain the long-term health and acceptance of the U.S. presence in Korea.57 For the United States, the changes are part of an overall effort to transform its military capability along with a desire to obtain more equitable burden sharing from its allies. The changes in the force structure need not be indicators of a crumbling alliance. The alliance rests on core assessments of the political, security, and economic interests at stake in the region, not the specific command arrangements. Given the upcoming uncertainties in East Asia—China’s future, a potential Sino-Japanese competition for regional dominance, and North Korea’s fate—the U.S.-ROK alliance will continue despite the current strain in relations. In the years ahead, there will be adjustments to operational details, but U.S. and ROK leaders are likely to determine that their alliance promotes the interests of both countries.
Alliance Advantage – Impact

South Korean continued tie to American defense policy increases regional instability and tension. 

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 136, WEA)

Other dangers also await the South if it continues to tie itself to American defense policy. The most important future international relationship may well be that between the United States and China. Can Beijing peacefully assert itself on the East Asian and global stage, and can the United States accommodate itself with a more influential China? Although conflict is by no means inevitable, it is possible, especially with Taiwan as a flashpoint. The controversy over Taipei’s March 2004 referendum, a standard procedure in a democracy, illustrated the tense nature of the three-way dance.83 Taiwan, believing American backing to be certain, may push toward independence; China, believing American interests dictate noninvolvement, might respond with force; Washington, believing its credibility to be at stake, might intervene. What if Seoul follows the advice of Kim Sung-han, who advocates maintaining the alliance “after the threat from North Korea disappears in order to head off the regional rivalry between China and Japan and secure safe sea lanes linking Northeast Asia and the Middle East”? Thus, Northeast Asia “would become a provider of regional stability by hosting a U.S. regional force based in Korea.”84 And the ROK, linked to America by alliance and hosting U.S. bases and troops, might be forced to choose between its longtime ally and its permanent neighbors.

In such a circumstance, how much is America’s defense subsidy worth? The humiliation of leaving one’s destiny in the hands of another state is high enough. But the price could very well be risking South Korea’s survival as a prosperous and independent nation.

Alliance Advantage – UQ Ext

Status quo alliance is unsustainable---only phased withdrawal can save it---tripwire makes nuclear conflict inevitable 

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen, the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “The Korean Conundrum”, pg. 4) ZParks

The current U.S.–ROK relationship is unsustainable. America’s security interest in the Korean peninsula was rooted in the Cold War: any advance of communism appeared to be a loss for Washington in the struggle between rival global hegemons. Today the Koreas are a peripheral interest at best. South Korea is but a modest U.S. trading partner. There are strong personal and cultural ties between Americans and Koreans; however, the ROK has little security relevance. War on the Korean peninsula would be tragic, but essentially irrelevant to America were it not for the U.S. troop presence. In any case, the South is well positioned to defend itself. It possesses nearly 40 times the economic strength and twice the population of the DPRK. It has a vast technological lead and has stolen away the North’s allies, as well as the friendship of most other states. North Korea can count on the support of another impoverished dictatorship, Cuba, and is trying to rebuild its relationship with a third, Burma—long antagonistic because of Pyongyang’s 1987 bombing attack on South Korean president Chun Doo-hwan and his entourage in Rangoon. Beyond them, the DPRK’s dance card is empty. The ROK’s military lags in quantity of soldiers and material, but only because Seoul has chosen to rely on the U.S. military tripwire (the troop presence that guarantees U.S. involvement in any war on the peninsula) rather than build up its own forces. South Korean military deficiencies could be made up virtually at will, should Seoul decide to invest the necessary resources. But it will do so only if it must do so. And that will be the case only if Washington drops its unnecessary and unnatural defense subsidy of the South. Thus, Washington should prepare a phased withdrawal of its forces from the ROK. The United States should sell South Korea whatever weapons it needs and aid its ally in reconfiguring its forces to adjust to America’s absence. But Washington must end the South’s military free-ride. Defending South Korea is not necessary for America’s defense; to the contrary, garrisoning the South ensnares the United States in a volatile region where a future conflict conceivably could go nuclear. And the troops will remain a flashpoint in U.S.–ROK relations, preventing the two countries from developing a far more healthy, and equal, cooperative relationship. 

The link only goes our way—alliance collapse inevitable as is, only a question of fixing it through pullout

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 122, WEA)

The United States and Korea have achieved much together. But links between the two countries are growing increasingly fragile, since the raison d’être for Seoul’s military free ride has disappeared. Although officials on neither side of the Pacific are ready to concede the obsolescence of the security structure that they have so laboriously constructed, it is bound to collapse. As the ROK grows richer, Pyongyang reforms or dies, America tires of underwriting a onesided defense treaty, and South Korea no longer wishes to be treated as a protectorate, there likely will be a nasty divorce. Instead, the two governments should agree to an amicable separation. That means beginning, now, to plan a positive transition emphasizing a relationship of mutuality and equality rather than of dependency and inferiority. 

Anti-Americanism Internal link
US military presence is causing anti-Americanism in South Korea—this will only increase over time

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

The divergence of perceptions between the United States and South Korea regarding the North Korean threat and diplomatic strategies to resolve the situation has resulted in erosion in relations between the two countries. In addition, the South Korean population’s growing dissatisfaction with United States policy toward North Korea and presence of American forces in

South Korea could negatively impact the nation’s political stability. Since 1995 there has been an increasingly steady decline in favorable attitudes toward the United States. As recent as

February 2003 the Department of State reported that 59% of the South Koreans think that their country’s relations with the United States are in poor shape. When polled to identify the concerns causing the rift, the people most often mentioned the American military presence in South Korea and United States policy on the North Korea nuclear issue.15

Anti-American sentiment has been expressed in the form of demonstrations, both peaceful and violent, outside United States military installations in Korea as well as attacks on off-duty American military personnel. A dramatic upsurge in anti-American violence began in the summer of 2002. The increased violence was the result of public outrage over a traffic accident in which two South Korean school girls, walking home from school, were tragically killed by a U.S. military vehicle during a training exercise. The South Korean population was further inflamed when the two soldiers implicated in the accident were exonerated by a military court. South Korean political groups rallied for demands ranging from immediate changes to the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) to expulsion of United States forces from South Korean soil.

Anti-American sentiment was so prevalent at that time that now-President Roh Moo-hyun campaigned and won the South Korean presidential election on an anti-American platform.

During his political ascendancy, Roh suggested that his nation might “mediate” in any war between America and the North (Korea). 16

Thomas C. Hubbard, U.S. Ambassador to South Korea, addressed the growing anti- American sentiment in a speech he gave to Korean News Editors Association. In his dialogue he highlighted the humanitarian efforts America is involved in around the globe and attempted to reinforce the idea that the United States and Korea possess common values. He went on the say that the “future of the alliance will be in the hands of the new generation of Koreans and American… The role of the U.S. played by sharing the burdens of the past with the Korean people doesn’t resonate as strongly with them (twenty-year old man or woman) as the story about the tragic road accident involving USFK.”17 Since most of the anti-American sentiment is generated from the younger Korean citizens, one has to wonder how much worse it will get as the Korean War falls further into the past.

The push to compel the United States to withdraw all forces from South Korea is gaining momentum in this country. Influential New York Times columnist, William Safire recently called for the withdrawal “because the U.S. is not an imperialist power, it does not belong where a democratic nation decides America is unwanted.”18
Anti-Americanism Turns Deterrence
Anti-American backlash collapses deterrence and encourages North Korean attack

Lim 7—Fellow at the Korea Development Institute (Wonhyuk, Economic Consequences of ROK-U.S. Separation, 27 November 2007, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07086Lim.html, AMiles)

Suppose the two allies have an amicable separation under mutual agreement. For instance, the two allies agree that the ROK can now defend itself without the USFK and that the U.S. national interest is better served if its troops are relocated from the ROK to, say, the Middle East. Under this scenario, the two allies are likely to agree on a phased withdrawal schedule for the USFK so as to minimize the risk of miscalculation on the part of the DPRK. Even after the ROK and U.S. terminate the Mutual Defense Treaty, they may well continue security consultation and cooperation through bilateral and multilateral channels. Alternatively, the U.S. may decide to bring its troops back home as part of its neo-isolationist program to reduce its overseas commitments. Under this scenario, a phased withdrawal of the USFK may be a more difficult proposition, and the ROK may have to assume a greater part of the USFK expenses to extend its stay and arrange for its orderly exit. By contrast, an acrimonious separation between the two allies may make "transition planning" much more difficult and produce considerable spillover effects. Suppose, for instance, that a series of unfortunate incidents involving U.S. military personnel trigger a nationalist backlash in the ROK, which in turn leads to American anger at Korean "ingratitude." The ensuing war of words between the two allies escalates to the point that they both decide to go their separate ways as soon as possible. Under this scenario, for which "transition planning" is minimal, what matters is the current preparedness of ROK forces. 

Solvency – ROK Relations
Presence makes it inevitable—Koreans want us out.

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 14-15, WEA)

The tensions are worse today. Nationalism, cultural conflicts, and policy differences have come together in a very powerful combination. Explained Kim Jin-wung of Kyungpook National University in 2003: with the U.S. presence seemingly less important in protecting the ROK's security, the American troops "have been increasingly perceived as a social irritant and a remnant of the almost forgotten Cold War."26 Hostility toward America burst forth particularly strongly as the ROK began to improve its relationship with Pyongyang. President Kim Dae-jung had barely set foot back in Seoul after the 2000 summit with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il before thousands of students took to the streets demanding that the Americans go home. Protestors also used June 25 of that year, the fiftieth anniversary of the onset of the Korean War, as an opportunity to demand Washington's withdrawal. The U.S. military established a "civil disturbance hot line" and, in the aftermath of the murder of an army officer at a shopping mall, warned of anti-American "strike squads."27 Amid the summit euphoria a U.S. soldier was sentenced by a U.S. military court to eight years in prison for murdering a South Korean bar waitress who refused to have sex with him. The case rekindled public anger over the SOFAs limits on Seoul's jurisdiction over U.S. soldiers accused of crimes. Although the most hostile sentiments seemed to reflect only fringe opinions, they were a harbinger of future events. Little more than two years later, these issues returned with even greater force. In late 2002, after an accident in which an American military vehicle killed two teenage girls, demonstrations swept the country. Anger spilled out of universities into the middle class and seemed to grow along with the nuclear crisis.28 Explained Kim Sung-han of the Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, "Anti-Americanism is getting intense. It used to be widespread and not so deep. Now it’s getting widespread and deep."29
Although polls showed that a majority of South Koreans still supported the U.S. troop presence, a majority also pronounced its dislike of America. Aidan Foster-Carter of Leeds University complained of the South’s "swollen yet strangely selective spleen": "In this mood, the U.S. is resented as a bully, just as Japan is forever a war criminal. Conversely, China—despite repressing North Korean refugees—is seen as a benign protector, and North Korea indulged as a wayward sibling—let the family sort him out."30 Although passions cooled in 2003, the ROK will never go back to the Korea of 1953- The world is too different. South Korea is too different. South Koreans no longer perceive their independence to be based solely on American support in the face of the threat of communist aggression from the North. One significant trend is the change in the public’s perceptions of North Korea. In Kim Jin-wungs view, this is "the most important factor to influence South Korean views of the United States."31 With the end of military rule, both the educational establishment and media, driven perhaps by a mixture of leftist ideology and fear of upsetting the status quo, have begun promoting more positive views of the North.32 One sign of the shift is the increasing willingness of ROK textbooks to acknowledge Kim Il-sung's role (much overstated in the North, of course) as an anti-Japanese guerrilla leader.33 Another is a string of movies romanticizing the DPRK and demonizing the United States.34 
Only the plan solves—presence fuels domestic hostility towards America

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 16-17, WEA)

Perceived American arrogance adds fuel to the fire. Bong Youngshik, at Wellesley College, writes chat South Korean anti-Americanism "is basically a collective resentment against the political and economic domination of the United States and the fear of becoming a potential victim of U.S. military strategy, following global patterns."51 One student complained that "the U.S. acts as boss of the world."52 More ominously, those sentiments were shared by a war veteran, who said: "At the time of the war, I was very thankful for the Americans. But now I have a negative image of them because they are acting like oppressors—they are too unilateral."53 Widespread are feelings that the United States does not respect the ROK.54 A large majority of South Koreans believe that Americans look down on them.55 One young South Korean declared that Americans "are actually ruling South Korea with the excuse that they are protecting us."56 Some ROK residents view Washington's intentions in an even more negative light. A number of students blame Washington for the peninsulas continuing as well as past division. "The U.S. government is in Korea to divide us. The U.S. wants us weak and divided. They are not here for our security," charged one.57 Said 28-year-old consultant Choi Mee-jin, "It’s the U.S. that's a threat to us, not North Korea."58 Even stranger was a 1999 poll, which found that 12.2 percent of South Koreans believed that America would be their nations chief military rival after reunification; nearly one in five believed the United States to represent the greatest military danger to the ROK.59 In July 2003 a poll found that one- third of all South Koreans considered America to be "the most threatening country" for ROK security. Half of the college students held that view.60 Not surprisingly, Pyongyang exploits these sentiments: for instance, it has attempted to ignore the United States and United Nations Command in working with Seoul, making the former appear to be obstructionists.61 It comes as no surprise, then, that to many South Koreans, the burdens of the U.S. presence increasingly seem to outweigh the benefits.62 More than just radical students perceive the decreasing utility of the American presence. Even conservative policymakers believe that Pyongyang has neither the will nor the ability to stage a successful invasion; those who desire the continued presence of American soldiers usually point to other potential threats, most notably Japan. Yet the belief that Tokyo is likely to attempt to relive its colonial past in the peninsula is but a paranoid fantasy. Nor is it clear how Japan would do so, given the fact that South and North separately possess larger armies and Japan lacks the kind of airlift and sea-lift capabilities necessary for an invasion. Moreover, as noted earlier, hosting a foreign military is not cheap. In the ROK, U.S. forces are ubiquitous. (They even have their own television channel.) American soldiers are high-profile travelers at Seoul's international air- port, and many are based at the 630-acre Yongsan Army Garrison in downtown Seoul.63 Thus constant contact occurs, leading to purposeless violent altercations and tragic traffic deaths. 
Presence of US forces causes friction in the alliance—withdrawal would strengthen US-South Korean relations

BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum
Unfortunately, while the South needs no help to defend itself against its shell of a neighbor, American soldiers are everywhere: arriving at Seoul's international airport, based at the 630-acre Yongsan Army Garrison in downtown Seoul, and on maneuvers around the country. Some number of fights, traffic accidents, and crimes are inevitable. Last fall, when a military court acquitted two soldiers who ran over two children, demonstrations broke out across the nation. Koreans jeered, ostracized, barred from stores, and in a few cases physically attacked their supposed protectors. One American soldier was even kidnapped by a mob after a serviceman refused to accept a leaflet attacking the U.S. over the deaths of the two girls. Some Koreans are boycotting American goods. Before taking office, President Roh promised not to "kowtow" to the U.S. and called for a more "equal" relationship. All of the presidential candidates -- including the one favored by Washington, conservative Lee Hoi-chang -- demanded a change in the Status of Forces Agreement, which covers a variety of issues involving the investigation and custody of U.S. soldiers accused of a crime. But the nation will never be America's equal as long as America is defending it. Protecting oneself is among the most important attributes of sovereignty. If Seoul instead puts its security in Washington's hands, it is giving Washington authority to make the decisions. No South Korean could expect the U.S. to risk war on the South's terms. And as long as Seoul wants an occupying garrison, it must expect to be treated like an occupied country. That means American forces appropriately receive special protections not available to tourists.
Troops hurt relations—they make South Korea feel dependent on the US

BANDOW 2007 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Why are We Still in Korea?” Antiwar.com, March 10, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/03/09/why-are-we-still-in-korea/)

The fact that the South can well defend itself is reason enough to bring home America’s forces. But that’s not all. As President Roh has indicated, many South Koreans bridle at their dependence on Washington. Since they no longer need rely on the U.S., they dislike the inevitable cost, especially to their pride, of doing so. Instead of fighting to stay on the peninsula, Washington should allow the ROK to take on responsibilities commensurate with its abilities. Seoul wants to be a significant international player. Seoul should defend itself. Moreover, most South Koreans no longer feel threatened by the North. The younger generation, especially, is more skeptical of America’s role in Northeast Asia, and more favorable towards both the PRC and North Korea. It seems silly to defend a country that no longer sees much need to be defended.
US pressure is viewed as unilateralism—South Korea doesn’t want US military presence

KANG 2003 (Youngsoon Charlene, “Calling for a Peaceful Resolution to the North Korea Crisis,” Global Ministries, United Methodist Church,  http://gbgm-umc.org/global_news/full_article.cfm?articleid=1337) Calum

In order to understand the present situation in North Korea and the region, careful attention must be paid to centuries of brutal power struggles over the Korean Peninsula. Each neighboring country – South Korea, Japan, China and Russia – has a different role and different interests, as does the United States. All the players insist that they are on the same page, calling for stability and a peaceful settlement on the peninsula. However, it is telling that just as every country’s interests differ, their strategies do as well. According to the New York Times, “In short, each of North Korea’s neighbors sees the crisis through its own prism.” (Sunday, December 29, 2002) What is unique about the current situation is that South Korea, a long and close ally of the United States, expresses its own views, which often stray significantly from United States policy toward North Korea. It openly labels United States pressure on North Korea as American condescension. The criticism is most severe among the younger people in South Korea who organize and participate in anti-American protests on the streets and in front of the American embassy. This sentiment is depicted in anger at the U.S. military, which surged after an American court martial acquitted on the basis of accident the two American soldiers who caused the deaths last summer of two teenage girls. Similar sentiment was expressed in a speech delivered by President-elect Roh Moo-hyun on December 31 at a press meeting at the Government Complex Annex in central Seoul. He said, "U.S.-Korea mutual help does not mean that the South accepts U.S. unilateral policy toward the North and it is a case that needs prior consultation." Roh added that he doubts that U.S. President George W. Bush’s containment policy toward Pyongyang will be effective.

Withdrawal helps relations by equalizing power

FEFFER 2004 (John, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus and author of a book on Korea, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea),” June 23, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html) Calum
Military boosters emphasize the symbolic value of U.S. troops in demonstrating the unwavering commitment of the United States to its alliance with South Korea and to deter any North Korean attack on the South. But even this symbolism has become drained of meaning. South Korea under Roh Moo-Hyun wants more equality in its relations with the United States, which translates into greater control over military affairs. Younger South Koreans now see the United States – or, to be more precise, the trigger-happy unilateralism of the Bush administration – as more dangerous than North Korea.

Relations—no turns
The relations link only works one way—USFK will draw negative attention but the media ignores positive aspects of US presence

CHA 2003 (Victor, associate professor of government and D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, “Focus on the Future, Not the North,” Washington Quarterly 26:1) Calum

The second key to improving USFK sustainability is to engage in some public diplomacy to adequately address the perceived negative aspects of the Cold War U.S. force presence. My interviews with USFK personnel have revealed that one of the biggest sources of civil-military tensions remains the asymmetric reporting that highlights negative USFK activities. The Korean media underreports any positive or conciliatory actions taken by the United States to appease complaints about the military footprint. It often omits or ignores information that might contribute to a more balanced public debate on civil-military relations between the USFK and the host nation. An agreement, for example, to move USFK bases to Pyongtaek in recent years failed largely because the South Korean government's commitment to underwrite costs did not materialize. Korean press reporting, however, focused largely on U.S. unwillingness to pay for the move, underemphasizing the South Korean pledge. On economic issues related to the military presence, such as host-nation support or land use, the United States is generally portrayed as a selfish patron, trying to push costs onto Seoul. Missing from the picture is the overall long-term savings that the ROK accrued from the alliance. Indeed, preliminary data shows that the ROK's defense spending as a share of gross domestic product is lower over time than that of other newly industrialized countries and exponentially lower than countries with less of a U.S. forward presence, such as Israel or Saudi Arabia.28

Although the press coverage of crimes committed by U.S. servicemen in Korea is massive, what goes missing is the other side of the story. Some crimes by U.S. servicemen are indeed brutal and deserve public attention, but overall [End Page 103] a much higher percentage of servicemen in the Korean military than in the USFK commit crimes. In a related vein, the aftermath of the June 2000 inter-Korean summit coincided with several random attacks by inebriated Koreans against U.S. servicemen, one of which was an unprovoked stabbing of a USFK physician shopping alone in Itaewon. Internal USFK precautionary warnings ensued about walking in pairs and avoiding off-base activities in the evening. This episode received no coverage in the South Korean press.

The press and NGO community were, however, galvanized by revelations in the summer of 2000 regarding the illegal disposal of formaldehyde through the wastewater sewage system on the Yongsan compound into the Han River (the main river flowing through central Seoul). Press reports fixated on discrepancies between USFK reports of the amounts disposed and Green Korea United's (Noksaek Yonhap) reports. Although its absence does not excuse the USFK's inappropriate and unwarranted action, completely missing from this controversy was any discussion of environmental damage committed by the South Korean military over the years, which far exceeds USFK actions. The point here is not to deflect blame from the USFK, but to illustrate some very strong biases in public images of the USFK that detract from a rational, balanced public discussion.

The reason for these disparities stems from both press reporting in Korea and the way the two governments have passed the buck between them. In the former case, corporate Korean state manipulation of the press was historically the problem. South Korean governments were infamous for utilizing public media channels to distort messages and stir anti-American sentiment when convenient to deflect blame from an angry public or to gain leverage in bilateral negotiations with its ally.29 The problem today is different. Overt government intervention has decreased somewhat, but what has emerged is a culture of newspaper editorial offices as well and a generation of Korean journalists that contribute to a bias toward reporting negatively on the U.S. presence. Young, ambitious, and overzealous reporters operate with a cowboy mentality trying to seize the story and give it the most sensationalist slant. Often, the intrusive U.S. military footprint provides a ready target. Editors gain no points, let alone respect from their peers and subordinates, for choosing stories that might report positively on the U.S. military. They sell more papers when they report negatively.

In the latter case, USFK spokespeople feel that their public briefings do not get adequate attention from the domestic press. When the USFK makes these complaints to their Korean counterparts, the South Korean government [End Page 104] responds that this problem is a U.S., not Korean, one. When the USFK pushes the problem up the chain of command, the Pentagon responds that the military is not in the business of public relations. The legacy of the USFK today will be a critical image that will determine the future acceptability of a transformed USFK tomorrow and the attendant level of residual anti-Americanism.

Chinese Containment Bad

South Korea is predisposed towards an alliance with China which would solve Japanese nationalism---continuation of the U.S. alliance risks Chinese containment 

Harrison 02 (Selig S., ICAS fellow, Director of the Asia Program @ the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, “Korean Endgame”, pg. 114) ZParks

The principal focus of Chinese concern is that the United States will seek to carry over its military alliance with South Korea to a unified Korea. In the absence of the American military presence, most Chinese observers believe, a neutral, unified Korea, while freewheeling and jealous of its independence, would be closer to China than to any other power, psychologically bound not only by their historic ties but also by shared fears of Japanese expansionism. A formal military alliance would not be necessary, in the Chinese perspective, because Korea and China share deep fears of Japanese expansionism that could quickly be translated into joint action in the event of a military crisis. Conversely, the purpose of a U.S. military presence in Korea, linked to a U.S. alliance with Japan, would be to bring Korea into a regional U.S. strategy designed to contain Chinese influence. South Korea, for its part, has carefully kept all of its options open. When Chinese President Jiang Zemin and South Korean President Kim Young Sam met in Seoul on November 14, 1995, they told a joint news conference that they had an “in-depth” discussion about Japan. Protesting Japan’s refusal to acknowledge adequately the atrocities committed during its colonial rule in Korea and its wartime occupation of North China, Jiang said that “we agreed that not forgetting the past is a necessary lesson for the future.” The Japanese newspaper Yomiuiri reported on the following day that China and South Korea “found common ground in chastising Japan for its perceptions of history. Some observers say that they have formed an alliance, but it would an exaggeration to call them ‘allies’. In contrast to Kim Young Sam, President Kim Dae Jung avoided an anti-Japanese posture during his 1998 visit to Beijing and made unprecedented concessions to Japan on trade issues and fishing rights when he visited Tokyo in order to win a stronger apology for its colonial occupation than Japan had previously made. At the same time, Kim Dae Jung is seeking to establish high-level military contacts with China, which Beijing so far has resisted.
A2: ROK Relations—Troops Not Key

Troops are not key to US-South Korean relations

BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” Huffington Post, May 21, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html) Calum

Should it become clear that the DPRK was responsible for sinking the Cheonan, Seoul will be under pressure to act. Ryoo Kihl-jae, a professor at the University of North Korean Studies, predicts the government's response will be "to supplement the current military defense system in a crisis situation."

But that should have been done long ago. The lesson of the Yellow Sea incident for both the U.S. and South Korea is that it is long past time for the ROK to take over responsibility for its own defense.

Whatever the two nations' military relationship in the future--their cultural and economic ties will remain natural and vibrant regardless--it should be based on global cooperation in areas of shared interest. The old Cold War mission of America protecting South Korea from the DPRK should be gracefully retired.

A2: ROK Relations – Withdrawal Key

Withdrawal key to preserve US-South Korean relations

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p31) SLV

American-Korean relations were born in violence and disappointment, but a bloody war forged a relationship that remains dose today. What, however, of the future in a post-Cold War world that is so very different from the environment in which the U.S.-ROK alliance was formed? Unfortunately, security ties remain dominant, as a result of the threat of renewed aggression from the North. Yet those links are growing increasingly fragile, since the raison d'etre for Washington's security guarantee and domineering role has disappeared. Although officials on neither side of the Pacific are ready to concede the obsolescence of the security structure that they have so laboriously constructed, it is bound to collapse. A 1995 poll found that only South Koreans 40 years old and older supported a continuing U.S. troop presence. By increasing margins, people in their 30s and 20s opposed it.68 Either the two governments will agree to an amicable separation, or, as the ROK grows richer, the DPRK reforms (or dies), America tires of underwriting a defense treaty that is mutual in name only, and South Korea no longer wishes tobe treated as a protectorate, the divorce will be nasty. 

A planned and positive transition from a relationship of parent and child to one of equal partners would be to both nations' benefit. First, it would be more likely to preserve a friendly working relationship between the two governments on political and security issues. Second, such a denouement would strengthen the increasingly important private, nonmilitary ties between Americans and South Koreans. It would help emphasize the links-cultural, economic, and personal-that are most relevant and bound to grow only stronger in the future. 31

A2: Alt Causes to South Korea Relations

No alt causes—presence is the root cause of hostility

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 32-33, WEA)

Stephen J. Morris complains: “Over the past decade, South Korea’s political culture has gradually adopted a left-wing, pacifist and appeasement-oriented attitude toward the North and an increasingly virulent hostility toward the United States.”200 He points out that the problem in Korea is anti-Americanism in general, and not hostility toward the Bush administration, unlike Europe, where the large majority of critics of the United States blame the administration. 201 Even the good news cited by Lee and Jeong—a drop from 57 percent to 40 percent from January to June 2003 in the number of South Koreans who want to reduce or eliminate the U.S. forces in the ROK—means that four of ten desire to downgrade the relationship despite the looming danger from the North.202

Friction between Korean civilians and American forces also will continue: for example, on average, 200 to 300 crimes are committed annually by U.S. soldiers. No longer are they likely to be overlooked. Lee and Jeong contend that the two governments should “pursue equal bilateral relations” to forestall another round of anti-Americanism, but there are no easy institutional fixes to yield genuine equality.203 Thus, any new incident seems likely to inflame sentiments that have only temporarily gone dormant. After all, observed Sam Stratman, a spokesman for the House International Relations Committee, “I saw 150 troops in front of the American embassy. We need 150 troops to guard our embassy from our friends.”204

Roh’s election simply accelerated an inevitable reevaluation of the alliance. Observed Nicholas Eberstadt of the American Enterprise Institute, a strong proponent of a continuing ROK–U.S. alliance, before the last election: “If Lee Hoi Chang wins, maybe there will be a stay of execution for the relationship. But in five years’ time, there will be an even bigger problem.”205 That problem will be not only the burden of dealing with U.S. troops. It will be policy differences. Report Norman D. Levin and Yong-Sup Han of the RAND Corporation, “Whatever their expectations, South Koreans overwhelmingly want to maintain control over the unification process. By a nearly three-to-one ratio . . . they prefer negotiating unification matters directly with North Koreans themselves rather than allowing other countries to participate.”206 

South Korea Appeasement Advantage

US troops force South Korea to appease the North—this increases the risk of full-scale war that draws in the United States

BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” Huffington Post, May 21, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html) Calum
Seoul has promised "a firm response," though, argues Han Sung-joo, a former ROK foreign minister and U.S. ambassador, "that doesn't mean a military reaction or an eye-for-eye response." In fact, the South did not retaliate after earlier provocations, such as the terrorist bombing of a South Korean airliner and assassination attempt against former president Chun Doo-hwan which killed 16 ROK officials. A military reprisal then could have triggered a full-scale war. Responding in kind this time also could spark a dangerous escalatory spiral with the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. However, Seoul has spent the last decade attempting to pacify the DPRK, providing aid, allowing investment, and hosting summits. To do nothing would seem to be abject appeasement, undermining ROK credibility and encouraging the North to act even more recklessly in the future. If the word "firm" has any meaning, the South Korean government would have to do more than protest. Still, the decision, though difficult, shouldn't concern the U.S. The South has gone from an authoritarian economic wreck to a democratic economic powerhouse. With a vastly bigger and more sophisticated economy, larger population, and greater access to international markets and support than the North, Seoul long has been able to defend itself. Pyongyang retains a numerical military edge, but its weapons are old, troops are undertrained, and industrial base is shrinking. Thus, the South should be able to decide on the action that best advances its security. However, Seoul long chose to emphasize economic development over military preparedness. As a result, the ROK remains dependent on America. Some 27,000 U.S. personnel are stationed in the South. The U.S. retains formal command of all forces, American and South Korean, during a war. Seoul expects substantial U.S. air and naval support and ground reinforcement in the event of war. Which means that ROK retaliation against the DPRK would draw the U.S. into any conflict. So Washington cannot help but pressure South Korean decision-makers to act in accord with American as well as ROK interests. In fact, that's what happened in 1983, when the U.S. insisted that Seoul not retaliate militarily after the bombing attack on President Chun. The current situation also means that the destiny of America is essentially controlled by the North's Kim Jong-il. Ordering an attack on a South Korean ship could end up forcing Washington to go to war. Although the bilateral U.S.-South Korean defense treaty does not make American intervention automatic, it is unimaginable that an American administration would stand aside in a conflict.

US troops create pressure by Washington for South Korea to appease the North

BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Avoiding Pyongyang,” National Interest Online, May 24, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11840) Calum
Why sink a South Korean ship? It could be an unauthorized military action intended to prevent resumption of negotiations over Pyongyang's nuclear program. It could be an attempt by Kim Jong-il to demonstrate that North Korea can strike with impunity. It could be a concession by him to the military as Kim attempts to install his young son as his successor. In any case, the attack poses a significant challenge to South Korea. But not to America. It should be obvious that there is little the DPRK can do to harm the United States. The North lost any significant relevance to American security with the end of the Cold War. Without a link to a potentially aggressive Soviet Union (and, to a lesser extent, a virulently revolutionary China), Pyongyang became an irrelevant backwater. Even the North's nuclear program poses no direct threat to the United States. Nothing suggests that Kim is suicidal: he wants his virgins today, not in the afterlife. So he would never strike at America, risking retaliatory annihilation. The prospect of proliferation is worrisome, but again, Kim likely understands the enormous risks he would take selling materials to non-state actors that might target the United States. Washington is stuck in the center of Korean affairs today only because of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which provides a security guarantee to South Korea with no corresponding benefit to America. Without the alliance, there would be no U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula, within range of North Korean attack, and no American promise to intervene in any war that might result from a provocation by Pyongyang or retaliation by the South. The sinking of the Cheonan was an outrage, but it was an outrage against the ROK. It should not be an issue of great concern to America, which normally would offer diplomatic backing but not military support to a democratic friend. Yet American analysts have been producing articles and studies carrying such titles as "America Must Show Resolve over North Korea" and "U.S. Must Respond Firmly to North Korean Naval Attack." The question is: why? No American forces were attacked. None are likely to be targeted. The U.S. military already is very busy, especially in Afghanistan. There's no reason for Washington to risk war over an assault on another state, especially one well able to defend itself. Yet Seoul finds its future being decided at least in part in Washington, where America's, not South Korea's, interests understandably are treated as paramount. The devastated land that emerged from the Korean War had no choice but to place its security in America's hands. But the ROK today? In the short-term the U.S. and South Korea are tied together militarily. Their responses to the sinking of the Cheonan will reflect that relationship. However, both sides should use this crisis to rethink an alliance that has outgrown its original security justification. There is much on which both nations should work together in the future, including military operations where both countries have interests at stake. Such cooperation is not advanced by today's antiquated alliance. Neither the ROK nor the United States is well-served by a relationship where South Korea's fate is decided in Washington. Especially more than a half century after the end of the Korean War and two decades after the end of the Cold War. It's time to turn South Korea's defense over to the South Korean people.
CBW Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is CBW strikes.

US conventional forces encourage CBW strikes—these would cripple combat effectiveness

TULAK 1995 (Arthur, Captain in the US army and Master’s Degree in Defense and Strategic Studies, “Tactical nuclear weapons - does the U.S. army still need them?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA389152&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

As Dr. Gray pointed out, Third World armies are seeking equalizers to defeat Western contingency forces. For some, this equalizer will be a nuclear weapon, for most, chemical and or biological weapons. Chemical and biological weapons, if even they are not effective in producing casualties, can have a significant impact on the outcome of any major operation or campaign. Observations from the U.S. Army's combat training centers show that the introduction of NBC agents into training scenarios contribute to mission degradation or mission failure. "To achieve the same objective, operations under NBC conditions require more combat power than operations not under NBC conditions."290 An opponent of U.S. contingency forces would be sorely tempted to use chemical weapons to handicap U.S. combat power and level the playing field. Such use would not necessarily have to be offensive in nature: chemical agents were used defensively in World War I to secure flanks and deter attacks across contaminated ground. All aspects of combat operations become unbelievably difficult in an NBC environment. The Army's Combined Arms in a Nuclear/Chemical Environment (CANE) tests showed clearly that unit performance was degraded in operations under NBC conditions. In operations conducted in full chemical protective suits it was noted that: § Attacks and engagements lasted longer. § Fewer enemy forces were killed. _ Friendly forces suffered more casualties. _ Friendly forces fired fewer rounds at the enemy. § Fratricide increased. § Terrain was used less effectively for cover and concealment.291 In an NBC environment, battle command becomes more difficult. Command posts and headquarters at all levels are likely targets. Control will be difficult even with the smallest unit. Personnel in protective clothing will be slow to respond to rapid changes in mission. The employment of these weapons will greatly alter the tempo of combat." FM 100-5: Operations, 1993, p. 6-10. During Desert Shield/Desert Storm, U.S. policymakers were forced to consider what actions would be appropriate if Iraq were to use nerve agents against Coalition forces. Because the United States does not maintain an operational stockpile of chemical weapons, retaliation inkind would not be an option today. Our defensive measures are effective, and are seen by some to be an effective deterrent to enemy use of Chemical-Biological Weapons (CBWs).292 However, if the enemy is merely trying to slow down our optempo, handicap our strategy, and strengthen his defenses, our defensive capabilities might be an invitation to CBW use as the enemy would not seek casualties that might inflame public opinion, but instead would desire the immediate battlefield results CBW use would create for the defender. Chemical weapons used on U.S. forces would force commanders to initiate timeconsuming decontamination procedures. Even after decontamination, "outgassing" of residual agents on equipment would continue to pose hazards. An enemy would be tempted to use chemical weapons to degrade and slow U.S. operations in order to gain time to respond to U.S. maneuvers. In Desert Storm, our forces moved to fast for the Iraqis to respond. Had the Iraqis used chemical weapons, that lightening speed would have diminished dramatically. A study by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, concluded that forces in a chemical environment experience a decrement of "at least thirty to fifty percent...in operational effectiveness due to restrictions imposed by [chemical] protective equipment [suits] and procedures."293 While Secretary of Defense William Perry has stated that our "new [conventional] military capability can also serve as a credible deterrent to a regional power's use of chemical weapons,"294 this seems to be a best case scenario that fails to take into account the "what ifs" and assumes rationality on the part of the opponent, something the Army's doctrinal manual cautioned one not to do. Tactical Nuclear Weapons are our strongest deterrent available to prevent regional use of WMD against U.S. contingency forces. President Bush, when faced with this actual scenario, chose wisely to emphasize U.S. tactical nuclear capabilities then deployed in the land, air, and sea forces of the United States military.295
CBW use would result in US nuclear retaliation

SCHNEIDER 1997 (Barry, Director of the USAF Counterproliferation Center at Air University, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, and an Associate Professor of International Relations in the Department of Future Conflict Studies at the U.S. Air War College., Future War and Counterproliferation, 72-73) Calum
As a result, today, in the minds of many, the only legitimate use of U.S. nuclear weapons would be in response to a direct nuclear attack on the United States, its forces, its allies, or its vital interests.13 A U.S. nuclear response to much less severe attacks likely would be seen as severely disproportionate to the provocation, even if chemical or biological attacks were launched. However, if enemy CBW attacks were directed against important target~ in the American homeland, or if they caused horrific numbers of U.S. and allied casualties in the field, it might well be that U.S. public opinion then woul.d sanction a U.S. nuclear retaliatory response. In that case, an aroused American public might demand harsh nuclear retribution.

US nuclear response destroys the nuclear taboo—this makes worldwide nuclear wars inevitable

GIZEWSKI 1996 (Peter, Senior Associate, Peace and Conflict Studies Programme, University of Toronto, International Journal, Summer, p. 400) Calum
Absolute and all-encompassing, the prohibition sets all nuclear weapons apart as unique, regardless of size or power.  Nuclear explosives – both large and small – are equally illegitimate, and the latter remain so despite the existence of seemingly ‘legitimate’ conventional explosives of greater destructive power.  The distinction stems in part from widely held but rarely questioned perceptions of nuclear arms as ‘different.’  Nuclear weapons are distinct simply because they are perceived to be distinct. The distinction also has roots in legal reasoning and diplomacy.  Traditions and conventions are crucial to the conduct of social relations.  Once established, they render behaviour predictable, help to co-ordinate actor expectations, and offer a gauge of intentions.  If they are not held to be inviolate, these functions become more difficult.  Transgression at any level threatens to erode shared understandings and expectations – increasing uncertainty and the inevitable costs and requirements of coping with it.  One violation makes subsequent, perhaps more serious, actions of the same type easier to contemplate and thus more likely.  Thus, any breach of the nuclear threshold threatens more than one isolated act of destruction:  it sets a precedent signalling potential chaos, which may well include the prospect of more destruction to come.

CBW Advantage – Solvency Ext
US conventional dominance would result in desperate CBW strikes

SCHNEIDER 1997 (Barry, Director of the USAF Counterproliferation Center at Air University, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, and an Associate Professor of International Relations in the Department of Future Conflict Studies at the U.S. Air War College., Future War and Counterproliferation, 70-71) Calum

First, the threat of conventional force counterattacks may not be great enough to deter an enemy already subject to the full force of such attacks anyway in a conflict. An enemy may not see conventional forces as being able to deliver "unacceptable damage" upon them, and therefore they may take the risk of an allied conventional retaliation. It is also conceivable that an adversary may calculate that the U.S. leadership would not pay the political price of going nuclear in response to a CB attack, and that it was already doing its worst to them conventionally. Thus, it might be reasoned, why not enjoy the military advantages of using chemical and biological weapons? Indeed, such use might be logical if the adversary was losing at the conventional level and wanted to try to negotiate a favorable end to the conflict. What better way than to inflict high casualties and fatalities on the U.S. and allied forces, and, thereby increase the chances that the U.S. and allied leaderships might come under more domestic pressure to halt the war short of victory to avoid further high human costs? . . Alternatively, an adversary that perceives that defeat IS near might elect to demonstrate the use of a nuclear, biological, or chemical weapon in a way that showed its potential for destruction without killing large numbers of U.S. and allied forces. A high altitude EMP atomic blast, a biological strike against cattle or sheep in the region, or a chemical weapon demonstration against an unoccupied but adjacent target might communicate the threat of horrific casualties. News of this might just deter the United States and Its allies from seeking total victory or insisting on unconditional surrender terms.

Taboo Impacts

That crushes American leadership and causes widespread nuclear warfare

SCHNEIDER 1997 (Barry, Director of the USAF Counterproliferation Center at Air University, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, and an Associate Professor of International Relations in the Department of Future Conflict Studies at the U.S. Air War College., Future War and Counterproliferation) Calum

On the other hand, nuclear threats may have a major downside, particularly if followed by nuclear first use. At the end of any such regional conflict, it would be very much harder for U.S. leaders to resurrect the nuclear weapons taboo that the United States had worked for decades to establish. Further, after unleashing a nuclear attack, the United States might be seen by large segments of the world community as a pariah state that used illegal and horrific means rather than following the rule of law. Moreover, other states may decide that the only way of deterring similar NBC attacks on their own forces or soil is to have a nuclear deterrent of their own and to be willing to use such nuclear forces in future conflicts. Nuclear first use may set a dangerous precedent that was unkind to U.S. and allied interests.

Nuclear use will not occur without American violation of the taboo—Russia and China will follow suit

GIZEWSKI 1996 (Peter, Senior Associate, Peace and Conflict Studies Programme, University of Toronto, International Journal, Summer, p. 415) Calum
If the United States practiced nuclear restraint, others were more likely to follow suit.  As the first nuclear superpower, the United States set precedents for the non-use of nuclear weapons which reverberated throughout the international system – affecting not only the subsequent behaviour of the United States but also that of other states as well.  For Moscow and Beijing to use the bomb in the face of Washington’s abstinence would not only call into question their criticisms of United States nuclear policy, but also severely tarnish their reputations and their efforts to portray themselves as the ‘moral betters’ of Western imperialism.

Taboo is the key factor in preventing nuclear war—it suppresses all other impacts

GIZEWSKI 1996 (Peter, Senior Associate, Peace and Conflict Studies Programme, University of Toronto, International Journal, Summer, p. 419) Calum

Recognizing that the prohibitionary norm is no cure-all for future nuclear dangers should not obscure the large contribution it has made to international security.  From its earliest days, the general impact of the taboo has been overwhelmingly positive, and the long tradition of nuclear abstinence owes much to its existence and to the allegiance it has increasingly commanded. Emerging gradually, at times in the face of considerable challenge, and in part by good fortune, it has stigmatized the use of nuclear weapons, rendering them increasingly illegitimate and unusable instruments of statecraft in the eyes of the vast majority of states in the international system.  While largely tacit, informal, and owing much to force of habit, its existence now forms a barrier to the use of nuclear weapons which in some respects is no less valuable than the Non-Proliferation Treaty itself. Whether the taboo will continue to command the allegiance it has in the past is less clear.  Given emerging international realities, it may well be that the norm is fast entering the period of its greatest importance and its most serious challenge.  Efforts to preserve and extend it – both in the West and to other cultures – are necessary and essential to international security.  In their absence, not only could the norm suffer, but the long nuclear peace which has blessed the globe for over five decades may come to an abrupt and tragic end.

Taboo Solves Deterrence 

Deterrence alone cannot explain the lack of escalation—the nuclear taboo is critical to suppress nuclear use

TANNENWALD 2005 (Nina Tannenwald, Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, “The Nuclear Taboo and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime,” Prepared Remarks to the 2005 Carnegie Endowment Nonproliferation Conference, Nov 7, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/static/npp/2005conference/presentations/tannenwald_remarks.pdf) Calum
My starting question today is why nuclear weapons have not been used in the last sixty years and how we might avoid their use in the next sixty. One answer is deterrence. But deterrence is clearly not the whole explanation for nonuse, since deterrence cannot account for cases of crises or conflict where nuclear states faced non-nuclear adversaries and didn’t use nuclear weapons. Another answer is a nuclear taboo—a widespread inhibition on the use of nuclear weapons, stemming from a powerful sense of revulsion associated with such destructive weapons. In my forthcoming book, The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the Nonuse of Nuclear Weapons Since 1945 (Cambridge, forthcoming 2006), I trace the origins and rise of the taboo, and its role in constraining U.S. leaders’ resort to use of nuclear weapons since 1945. I argue that the taboo has contributed significantly to nuclear restraint. The book thus challenges the conventional explanation of why nuclear weren’t used during the Cold War—deterrence—as incomplete.

The taboo maintains deterrence and solves the impact of deterrence failure

TANNENWALD 2005 (Nina, Director of the International Relations Program and Joukowsky Family Research Assistant Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, International Security, Spring) Calum

These leaders were articulating a view with a long tradition in the history of weapons and warfare: a weapon once introduced inevitably comes to be widely accepted as legitimate. In reality, however, nuclear weapons have come to be defined as abhorrent and unacceptable weapons of mass destruction, with a taboo on their use. This taboo is associated with a widespread revulsion toward nuclear weapons and broadly held inhibitions on their use. The opprobrium has come to apply to all nuclear weapons, not just to large bombs or to certain types or uses of nuclear weapons. It has developed to the point that uses of nuclear weapons that were once considered plausible by at least some U.S. decisionmakers—for example, tactical battleªeld uses in limited wars and direct threats to deter enemies from conventional attack—have been severely delegitimized and are practically unthinkable policy options. Thomas Schelling has argued that “the evolution of that status [nuclear taboo] has been as important as the development of nuclear arsenals.”4 Evidence suggests that the taboo has helped to constrain resort to the use of nuclear weapons since 1945 both by reinforcing deterrence and by inducing restraint even in cases where deterrence did not operate.5

Nuclear taboo maintains deterrence

TANNENWALD 2005 (Nina, Director of the International Relations Program and Joukowsky Family Research Assistant Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, International Security, Spring) Calum

The overall effect of the taboo has been to diminish the utility and legitimacy of nuclear weapons as instruments of war. More paradoxically, the taboo has also helped to stabilize, rather than undermine, mutual nuclear deterrence between the superpowers, not by any technical means but by helping to embed deterrence in a set of shared practices, institutions, and expectations. It can be argued that it is in the nuclear powers’ interests to build a taboo against use of nuclear weapons in order to diminish the incentive of other states to acquire such weapons, that is, to deter nuclear proliferation. For the United States especially, it is possible to build a strong rationalist argument that, even though the U.S. government did not accept arguments for the abolition of nuclear weapons, abolition or at least a strong nuclear taboo would serve U.S. interests in an era of overwhelming U.S. conventional superiority. The problem is that promoting a taboo diminishes the utility of one’s own nuclear weapons as well. Ultimately, a nuclear taboo is actually in the greatest interest of small, nonnuclear states because they have no recourse against nuclear attack other than the restraint induced by the norm. The nuclear powers, in theory, can always rely on mutual deterrence for their security.

Taboo Solves Deterrence

Only the nuclear taboo can maintain deterrence—it’s the critical factor that makes nuclear damage seem unacceptable

TANNENWALD 1999 (Nina, Director of the International Relations Program and Joukowsky Family Research Assistant Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, International Organization, Summer) Calum

Nevertheless, although a variety of explanations have been offered, the dominant explanations are materialist. The most widely accepted account, rational deterrence, is important but incomplete. It offers a compelling account, based on rational selfinterest— fear of nuclear retaliation—of why the superpowers did not use nuclear weapons against each other after the late 1950s or so (when the United States began to become vulnerable to Soviet nuclear retaliation). However, it does not account for the empirical universe of cases of nuclear non-use mentioned at the outset. Further, as critiques from psychology have identified, ‘‘deterrence’’ itself is problematic.22 Like all rationalist theory, deterrence theory takes interests as exogenously given.23 Doing so, however, leaves it fundamentally unable to explain the criteria for ‘‘deterrence,’’ that is, what goes into leaders’ calculations of ‘‘unacceptable costs.’’ Although nuclear weapons might seem to be self-evident deterrent weapons, even the combined 20,000 warheads of the U.S. and Israeli nuclear arsenals failed to deter Iraq’s attacks on Kuwait, Israel, and U.S. forces in Saudi Arabia in 1991. In order to determine ‘‘what deters’’ and how deterrence ‘‘works,’’ the identity and interests of actors, and the normative context, must be examined.

Taboo Advantage: US Key

U.S. violation of the nuclear taboo would erode it for other states

TANNENWALD 2005 (Nina, Director of the International Relations Program and Joukowsky Family Research Assistant Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, International Security, Spring) Calum

Today the taboo is reflected not simply in discourse; it has also been internalized to varying degrees in policy and institutions, international agreements, and moral categories. Thus a shift in discourse alone would not necessarily immediately dissolve the taboo, but over an extended period, such a shift could erode it. For those who might favor a Leviathan approach to the U.S. role in the world, the problem is that, in the end, it will be impossible to relegitimize nuclear weapons for the United States alone while delegitimizing them for the rest of the world. If the United States exempts itself from the opprobrium bestowed on nuclear weapons, it will lack the moral authority to bring the rest of the world along.151

Taboo Key

Deterrence cannot explain nuclear restraint—the nuclear taboo is the key barrier preventing all conflicts from escalating to the nuclear level

TANNENWALD 1999 (Nina, Director of the International Relations Program and Joukowsky Family Research Assistant Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, International Organization, Summer) Calum

We have recently witnessed the fiftieth anniversary of the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the only use of nuclear weapons in warfare. The non-use of nuclear weapons since then remains the singlemost important phenomenon of the nuclear age.Yet we still lack a full understanding of how this tradition arose and is maintained and of its prospects for the future. The widely cited explanation is deterrence, but this account is either wrong or incomplete. Although an element of sheer luck no doubt has played a part in this fortuitous outcome, this article argues that a normative element must be taken into account in explaining why nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. A normative prohibition on nuclear use has developed in the global system, which, although not (yet) a fully robust norm, has stigmatized nuclear weapons as unacceptable weapons of mass destruction. Without this normative stigma, there might have been more ‘‘use.’’1 This article examines this phenomenon in the context of the nuclear experience of the United States. This investigation is motivated by several empirical anomalies in the conventional account—deterrence—of the non-use of nuclear weapons since 1945. First is the non-use of nuclear weapons in cases where there was no fear of nuclear retaliation, that is, where the adversary could not retaliate in kind.This anomaly includes the Ž rst ten years or so of the nuclear era, when the United States possessed Ž rst an absolute nuclearmonopoly and then an overwhelming nuclear advantageover the Soviet Union. It also includes non-use by the United States in Vietnam (where the United States dropped tonnage equivalent to dozens of Hiroshima bombs) and in the 1991 Persian GulfWar. Fear of retaliation also does not account for why Britain did not use nuclear weapons in the Falklands, nor for why the Soviet Union did not resort to nuclear weapons to avoid defeat in Afghanistan. A second anomaly emerges when we turn the question around and ask why nuclear weapons, supposedly fearsome deterrent weapons, have not deterred attacks by nonnuclear states against nuclear states. China attacked U.S. forces in the Korean War, North Vietnam attacked U.S. forces in the Vietnam War, Argentina attacked Britain in the Falklands in 1982, and Iraq attacked U.S. forces and Israel in the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Knowledge of a widespread normative opprobrium against nuclear use may have strengthened expectationsof non-nuclear states that nuclearweapons would not be used against them. A third anomaly is that, as Harald Mu¨ ller has pointed out, the security situation of small, non-nuclear states has not been rendered as perilous in the nuclear age as a realist picture of a predatory anarchy would predict, even though they are completely defenseless against nuclear attack and could not retaliate in kind.2 Most non-nuclear states do not live daily in a nuclear security dilemma. Finally, if deterrence is all that matters, then why have so many states not developed nuclear weapons when they could have done so? Realist arguments that U.S. security guarantees extend the U.S. nuclear umbrella to these non-nuclear states are inadequate, since some of these non-nuclear (but nuclear-capable) states lack U.S. guarantees. 3 I argue that these patterns cannot be accounted for without taking into account the development of a normative prohibitionagainst nuclear weapons. This norm is essential to explaining why nuclear weapons have remained unused and to accounting for their special status as ‘‘taboo’’ weapons.4 Its effect has been to delegitimize nuclear weapons as weapons of war and to embed deterrence practices in a set of norms (regulatory and constitutive)that stabilize and restrain the self-help behavior of states. The larger issue is how conventions (norms, taboos) affect military capabilities and thus the practice of self-help in the international system.5 My main rival hypothesis in this article is a realist account, which claims that the non-use of nuclear weapons can be explained solely on the basis of material factors. A structural realist argument holds that norms are simply a function of power and interests and thus produce no independent analytical leverage.6 Realists would deny that a taboo exists or that, at minimum, it can be usefully distinguished from either the material interests of the actors or the behavioral pattern of non-use. I show, in contrast, that the nuclear taboo has had an autonomous effect and that an explanation involving a normative element can better account for nuclear non-use than one without it. I do not claim that the taboo is the sole explanation for non-use nor that it explains most of non-use. Rather, in contrast to realism, which claims that material forces matter completely, I argue that the taboo is a necessary element in explaining the historical pattern of non-use. It does not simply account for the ‘‘residual variance,’’ however. Norms do not determine outcomes, they shape realms of possibility. They in� uence (increase or decrease) the probability of occurrence of certain courses of action. The nuclear taboo, by delegitimizing a particular weapons technology, has decreased the likelihood that nuclear weapons will be used. My primary question is thus how the taboo operates, and I show that the taboo has more effects than both realists and rationalists recognize. The origin of the taboo is an extremely important issue, but for reasons of space and analytical focus, I do not probe it here.7

US = Only Risk of War

The US is a threat to North Korea—without US provocation war will never occur

BANDOW 2009 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “North Korea: Paper Tiger,” Campaign for Liberty, June 4, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=100) Calum

Yet the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea is an impoverished wreck. One American carrier group has more firepower than the entire North Korean military. It is the U.S. which threatens Pyongyang, not the other way around.

U.S. entanglement with Korea began with the Japanese surrender in 1945. Washington and Moscow divided the peninsula at the 49th parallel and occupied the southern and northern sections, respectively. As the Cold War enveloped U.S.-Soviet relations, the Republic of Korea and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea emerged as hostile independent states.

In the early years the DPRK was the more fearsome player. The U.S. refused to arm the ROK with heavy weapons to discourage authoritarian President Syngman Rhee from fulfilling his threat to march north. The Soviets were not so scrupulous in dealing with the North's Kim Il-sung, who almost conquered the entire peninsula after invading in June 1950 before U.S. forces turned the tide. After three years of see-saw warfare, an armistice was agreed near the initial boundary.

But no permanent peace was arranged, so American troops remained. Over the last half century, however, Chinese forces went home, South Korea raced past the North in economic development, Moscow and Beijing recognized Seoul, and the DPRK suffered economic collapse and famine. The balance of power of 1950 long ago disappeared.

Pyongyang retains a quantitative military edge, but its equipment is antiquated; North Korean troops are malnourished and get little training. The North is effectively bankrupt and without allies. With about 40 times the GDP and twice the population of the North, Seoul could outmatch the Kim regime in any way it chose. With large military reserves, a strong industrial base, abundant allies, and generous access to international credit markets, South Korea is well-positioned to triumph in any conflict.

It is obvious, then, that the DPRK doesn't pose much of a conventional threat to the South. The Kim regime could invade the ROK, but doing so would be far more likely to end in the destruction of the North than the South. And nothing suggests that Kim Jong-il is seeking martyrdom: he wants his virgins in this life, not the next.

Japan worries about threats from Pyongyang, but the former is more than capable of defending itself. Japan possesses the world's second largest economy, noted for its technological sophistication. There is little that Tokyo could not build or buy. More than 60 years after the end of World War II, it is time for Japan to take over responsibility for its own defense.

The DPRK has neither the interest nor the ability to challenge other nations in the region -- Indonesia, Australia, Philippines, et al. The North possesses an antiquated army and little else, not a globe-spanning military like that of the U.S.

It is even more obvious that Pyongyang poses no meaningful danger to America. The North has no ability to project military power. If it attempted to do so, U.S. air and naval power would make quick work of North Korea's forces.

The only Americans currently within range of the DPRK are the 28,000 troops stationed in the South. Their deployment, while unnecessary to protect the ROK, actually endangers the U.S. Disengagement would be the most effective means of reducing the threat to America.

What of the DPRK's nuclear and missile programs? They are primarily a problem for the North's neighbors and thus give other countries a good reason to consider augmenting both defensive and deterrence capabilities. However, North Korea apparently has neither weaponized nor miniaturized actual nuclear warheads. Pyongyang possesses no long-range missiles capable of accurately hitting American territory. The North's capabilities do not match its bluster.

That could eventually change, of course, but the DPRK obviously poses no present danger. There is no cause for precipitous action. In fact, Pyongyang is never likely to pose a genuine threat to America. The U.S. has the world's most sophisticated nuclear arsenal: any North Korean attack would be suicidal. Just one American missile with multiple warheads could destroy everything worth destroying in the North. If Washington could deter Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong, two of the greatest mass murderers in human history, it can deter Kim Jong-il.

US presence will draw us into war with North Korea
Bandow, 03 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Author and Editor of Several Books, Former Special Assistant to President Reagan and visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation (Doug, "Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment", Policy Analysis, May 7th 2003, June 22nd 2010, p. 14, KONTOPOULOS) PDF
The growing North Korean nuclear crisis— in which saber rattling has turned into a provocative spiral marked by threats of war— only makes an American withdrawal more necessary. In designing U.S. policy it is important to remember which nation is the superpower and which is the impoverished wreck. The Weekly Standard fears “living in a world in which our very existence is contingent on the whims of unstable tyrants.”124 Yet it is the regime in Pyongyang whose survival is tenuous. America is threatened primarily because America insists on remaining next door to an unstable regime desperately seeking legitimacy. Deterring a nuclear North Korea is an important goal, but that goal is best achieved by placing responsibility on other regional parties.125 In short, the withdrawal of U.S. forces from East Asia will reduce the dangers to American citizens while returning responsibility for regional stability to the ROK and its neighbors. Only by withdrawing can America force other states to act.
Unification Advantage 1AC
Scenario __ is Unification.

North Korea has already started to crumble—collapse is inevitable

STAFFORD 2008 (Captain Jonathan Stafford, US Army, “Finding America's Role in a Collapsed North Korean State,” Military Review, 88:1, Questia) Calum
The growing flood of refugees from North Korea is another sign of impending regime collapse. When governments cannot govern properly, their citizens search for better alternatives. This is happening in North Korea today, even though defecting from the country poses daunting challenges. Despite the rough ocean waters surrounding the country on two sides, a few North Koreans have successfully defected by boat.12 An even smaller number, mostly soldiers, have defected across the heavily fortified demilitarized zone into South Korea.13 Most North Koreans who escape their homeland, however, do so by crossing the cold waters of the Yalu or lumen rivers into China, even though Chinese and North Korean border guards heavily patrol both rivers. These geographical barriers and the authorities' efforts notwithstanding, the flow of North Korean refugees into China continues.

North Koreans who succeed in crossing into China can attempt to survive there, but under the terms of an agreement between Beijing and Pyongyang, China returns any North Koreans it catches to the DPRK, where they face terms in prison camps or execution. When defectors began entering foreign embassy compounds and consulates in China and claiming refugee status, Chinese authorities increased the security around the diplomatic facilities. Defectors seeking a more accommodating place of refuge usually try to cross through China into Thailand, Vietnam, and Mongolia and thence into South Korea. In 2004, Vietnam permitted the ROK to airlift 468 North Korean refugees to Seoul.14

Since the end of the Korean War, 8,740 North Koreans have successfully defected to South Korea. Over 7,000 of those defections occurred during the last four years despite increased Chinese and North Korean efforts to crack down on the flow, and many expect this pace of defections to continue through 2007.15 The United States recently began accepting North Korean defectors for the first time under the new North Korean Human Rights Act.16

Because defectors hide from Chinese authorities, there is no way to know how many there are in China. Groups that aid defectors estimate the number at 100,000 to 300,000.17 If even the lowest estimate is accurate, approximately 1 out of every 230 North Koreans has defected to China. The continuing flow of defections suggests that the regime is already losing control at the periphery of the country.

Other signs of the regime's loss of control are mass defections by border guards, jailbreaks, a rise in trading to replace the dysfunctional rationing system, a proliferation of cell phones and DVDs that bring in information from abroad, and even a reported mass escape from one of North Korea's notorious concentration camps. Several journalists have reported on hunger, dissent, and isolated acts of resistance inside North Korea, a noteworthy fact given the extraordinary secretiveness of Kim's regime.18 Defectors still flow out of the country, and massive floods have wiped out many of North Korea's food crops.19 All these events are having an impact on regime stability. Without dramatic reforms, which appear unlikely, conditions will only worsen. How much longer will it be before the regime loses all control of the country?

A desperate fear of regime collapse may best explain why Kim Jong-il ordered ballistic missile and nuclear tests within months of each other in 2006. Arguably, the tests were less for international consumption and more about domestic politics.20 With the regime showing signs of cracking, Kim may have felt compelled to shore up military support for it. The North Korean military has long wanted the prestige and security it believes nuclear weapons would bring. In addition, of course, nuclear weapons would give the DPRK a tactical advantage in any conflict with South Korea. Despite the huge size of its armed forces, North Korea has no conventional advantage over South Korea now because its aging tanks and aircraft are nearly at the end of their service. By allowing the military to advance its ballistic missile and nuclear programs, Kim Jong-il has secured his generals' continuing loyalty and thus internal security. Additionally, as the nuclear and missile programs advance, the DPRK will gain the ability to deter any external threat of regime removal.

Missiles and nuclear weapons may help Kim Jong-il win the military's loyalty, but that does not mean he and his regime will win the people's admiration. Missiles and nuclear weapons do not feed families or develop economies. Only economic reform can change the plight of North Korea's people. Kim Jong-il tried reforms in 2002, but reversed himself when it became apparent that they were accelerating the decay of state control.

As long as starvation, economic decline, and defections continue, the regime's collapse is inevitable. Increasingly clear signs suggest that the collapse could begin at any time. Because regime collapse carries with it the terrifying risk of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons proliferation, it is imperative that the United States thoroughly prepare for such a possibility now.
Withdrawal causes reunification – solves Korean conflict

Lee 2k ( Hwal-Woong, Senior Advisor to Minjok Tongshin, “ In Answer to "The What-If Question", http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/0002E_Martin_Discussion.html/?searchterm=%22military%20presence%22) ZParks

It is fallacious to think that there is peace maintained in the Korean peninsula thanks to the presence of USFSK. The truth is rather opposite. Most of all, the presence of USFSK is very much a factor contributing to the plight of the North Korean people. It also serves as the hotbed for South Korea's political turmoil, social injustice and general corruption. Furthermore, it is the decisive factor that obstructs the opportunities for the Korean people to explore the possibility of peaceful reunification. The mere likelihood of U.S military intervention in case of China's use of force has been effectively discouraging the chance of talks between Beijing and Taipei. Needless to say, the actual U.S. military presence in the Korean peninsula could in no way act as a contributing factor to Korean reunification. It is unrealistic to expect a sustainable peace in Korea without realizing the reunification of the country. And, it is impossible to envision a permanent peace in East Asia without a sustainable peace in Korea. The U.S. policy to serve as a guarantor of peace in East Asia, therefore, should not be implemented in a fashion counteractive to the cause of Koreans long-held aspiration for reunification. A planned and phased pull out of the USFSK, accompanied by simultaneous and verifiable non-aggression pledges and arms reductions, will open the way for "Koreans themselves to traverse to the road of peace and reunification," as former Secretary of State James A. Baker III once put it. This will not necessarily deprive the U.S. of its opportunity to play a role of guarantor of peace in East Asia. By sponsoring a regional conference of peace and security, the U.S. will be able to secure appropriate means of re-deploying its forces as a guarantor of regional security in some part of Asia, including Korea, with the consent of the countries of the region concerned.
Unification stabilizes the peninsula
Campbell et. al, 08 – *Senior Vice President at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and Director of the Aspen Strategy Group, **Research Associate at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS) specializing in Asian affairs, ***Fellow at Center for a New American Security (*Kurt M., **Nirav, ***Vikram J., "The Power of Balance: America in iAsia", Center for a New American Security, June 2008, June 25th 2010, p. 33, KONTOPOULOS) PDF

Given these challenges of instability and economic dislocation, one participant at a high-level seminar on the future of the U.S.-ROK alliance in Washington in February noted that the United States is probably the only one of the six parties that actually sees unification as in its interests (and even this point is highly debatable — some in the United States might have reasons for wanting a divided Peninsula to persist). 56 With unification, Russia would lose influence; China would face instability and suddenly border a U.S. ally; Japan would worry about a united and possibly still nuclear Peninsula; and South Korea would risk sinking under the weight of its poor brother. Assuming unification could be achieved peacefully, of course, it would bring a welcome final conclusion to hostilities on the Korean peninsula and help stabilize the entire Asia-Pacific region by ending what is an inherently dangerous standoff. One of the more tricky issues associated with unification would be if South Korea inherited North Korea’s nuclear arsenal. According to Mitchell Reiss and Jonathan Pollack, “A future Korean leader might view nuclear weapons development, or retention of the DPRK’s nuclear legacy, as the surest means to achieve equivalence with surrounding major powers — and perhaps especially with the United States.” 57 However, both authors conclude that this would require a major shift in Korea’s regional threat perceptions and a major loss in confidence of America’s nuclear umbrella and of the alliance. 58 A nuclear South Korea that would retain the North’s nuclear arsenal would most assuredly catalyze instability in Northeast Asia. Japan would potentially reconsider its nuclear options as perceptions of a nuclear-armed and potentially aggressive Korea would quickly translate into real threats.
Peninsula instability causes nuclear war

The Nation, 6/17/10 ("North Korea warns UN of risk of nuclear war", The Nation (Thailand), June 17th 2010, June 27th 2010, Lexis Nexis, KONTOPOULOS)

North Korea yesterday urged the UN Security Council to impartially handle the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship blamed on the secretive state, warning that ongoing tension over the incident could trigger nuclear war on the peninsula. The threat came hours after the country's UN ambassador told reporters at a rare news conference in New York that its military will respond if the world body questions or condemns North Korea over the sinking. Sin Son-ho repeated his regime's position that it had nothing to do with the sinking that killed 46 South Korean sailors. "The UN Security Council must fulfil its responsibilities by bringing to light the truth of the incident impartially and objectively," the North's main Rodong Sinmun newspaper said in a commentary yesterday. The paper said tension is running so high on the peninsula that any accidental incident could trigger an all-out conflict, even a nuclear war. "Indeed, a very dangerous situation â€“ in which a minor accidental incident could trigger an all-out war and develop into a nuclear war â€“ is fostered on the Korean peninsula now," said the commentary, carried by the official Korean Central News Agency.
Unification Good – South Korean Economy

Unification solves the South Korean economy

Noland, 01 – Deputy Director of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, formerly served as Senior Economist at the Council of Economic Advisers in the Executive Office of the President of the United States, Expert on the Economy of North Korea, held research or teaching positions at Yale University, the Johns Hopkins University, the University of Southern California, Tokyo University, Saitama University and the University of Ghana, and the Korea Development Institute (Marcus, "Planning for a Peaceful Korea", February 2001, June 27th 2010, p. 281-282, KONTOPOULOS) PDF

This would not be pure “cost,” however. Some in South Korea could arguably benefit in this scenario. Investment in the North would earn remitted profits to owners of capital in the South, and the process could be expected to shift the distribution of income away from labor and toward capital. At the same time, there would be shifts in the income distribution among different classes of labor, with the distribution of income shifting toward higher skilled classes of labor. Another cleavage would be between sectors producing internationally traded goods such as manufactures, and nontraded goods such as construction, with the nontraded goods sector doing relatively better. The bottom line is that if you are a South Korean construction magnate with savings to invest in unification bonds, Korean unification could be very good for you. If you are a low-skilled manufacturing worker, it could be a very different story.

South Korean growth turns deterrence/warfighting

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 113, WEA)

With the ROK’s economic growth has come abundant resources, industrialization, high-technology production, and access to international capital markets. Thus, the longer a war, the greater the South’s advantage: as its Ministry of National Defense puts it, “South Korea has a comfortable edge over North Korea in terms of war sustainability.”57

Economic growth also improves a country’s ability to make war materiel.

As the South’s economy took off, the Pentagon acknowledged that the ROK’s aircraft, transportation system, and military-industrial capability were superior to those in the DPRK.58 Along with the military-industrial capability came development of an indigenous arms industry. A nation that in the 1970s did not even make its own rifles was producing, a decade later, virtually all of its conventional arms, including F–5 fighters, helicopters, rocket launchers, selfpropelled howitzers, M48 and T88 tanks, armored personnel carriers, frigates, Hawk and Honest John missiles, and more.59 Said the ROK’s Ministry of National Defense, “South Korea can claim an increasing edge over the North in military science and technology, backed by the rapid growth of its aerospace, automobile, communication and electronic industries.”60 And that was more than a decade ago. 

North Korea Collapse impact
South Korea must manage the collapse to prevent uncontrollable chaos—US troops would only reinforce North Korean resistance

STAFFORD 2008 (Captain Jonathan Stafford, US Army, “Finding America's Role in a Collapsed North Korean State,” Military Review, 88:1, Questia) Calum
Even as the United States fights an information war to shape a post-Kim Jong-il North Korea, the U.S. military must prepare urgently for the inevitable regime collapse. Military leaders who will be called upon to help stabilize North Korea do not have the option to forego planning for things they hope will not happen. However, there are few signs that United States Forces Korea has been planning or training for Kim's fall. This is not due to a lack of vision. In 2006, U.S. military planners wanted to start preparing a detailed operational plan (OPLAN) with the South Korean military to prepare jointly for the possibility of a North Korean collapse. However, the ROK Government was afraid such planning might offend North Korea, so the two nations reached a compromise: they would develop a contingency plan (CONPLAN) instead of a full-fledged OPLAN.37 CONPLAN 5029-05, to be completed by the end of 2007, focuses on controlling the spread of weapons of mass destruction and handling refugees fleeing the country in the event of a collapse. CONPLAN 5029-05 might be the beginning of planning for the possibility of a North Korean collapse, but it is still woefully inadequate. Stopping nuclear weapons dissemination and the exodus of refugees is extremely important, but as the U.S. military's experience in Iraq has taught us, providing for security, the rule of law, and government services immediately after a conflict is also essential. Who will stop the inevitable looting that will begin after a regime collapse? Who will prevent North Koreans from taking revenge against regime security forces and others who had oppressed them? The North Koreans rely on government food rations. If the regime collapses, who will provide food for the country's 23 million citizens? Several infectious diseases-scarlet fever, measles, typhoid, paratyphoid, and typhus-are reportedly spreading inside North Korea now. Who will enforce quarantines and treat the sick? Who will establish law and order in a country filled with small arms and explosives? Who will stand up a government that the citizens of North Korea will accept after a collapse? These are just a few questions that need answers. The virulent anti-American indoctrination of the North Korean people complicates matters enormously. This is why it might be better for South Korea to reestablish basic services and order in post-Kim Jong-il North Korea, not the United States. The Republic of Korea, not the United States, is best prepared to occupy North Korea. South Korean soldiers can cross the DMZ with the advantages of having a shared language and culture, as representatives of a legitimate, prosperous Korean nation. American Soldiers should not enter North Korea except under the most limited of circumstances. Everything the United States does after a North Korean collapse should be in the context of building up the South Korean Government's legitimacy in the eyes of North Koreans. Moving large U.S. troop formations into North Korea with the ROK military would create the perception that the South Koreans are American puppets, which is what DPRK propaganda has taught North Koreans since their birth. The United States must avoid taking any actions that could validate such a belief. Keeping U.S. forces out of North Korea would also strengthen the U.S. diplomatic case for preventing Chinese forces from moving into the country. Putting a South Korean face on the occupation may come with some costs, but it is essential for building the ROK Government's legitimacy. The ROK military must prepare a detailed, city-by-city plan to provide the same essential services the North Korean regime (sometimes) provides today, beginning with security and food supplies. The ROK military has roughly 600,000 active-duty troops available and can activate hundreds of thousands of reserve soldiers and members of the Korean Service Corps. With a population nearly twice that of North Korea, South Korea has plenty of manpower to execute an occupation. Only its logistical infrastructure needs some improvement. The ROK military must stockpile rations, medicine, blankets, clothing, and other humanitarian relief supplies and be ready to deliver them instantly in the event of regime collapse. Japan may be able to assist South Korea in this humanitarian crisis. It too should be involved in post-collapse planning, but its role must be even more carefully limited than that of the United States. With its great resources and ideal location near Korea, Japan could support the occupation and reconstruction of North Korea with funding, airlift capacity, and additional stockpiles of humanitarian aid. Koreans, however, have long been hostile toward Japan because of its occupation of the Korean peninsula before and during World War II. For this reason, Japanese nationals-and above all, Japanese military personnel-should stay out of North Korea during the initial reconstruction phase. Japan can reduce historical animosities toward Korea and make an important goodwill gesture to the Korean people by spearheading a major humanitarian relief operation in which Koreans deliver the aid. Japan's ensuing influence in a unified Korea could help offset any Chinese effort to achieve hegemony over the peninsula. The U.S., for its part, could also provide some of the logistical assistance needed to ensure a quick, effective response to the Kim regime's fall. The U.S. military has a logistical network in South Korea to conduct the reception, staging, and onward movement of troops and equipment into South Korea in anticipation of any potential conflict. It should adapt this network to transport humanitarian aid to designated ROK military logistical locations near the DMZ. The United States could also reduce the cost and pain of North Korean reconstruction by preparing Koreans to rebuild their own nation. The U.S. should begin training the north's future doctors, teachers, journalists, and political and business leaders now. North Korean defectors accepted into the United States can be taught essential nationbuilding skills. The United States allowed the first such defectors asylum in 2006, but the numbers so far have been small.38 Accepting and training more North Korean defectors will help create an educated class of citizens that will be critical in shaping the former North Korea's future. In the final analysis, however, South Korea must bear most of the burden of reconstruction. A failure to prepare for this monumental task risks losing the Korean dream of reunification to Chinese hegemony. If South Korea cannot occupy the DPRK immediately and effectively, China will. Paving the way for South Korea's successful occupation and reconstruction of North Korea requires urgent planning and action now. The United States can begin by* Escalating the information war. * Developing a detailed city-by-city OPLAN. * Persuading South Korea (with Japanese and U.S. logistical support), to take a leading role in a post-collapse North Korea. South Korea's readiness to occupy and stabilize North Korea will determine whether the Korean people will ever achieve their dream of a unified, democratic Korean peninsula. If not, the world may see the creation of yet another Chinese autonomous area.

North Korean collapse risks refugee flows leaving nuclear and bio weapons unsecured

Chung 09 (Michael H., Department of Army Civilian, " U.S Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula Unification: A Cross cultural Perspective”,  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498023&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

South Koreans fear that self-identifying cousins, nephews, and in-laws, whom they have never met, from the North may suddenly knock on doors at South Korean homes, and ask for shelter after the DMZ walls have collapsed. Consider this Wall Street Journal (7 Nov 2008) editorial: U.S. officials worry that a messy power shift in North Korea could send hundreds of thousands of refugees fleeing over its borders and leave Pyongyang's nuclear and biological weapons unsecured. In the worstcase scenario, the Chinese and American militaries might be on opposing sides of efforts to stabilize North Korea. More than 86 percent of South Koreans today were born after the peninsula was divided. 6 Will these South Koreans be willing to help nephews and cousins from the North? Most of the first generation refugees from the North are already dead. Will the second and third generations in the South be willing to make necessary sacrifices to provide political, social and economic shelter for an influx of refugees from the North? The South Korean stance on the refugee influx is complex: it is a mixture of family values and fears of never-met communists. This plausible situation leads to serious concerns about doing nothing (status quo) while there is a question of how long the Kim Jong Il regime can survive. 

North Korean collapse causes prolif, disease, and economic collapse

STAFFORD 2008 (Captain Jonathan Stafford, US Army, “Finding America's Role in a Collapsed North Korean State,” Military Review, 88:1, Questia) Calum

North Korea has been a U.S. adversary responsible for the deaths of thousands of American service members over the past 55 years, and it is the only country in the world that holds a commissioned U.S. naval vessel hostage.1 It also possesses stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons, has an advanced ballistic missile program, and recently detonated a nuclear weapon. The nations within range of its medium-range missiles include 3 of the world's top 11 economies; combined, the 3 nations contain one-fourth of the world's population2 and are responsible for nearly one-fifth of the world's trade volume.3 Today, North Korea faces the very real threats of internal collapse or forced regime change. Either event would create one of the greatest humanitarian crises of modern times overnight. Infectious diseases, severe economic burdens, and even weapons of mass destruction could spread across the borders North Korea shares with some of the world's greatest economic and military powers.

China Will Occupy DPRK

North Korea will collapse now—China intends to annex it

STAFFORD 2008 (Captain Jonathan Stafford, US Army, “Finding America's Role in a Collapsed North Korean State,” Military Review, 88:1, Questia) Calum
The fact that China is preparing for North Korea's collapse is one of the clearest indications of how real the threat is. After last year's North Korean ballistic missile and nuclear tests, the Chinese carefully avoided any punishments that could trigger the regime's fall.21 In recent years, the Chinese have deployed thousands more soldiers to fortify their border with North Korea.22 Although the conventional explanation for this is China's desire to keep refugees and defectors inside North Korea, Kaplan argues that China is deploying the soldiers to provide a quick-reaction force to occupy North Korea if the regime falls.

In fact, the Chinese have been busy laying the political, diplomatic, and historical foundations for an occupation and perhaps even an annexation of North Korea. Over the past few years, China has funded what it calls "the Northeast Asia Project."23 The goal of this project, as with similar efforts to reclaim the histories of Tibet and East Turkestan in the west, is to turn the history of the ancient Korean Koguryeo kingdoms into Chinese history.24 Thus, Beijing has registered Koguryeo historic sites with the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) while formulating its own historical accounts of the kingdoms.25 At the same time, it has tried to block North Korean attempts to register Koguryeo sites inside North Korea as Korean.26 The Chinese have even claimed Mount Paekdu, on the Sino-Korean border, as a Chinese UNESCO site.27 The significance of this is hard to overstate: Mount Paektu is the mythical birthplace of the Korean people, a site of enormous historical, spiritual, and political significance to Koreans. For example, North Korea's official mythology claims that Kim Jong-il was born on Paektu.

The ancient Koguryeo Kingdom once encompassed a large portion of northeast China as well as the entirety of North Korea. In tandem with its historical gambit, China has also been settling more Han Chinese in its northeastern territory, particularly in the Yanbian Korean Autonomous Prefecture, which has a large population of ethnic Koreans who still speak Korean. The attempt to "Han-ify" Yanbian has been so successful that Beijing recently suggested it might disband the autonomous zone. In actuality, then, as well as in history, China seems to be trying to supplant the North Koreans.

Whatever its aims are, China clearly takes the risk of a North Korean collapse seriously and is making plans either to mitigate the ensuing calamity or seize an opportunity.

Dependence Advantage

The US should withdraw troops—US military presence only encourages South Korea to depend needlessly on the US Army

BANDOW 2009 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Why Are ‘We’ Defending South Korea?” Campaign for Liberty, Sep 8, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=201) Calum

Remind me again why the Republic of Korea plans on cutting its forces by nearly one-third? America's military support for the ROK grew out of the post-World War II division of the Korean peninsula. The DPRK was backed by both Maoist China and the U.S.S.R., while the U.S. denied heavy weapons to South Korea's jingoistic President Syngman Rhee. For years only America's security guarantee and troop presence stopped Pyongyang from trying again.

But those days are long behind us.

North Korea possesses a lot of military personnel and hardware: 1.1 million personnel, over 4000 tanks, 2500 armored personnel carriers, and 18,000 pieces of artillery. But its forces are ill-trained and its weapons are antiquated. The terrain favors defense and neither China nor Russia would back the North in an invasion. The ROK lags behind in quantity, but that is a matter choice.

There is no immutable aspect of geography which requires the country to the south to have a smaller military than the country to the north. Rather, South Korea has chosen to rely on America in order to invest its money on economic development. A perfectly rational decision for Seoul. But perfectly ridiculous for America today, when the South has upwards of 40 times the GDP and twice the population of the DPRK. South Korea is capable of building a much larger military, adding rather than cutting military personnel. It has decided to build one significantly smaller than that of the North because it can count on Americans rushing to its defense.

Not only that, but Seoul has spent much of the last decade subsidizing North Korea with cash, food, and investment as part of its "sunshine policy." Despite Pyongyang's ever-belligerent rhetoric, most South Koreans do not fear attack. Even now, under the conservative government of President Lee Myung-bak, the ROK is reducing the size of its armed forces rather than bolstering the military in preparation for whatever might come during North Korea's looming leadership transition. And, as usual, South Koreans are expecting Americans to pick up the slack.

The ROK is an independent nation fully entitled to implement its own foreign policy and create its own military force. But the core duty of an independent nation is to defend itself. Having joined the ranks of leading countries -- South Korea's economy ranks in the top 15 -- Seoul should take over responsibility for ensuring its own defense as well as promoting regional stability.

The U.S. can and should be a good friend of the South, as Americans expand cultural, economic, and political ties with South Koreans. But it's time to plan for a phase-out of America's troop presence, punctuated by ending America's security guarantee. The two governments should continue to cooperate on security issues of shared interest, of which there are many. However, they should work together as equals, not as guardian and dependent. Put bluntly, Americans should no longer be expected to subsidize their friends across the Pacific.

Homeland Security Advantage

North Korea’s military is terrible and South Korea can easily defend itself—US commitment only trades off with homeland security

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

What is the real threat from North Korea? During congressional testimony in March 2001, General Thomas Schwartz, then U.S. Commander-in-Chief in Korea, reported that the North

Korean military threat was growing. He based his report on the size of North Korea’s forces, weaponry, and large number of exercises conducted in 2000. However, experts in both South

Korea and the United States disputed General Schwartz’s testimony on several points. The critics argued that North Korean conventional military capabilities had eroded since the early 1990s due to the obsolescence of offensive weaponry like tanks and strike aircraft, as well as to deficiencies in logistics/supplies and food shortages among even North Korean front-line troops on the DMZ. Also specified was the decline in the physical and mental capabilities of North Korean draftees after a decade of malnutrition. Finally, the absence of major field exercises from 1994 to 2000 was cited.11

Since then, the military leadership in Korea has reassessed the threat from North Korea. General Leon LaPorte, current Commander of all United States forces in Republic of Korea, addressed the threat posed by North Korea in a recent interview on ABC-TV. During the interview he talked about the capability of the South Korea/ United States military in comparison to the capability of the North Korea military. LaPorte stated that “The Republic of Korea and the United States have tremendous military capabilities, far exceeding those of North Korea. The Republic of Korea (ROK) military is a very well-trained, well-led and disciplined force. They have a significant number of ground forces.” LaPorte told the interviewer that North Korea’s navy and air force are “minuscule compared to the ROK and U.S. Navy and Air Force.” In discussing North Korea’s capability he said the North Korean military is “an aging military, with older Soviet equipment and they have not been able to make the investment.” 12

When considering North Korean conventional threat versus ROK military capabilities that include a large ground force, one must ask, what is the military purpose of American ground forces forward deployed to South Korea? What more could the 37,000 United States forces contribute to a ground campaign conducted by 650,000-strong ROK force? Pundits reiterate that the United States’ major military contribution to South Korea in the event of hostilities will be in the form of naval and air forces, not ground forces.

Andrew Krepenevich, noted scholar and expert in foreign relations, approaches the issue in a more strategic context. In an article he wrote concerning America as a global power, he makes several predictions. He states that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and missile technology will likely demand an increasing share of United States defense resources for homeland defense. He maintains that this will leave less military capability available for forward presence. He argues that our policy should encourage allies to assume a larger role in providing ground forces for peacekeeping, urban control operations and regional conflicts. In the case of South Korea, this would not entail an increase of resources on the part of U.S. allies.

“South Korea should be capable of effectively defending itself without major United States ground reinforcements.”13

Korean Conflict Advantage – more provocations coming
More provocations coming---North Korea is preparing for an attack

McCurry 10 (Justin, writer for the Guardian, “ North Korea ratchets up tension as South marks 60th anniversary of war”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/25/north-korea-tension-war-anniversary) ZParks

North Korea today marked the 60th anniversary of the Korean war by announcing a shipping ban off its west coast, while the South urged the regime to end the "thoughtless provocations" that have raised tensions on the peninsula to their highest in years. Analysts said the ban could be part of routine military drills or preparations for the test-launch of short-range missiles in the Yellow Sea, near the border between the two countries. The moves came exactly six decades after North Korean troops swept across the border into South Korea, triggering three years of bloody conflict in which an estimated three million people died. The shipping ban may also be a show of defiance as the UN security council discusses possible action against Pyongyang over its alleged sinking in March of the Cheonan, a South Korean naval vessel, in which 46 sailors died. An international investigation concluded that the ship had been sunk by a North Korean missile, a claim the regime has denounced as a US-led conspiracy. It has threatened "all-out war" if the UN issues a reprimand or adds to the punitive measures imposed after it conducted nuclear tests in 2006 and 2009. South Korea's Yonhap news agency reported that the no-sail zone had been set for 19-27 June, north of the port of Nanpo, 50 miles from the maritime border between the two Koreas. The area was the scene of deadly naval battles in 1999, 2002 and last year. The South Korean defence ministry said: "This appears to be part of training exercises and we have no indications of unusual activities by the North Korean military." But South Korea's JoongAng Ilbo newspaper quoted a government official as saying that the ban may indicate the North is preparing to test-fire short-range missiles. South of the demilitarised zone – the heavily fortified border that has divided the two Koreas since the war ended in a ceasefire in July 1953 – ageing war veterans from South Korea and other countries attended a memorial service in Seoul. Flags were displayed from a UN contingent of 21 countries which sent troops or medical units to assist the South in its war against the North and its ally China. Among the allied contingent were 63,000 British troops – more than 1,100 of them died. The fighting ended with an armistice, not a permanent peace treaty, meaning the countries are technically still at war. Today, 28,500 US soldiers and 655,000 from the South are still engaged in a nervous standoff with the North's army of 1.2 million. "South Korean and UN soldiers, you were not only courageous and genuine soldiers but also a cornerstone of South Korea's history," said president Lee Myung-bak. "We will remember your sacrifice and dedication forever." Lee demanded an apology for the Cheonan sinking and warned the North to avoid further provocation. "North Korea must halt reckless military provocations and join the road to co-existence among the 70 million Korean nation. Our ultimate goal is not military confrontation but peaceful unification." Decades after the guns fell silent, the two sides continue to offer contrasting accounts of the causes of the conflict. Lee recalled the morning "communists opened fire on all fronts … when all people were sleeping peacefully". Victorious US and Soviet forces had divided the Korean peninsula along the 38th parallel in 1945 following Japan's defeat in the second world war. But in North Korea, where the conflict is referred to as the fatherland liberation war, the official version insists that its forces had invaded the South to repel an attack by the US. "All the historical facts show that it is the US imperialists who unleashed the war in Korea and that the United States can never escape from that responsibility," said the official Korean Central News Agency.

Attack coming---missile tests

AP 6/25 (Associated Press, “South Korea suspicious that North will launch missile test”, http://www.kansascity.com/2010/06/25/2045279/south-korea-suspicious-that-north.html) ZParks

North Korea, by banning boats off its west coast, sent a possible indication that it plans to conduct missile tests, a South Korean official said Friday. South Korea is closely monitoring the North’s military, the official with the Joint Chiefs of Staff said. He added that no unusual movements had been detected. He declined to give further details and asked not to be named because the matter involves military intelligence. The poorly marked sea frontier is a constant source of tension between the divided Koreas — most recently over the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship in March that killed 46 sailors. A multinational investigation led by South Korea concluded last month that North Korea torpedoed the vessel. In Washington, the State Department noted that North Korea had previously made such announcement ahead of missile launches. Spokesman P.J. Crowley said a missile launch would be counterproductive and inflame already heightened tensions in the region. “This is a time for North Korea to take steps to reduce tensions in the region,” Crowley told reporters. “Declaring no-sail zones … raises the potential that they might use this as a notification for a missile launch. “That would certainly be a step in the wrong direction, and we would discourage North Korea from taking that step.” 
More provocations are coming and South Korea will respond military 

AFP 6/18 (Associated Foreign Press, “ S.Korea must respond sternly to N.Korea attacks: army chief”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5i6ElgGCPp8uI_13cmkwbQ19iIGFw) ZParks

South Korea's military faces a "desperately dangerous situation" after the sinking of a warship and must respond sternly to any future North Korean provocations, the new army chief said Friday. "With a resolute determination, the military must put together all of its capabilities and resources to sternly deal with any provocations by North Korea," General Hwang Eui-Don said in his inauguration speech. Hwang took over in a reshuffle of military top brass amid criticism that the armed forces reacted sloppily to the sinking of the corvette near the disputed sea border on March 26. A total of 46 sailors were killed. State inspectors recommended that 13 generals, 10 lower-level officers and two civilian defence ministry officials be punished. The country's top military officer Lee Sang-Eui offered his resignation. South Korea announced non-military reprisals against its impoverished communist neighbour after a multinational investigation concluded last month that a submarine from the North had torpedoed the Cheonoan. The sinking has dramatically escalated tensions on the peninsula ahead of the 60th anniversary of the start of the Korean war on June 25, 1950 and has stalled efforts at resuming North Korea nuclear disarmament negotiations. The North, which angrily denies any involvement, has threatened military action if the UN Security Council accepts Seoul's request to censure Pyongyang. Pyongyang's official Korean Central News Agency (KCNA) on Friday again accused Seoul of fabricating the evidence in the sinking. "This has pushed the inter-Korean relations to a total collapse and created such (a) tense situation on the Korean peninsula that a war may break out right now," KCNA said. Hwang said he would work to build a strong army that is "trusted and loved by the people," according to a transcript of his inauguration speech released by the defence ministry. The new army chief told reporters Thursday that chances of another military provocation are quite high. "North Korea is not showing any direct moves for provocations, but when we look at its past pattern of behaviour, there are fair chances of provocations and that's why we raised" alertness, he said.

US Drawn In

Absent withdrawal – US would be drawn into a conflict

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p35)//SLV
Soldiers and arms are, of course, necessary to back up America's implicit promise to intervene. That is why military spending is the price of a nation's foreign policy. Washington's direct military commitment to South Korea is not large: one infantry division, two air wings, and sundry smaller detachments, for a total of about 37,000 personnel.4 Most of the soldiers are members of the Second Infantry Division, which is part of the Eighth U.S. Army. (Germany is the only other foreign nation in which Washington stations at least a full division.) The air units come under the U.S. Seventh Air Force and are headquartered at Osan. All told, American forces occupy some 40 military installations. Until 1991 Washington also stored an estimated 150 tactical nuclear warheads (aircraft bombs, artillery shells, and land mines) in the South. 

If war were to come, however, thousands more troops would follow. The two air wings and one Marine Expeditionary Force (20,000 Marines) stationed in Japan, for instance, are intended more to reinforce America's position in the ROK than to defend Japan, which today faces no serious threats. Additional forces in the United States are also implicitly intended for the defense of Korea. Although divining the purpose of any particular unit is difficult, especially since troops may have multiple roles, Georgetown University professor Earl Ravenal calculates that the East Asia obligations account for about three divisions.s

Succession Internal Link
Power struggle now

AP 6/26 (Kwang Tae Kim, “ NKorea to elect leaders amid succession campaign”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hikK9x0PcRa4fyH32zVylFwL_KZgD9GIQ0CG0_)
North Korea said Saturday it will elect new party leaders at a rare meeting in September in what analysts say could be a move to strengthen a campaign to hand over power from supreme leader Kim Jong Il to his youngest son. Kim, who suffered an apparent stroke in 2008, is believed to be grooming his youngest son, Kim Jong Un, to succeed him as leader of the nuclear-armed communist nation of 24 million. His health has raised regional concerns about instability and a possible power struggle if he were to die without naming a successor. North Korea's ruling Workers' Party will convene its conference in early September to elect "its highest leading body," the country's official Korean Central News Agency reported. The report did not elaborate. The planned conference — first since 1966 — sparked speculation that the North could publicly announce Kim Jong Un as his father's successor by giving him senior party jobs. Kim Jong Il was tapped in 1974 to succeed his father, the North's founder Kim Il Sung. The succession decision was made public in a 1980 party convention. Kim Jong Il formally assumed leadership upon his father's death in 1994. "Kim Jong Un was named as a successor last year, though it was not made public to the outside world," Cheong Seong-chang, a senior analyst at the security think-tank Sejong Institute, south of Seoul, citing South Korea's top spy agency. The conference "should be seen as a stage to publicize Kim Jong Un as a successor," Cheong said, noting he could be elected to the party's key positions, including a secretary of the party's central committee. The National Intelligence Service was not immediately available for comment on Saturday. Little is known about Kim Jong Un, including his exact age, though he is believed to be in his mid-20s. Kim Jong Il's former sushi chef says in a 2003 memoir that the son looks and acts just like his father and is the leader's favorite. South Korea's spy chief Won Sei-hoon said Thursday that North Korea has launched a propaganda campaign aimed at making its people adore the junior Kim. Won told lawmakers North Korea has been publicizing songs and poems praising Kim Jong Un and holding poem-reciting contests, said Lee Kyung-jik, an aide to Hwang Jin-ha, a ruling party lawmaker who attended a closed-door parliamentary session on Thursday. Hwang himself could not reached for comment North Korea is focusing on the succession issue because of Kim Jong Il's health, and the junior Kim frequently travels with his father on inspection visits to army bases and factories, Won was quoted as saying. Won also said Kim's memory appears to be failing and he has made illogical comments during inspection trips due to side effects of the stroke, South Korea's mass-circulation Chosun Ilbo newspaper reported Saturday, citing unidentified lawmakers who attended Thursday's parliamentary session. 

North Korean Agression Impact

North Korean aggression causes nuclear war

Straits Times, 09 ("North Korea Set to Undermine Asia's Peace and Stability", The Straits Times, June 1st 2009, June 27th 2010, Lexis Nexis, KONTOPOULOS)

HAVING tested a nuclear device, the next strategic and logical move for North Korea is to acquire nuclear weapons. This new military status will inevitably undermine peace and stability in the Korean peninsula in particular and Asia in general. A nuclear North Korea is bad news for the world. The possession of nuclear weapons by an impoverished country, with an unpredictable regime that ignores all United Nations resolutions, is a nightmare waiting to happen. Just one wrong miscalculation and Asia will bear the brunt of this new catastrophe for years to come. Imagine - Hiroshima and Nagasaki happened 64 years ago, but the fear, memories and tribulations continue to linger on till this day. Using nuclear capability to annihilate another country is not the answer to world domination. So this prompts the next question: Why would a poor country want to possess such destructive power and which countries are the likely targets? Answer: South Korea, Japan and the United States. If North Korea has nuclear weapons, the South would want them to retaliate, and Japan would need them as a deterrent. And we know for sure that the US will wipe North Korea out if any US territory is attacked. This is the apocalypse of nuclear war Asia faces.
A2: North Korea Not Irrational – Won’t Attack
North Korea will attack---they think their nuclear capability is strong enough

Garnaut 10 (John, Correspondent for The Age, “ Eyes on China as nuclear factor shifts Korean stand-off”, http://www.theage.com.au/world/eyes-on-china-as-nuclear-factor-shifts-korean-standoff-20100528-wlia.html) ZParks

While many residents in the South have become numb to the tantrums of their northern neighbours, this one has a new deadly edge. Sinking the Cheonan is the North's first major conventional attack on the South since the late 1960s, marking a major shift in the North's risk calculus. ''It does seem to be a very calculated attack,'' said Peter Hayes, executive director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development. ''Given [North Korean leader] Kim Jong-il is acutely aware that his conventional warfare capability is inferior in almost every respect, it shows that he thinks his nuclear capability can now compensate.'' During much of the Cold War era, North Korea's economy and military capability were stronger than the South and it could also assume protection from either China or the Soviet Union. But the Soviet Union backed away from Pyongyang during the 1980s and then collapsed, throwing its Stalinist satellite into a new era of strategic vulnerability. Analysts say North Korea began developing its nuclear ''deterrent'' as its capacity to inflict unacceptable casualties through conventional means diminished. Pyongyang agreed to Bill Clinton's 1994 agreement to cease its nuclear program when faced with both significant inducements and a real threat of American attack. Mr Kim now appears to have correctly calculated that his adversaries are divided, their will for war is low, and they will not risk a North Korean nuclear reply to an attack. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in Seoul this week, promised to work with South Korea to chart a course to the United Nations Security Council, which is little different from ineffective US responses to previous provocations from Pyongyang. 
The North Korean threat is more real than ever—Cheonan sinking proves
Martin 4/28 (Bradley K, has covered Korea and other parts of Asia as a journalist for more than a quarter century and has worked as bureau chief for The Baltimore Sun, The Asian Wall Street Journal, Newsweek, and Asia Times (for which he wrote a "Pyongyang Watch" column). He has has made five reporting trips to North Korea, a degree of access to the secretive country that few American journalists can match. He is currently based in Tokyo as a senior writer and Asia correspondent for Bloomberg Markets magazine.) — Special to GlobalPost Published: April 28, 2010 16:36 ET in Asia//Max

North Korea recently threatened to “mercilessly destroy” its foes. That didn’t elicit much reaction abroad. After all, the terms were similar to threats uttered countless times during and since the 1950-53 Korean War. “Pundits describing the North Korean threat often downplay it because it appears obvious that North Korea’s military — despite its large size — is unlikely to be able to unify the peninsula,” said Bruce Bechtol, professor of international relations at the Marine Corps Command and Staff College and an expert on the North Korean military. This time, though, the regime added that it might employ its nuclear weapons in the process. And there are other reasons, including a newly reported change in the North’s war plans, why outsiders should not assume that the blowhard Kim Jong Il and his generals are all bluff. “Those who downplay the evolving North Korean military threat do so not at their own peril but that of the Republic of [South] Korea,” Bechtel said in an email. The Northerners “have adapted their military — and their military planning — to changing times.” Author of the excellent "Red Rogue: The Persistent Challenge of North Korea," Bechtel was commenting on a Tuesday article in the Seoul daily JoongAng Ilbo. The paper quoted an unnamed high-ranking military source in South Korea as saying the North had relinquished its old plan, in case war should occur, of occupying all of the South within a week. The North’s new war plan, JoongAng Ilbo said, is to quickly grab control of Seoul and the surrounding area just across the border from the North and then decide whether to proceed farther south — or simply stop and negotiate a cease-fire. In the latter case — holding hostage the most populous and developed Korean region by far, the capital and nerve center of the South — the North would have enormous bargaining power with the South and its U.S. ally. According to Bechtel, “the North Koreans don’t need to unify the peninsula. They just need to take Seoul. Once they take Seoul, they have the overwhelming advantage.” Indeed, with their missiles, special operations forces and maneuver forces “poised on the invasion corridors,” he said, the Northern forces “are built and trained to do just that. For years I have been saying this. Now it comes out in the open press — and this is important — that that is exactly what their war plan is.” 

The JoongAng Ilbo article quotes its unnamed source as speculating that the North changed its war plan “to better deal with the upgraded weapons systems of the U.S. and South Korean forces.” And it quotes an unnamed military expert as explaining that the 2003 Iraq War convinced the North Koreans they would lose if they tried to slog it out over time using their outdated mechanized forces against U.S. weapons systems equipped for precision targeting. The new plan, it says, has added light infantry divisions at the front line to increase the speed with which the North could achieve a fait accompli by taking Seoul. The JoongAng Ilbo article noted that South Korean military officials think North Korea has acquired late-model torpedoes from Iran, in exchange for submarines, and plans to use them to prevent a U.S.-South Korean landing behind the front lines. Reports increasingly point to a North Korean torpedo as the cause of a mysterious recent explosion that sank a South Korean warship. With defector reports saying the North has trained zealous military men to pilot manned torpedoes in suicide runs, comparisons to imperial Japan are tempting. For Americans with tens of thousands of troops stationed in South Korea and a commitment to defend the South against renewed attack, 1941 Japan is a troubling precedent of an enemy that by most objective analysis lacked the power to take on the United States but attacked anyhow and hoped to prevail thanks to guile and guts. (The Confederacy with its attack on the union’s Fort Sumter is another such precedent.) The comparisons to wartime Japan have also received a boost from the recent publication by North Korea propaganda expert B.R. Myers of a fascinating book "The Cleanest Race: How North Koreans See Themselves and Why It Matters." “The assumption prevails that the worst Pyongyang would ever do is sell nuclear material or expertise to more dangerous forces in the Middle East,” Myers writes. “All the while the military-first regime has been invoking kamikaze slogans last used by imperial Japan in the Pacific War.” 

Regime Change Advantage

US hardline is interpreted as regime change—only pushes North Korea away from diplomacy

UPI 2006 (“North Korea’s Survival Strategy,” May 1, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/North_Koreas_Survival_Strategy.html) Calum
In the face of the Bush administration's tough stance, North Korea has shifted its survival strategy from seeking a breakthrough in relations with the United States to deepening ties with its ally, China, officials and analysts say.  In recent years, North Korea has placed its top priority on improving diplomatic relations with the United States, which would pave the way for the isolated communist country to ensure security and get much-needed loans from the international lending institutions heavily influenced by Washington.  North Korea devised its nuclear development program to attract U.S. attention and used the nuclear game as a card to win more concessions from the United States, analysts say, but Pyongyang's years-long efforts have failed to pay off as Washington has tried to further isolate the North over the nuclear standoff.  The United States has recently stepped up pressure on North Korea over its alleged human rights abuses and financial illegalities, prompting Pyongyang's fears that the Bush administration is aiming for regime change in North Korea.  "Thus, North Korea has decided to wait until the Bush administration is replaced," said Koh Yu-hwan, a North Korea specialist at Dongguk University in Seoul. "North Korea... seeks to sustain (itself) for the next years until the inauguration of a new leadership in the United States by strengthening ties with China."  A senior Seoul government official accused the United States of increasing pressure on North Korea, saying Washington's tough stance could trigger a new round of tensions on the Korean peninsula and in East Asia.  "(The) United States' unilateral stance toward North Korea has lead to closer ties between Pyongyang and Beijing," a senior presidential official said, on condition of anonymity. "It may trigger East Asia's return to the Cold War era."  "North Korea seems convinced that the United States is trying to overthrow the regime by pressuring them with issues including financial sanctions, which have nothing to do with their nuclear program," said Prof. Kim Geun-sik of Kyungnam University.

Regionalism Advantage

China will pressure North Korea---they’ve accepted the results of the Cheonan investigation

Garnaut 10 (John, Correspondent for The Age, “ Eyes on China as nuclear factor shifts Korean stand-off”, http://www.theage.com.au/world/eyes-on-china-as-nuclear-factor-shifts-korean-standoff-20100528-wlia.html)

If the US is struggling to provide direction, then so too is China. Mr Wen was due to meet Presi

dent Lee in Seoul last night before talks involving Japan over the weekend. A report from state news agency Xinhua yesterday said Mr Wen's visit was likely to be ''warmly received'', suggesting that China was about to shift from sitting on the fence to acknowledging the veracity of an international investigation that last week linked the torpedo to North Korea. Chinese scholars are increasingly acknowledging the seriousness of the Korean stand-off. ''The situation is very dangerous because both sides left no leeway when they talk,'' said Zhang Liangui, a Korea expert at the Communist Party School. ''There is high risk for both sides to confront head on.'' Earlier, Peking University professor of international relations Zhu Feng hinted at cracks in China's support for North Korea by saying there was a widely shared view in Beijing that China's Korea policy had been ''very badly hijacked by Dear Leader [Mr Kim]''. 

China is key to engaging North Korea---bilateral strategy will fail

Nautilus Institute 05 (The Nautilus Institute, Policy Forum Online, Joong-Ang Ilbo Editorial, “Discussion of "U.S. Can't Act Alone in North", http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/0541ADiscussion.html/?searchterm=%22military%20presence%22)

From the North Korea point of view, a US-South Korea overture is a distasteful proposal which is treated with standard suspicion by the North. Without international support, all US-South Korea proposals will be treated with suspicion as the North may see itself at a disadvantaged position. Therefore, a peace plan drawn up by US-South Korea initiative will fail to attract similar enthusiasm from the North without some kind of international support i.e UN, EU and China participation. Thus, a change in the North Korea attitude can be attained if international participation is involved for the purpose of transparency. Here, China involvement is critical as China is seen as a North Korea comrade to act as a counterbalance to US-South Korea alliance. On the other hand, the involvement of the UN and the EU can be seen as a counterbalancing force in maintaining fairness in the bargaining and implementation process. Any attempts to depart from the above proposal will be doomed to fail if these realities are not taken into effective account

Regionalism good – japan-rok rels

Regionalism key to Japan-ROK relations

Feffer 2009 – PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught graduate international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul (7/3, John, Epoch Times, “Japan-Korea Relations on the Rocks”, WEA)

Both South Korea and Japan are also beginning to develop their own ideologies of self-reliance. Japan is pushing at the edges of the Peace Constitution: acquiring new, sophisticated military hardware, engaging in overseas missions against pirates, and transforming its military doctrine from defensive to offensive. South Korea is spending a great deal more money on its military in the anticipation that the United States will not always have troops, ships, and aircraft at the ready. These trends make the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute potentially more dangerous. 

It is certainly possible to imagine South Korea and Japan working out some form of bilateral compromise: Japan relinquishing its claims to Dokdo if South Korea suppresses its opposition to the Sea of Japan designation. The two countries could work out the maritime boundaries and jointly explore for oil and gas. 

But such a bilateral deal would not get at the Cold War structures and ideologies still in place in Northeast Asia. South Korea is worried about Japan's new military and foreign policy. Japan is worried about China's military spending. Everyone is concerned about North Korea's nuclear program. And U.S. military presence still encounters significant resistance in parts of the region. Tokdo/Takeshima is part of a larger group of security concerns. 

Resolving the islands issue will ultimately require a multilateral deal that addresses the vestiges of the Cold War in the region. Europe—along with the Soviet Union and the United States—was able to resolve its final territorial issues from World War II with a package deal that established a regional peace and security structure (the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe). The Dokdo/Takeshima issue will ultimately need a similar structure in Asia. After all, the conflicts between South Korea and Japan will persist until and unless a structure is in place that permits the ongoing resolution of security disagreements and the ongoing reduction of tensions and armaments in the region. 

Absent such a regional structure, relations between South Korea and Japan will continue to be on the rocks. 

Solvency – rok modernization

Drawdown makes them modernize—even if there’s opposition they’ll spin past it

Feffer 2009 – PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught graduate international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul (John, Korea Economic Institute, Academic Paper Series Vol. 4 No. 2, “Ploughshares into Swords”, http://www.keia.org/Publications/AcademicPaperSeries/2009/APS-Feffer.pdf, WEA)

South Korea is currently engaged, once again, in a largescale, expensive modernization of its military that aims to provide the country with a more robust and self-suffi cient defense. The timing of this considerable increase in military spending might seem, at fi rst glance, rather odd. Korean economic growth has been relatively anemic in the past few years. Meanwhile, the conventional military power of its chief adversary, North Korea, has steadily declined, and, until recently, South Korean leaders were committed to expanding inter-Korean cooperation. In another irony, the current Lee Myung-bak administration has simultaneously pushed a much harder line on North Korea and reduced the level of spending projected by the previous Roh Moo-hyun government.

Although the North Korean threat still serves to justify military spending in the South, other rationales have gained prominence, such as perceptions of a weakening U.S. security commitment, “unspecifi ed” threats or insecurity in the region, and the technological requirements of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). But another rationale has shaped South Korean military spending, and this rationale may become even more salient during this period of global economic crisis. Successive South Korean governments have argued that growing the military and localizing production is good for the economy. 
Withdrawal would cause ROK build-up

Richardson, 06 – Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, co-founder of The Korea Liberator – weblog focused on North Korea (Coreyu, "South Korea Must Choose Sides", Asia Times, September 9th 2006, June 27th 2010, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html, KONTOPOULOS)
South Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration. The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic. At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension. Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over.
A2: Bilat OK With Regionalism

Bilateral ties incompatible with regionalism—our position blocks a multilateral regime

Feffer 2008 – PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught graduate international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul (John, IPS News, “SOUTH KOREA: Still Dreaming of Regionalism”, http://www.ipsnewsasia.net/bridgesfromasia/node/129, WEA)
Despite this speed bump along the way toward North Korea’s denuclearisation, many scholars and regional experts still hold out hope that the countries in the region will eventually agree on a framework that can address a wide range of traditional and non-traditional security threats. The hopes for a regional security system are perhaps strongest in South Korea, which has long sought an arrangement to constrain the power of its large neighbours, China and Japan. With China’s regional influence growing and Japan poised to become a ‘normal’ military power, the hopes that South Korea has invested in such a regional security structure have only increased. “Unlike the Cold War period, the security environment in North-east Asia is fluid and uncertain,” explains Young Jong Choi, a professor of international relations at the Catholic University of Korea and keynote speaker at a Sasakawa Peace Foundation panel in here on Oct. 2. “Even a properly working U.S.-South Korean alliance will not take care of South Korea’s concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, North Korea, and Japan offer only a partial solution given South Korea’s partial leverage over those countries.” Given these changes in the regional security dynamics, there is good reason for South Korea to go regional,” Choi continued. “A regional structure can provide stability to the security environment in Northeast Asia. It can provide breathing space for South Korea and also boost the country’s self-esteem.” South Korea’s interest in middle-power diplomacy – the active, multilateral efforts of a mid-sized country – can be traced back to the mid-1960s, when authoritarian leader Park Chung-Hee created the Asian and Pacific Council. South Korean President Kim Dae Jung pushed for the creation of an East Asian grouping of nations, and his successor Roh Moo-Hyun made the North-east Asia Cooperation Initiative a foreign policy priority. Choi attributes the attractiveness of regional politics in part to South Korea’s presidential politics. “South Korea has a five-year single-term presidency,” he observes. “It’s not enough time to carry out a domestic agenda. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to increase the popularity and legitimacy” of South Korean leaders. Choi views Roh’s efforts as a failure because his “diplomacy was geared toward enhancing autonomy from the United States. South Korea under Roh Moo-Hyun did not just passively avoid U.S. support but actively challenged key U.S. interests. This was driven in part by a desire to dilute U.S. influence on the Korean peninsula and in East Asia.” 

Bilateralism DOES kill regionalism

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 36, WEA)
On other issues Washington and Seoul also are likely to grow apart. IFANS scholar Kim Sung-han speaks of a “convergence of interest” between the ROK’s desire for survival and America’s commitment to leadership.233 But while these goals coincided during the Cold War, they may not in future years. Korean survival could be threatened by an assertion of U.S. leadership to contain China militarily, for instance. Nor, without a tie to larger threat, is South Korea’s survival important for American security today. 

Bilat is incompatible with regionalism because we dominate the relationship

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 135, WEA)
So long as American forces are based in the South, Washington will seek to dominate and control the alliance. And for good reason: the United States has never and should never promise to go to war on someone else’s terms. If South Korea wants America’s aid, it must accept the conditions under which such assistance is offered. Real equality is simply impossible. Moreover, Seoul cannot escape being tied to U.S. policy even if it is carried out beyond the South’s borders. Imagine the imposition of sanctions, enforcement of a blockade, or military strikes on the North—conducted by American forces located beyond South Korea’s borders and acting outside of South Korea’s borders over the objections of the ROK. North Korea is unlikely to distinguish the positions of the two members of the “mutual” defense pact and is likely to view the South as an appropriate target of retaliation. 

Solvency—Withdrawal

The plan solves—troops are a Cold War relic devoid of deterrent symbol or foreign policy merit

Feffer 2004 – PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught graduate international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul (6/6, John, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea)”, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html, WEA)

Since this announcement comes at a time not of relative tranquility but rather of heightened tensions between the United States and North Korea, some critics have charged the Bush administration with sacrificing security in East Asia on the altar of its Iraq policy. "Scavenging troops from South Korea," writes Jon Wolfstahl in the International Herald Tribune, "sends exactly the wrong signal at the wrong time to U.S. allies and adversaries alike." These critics are missing the point. American troops are no longer needed on the Korean peninsula. The Bush administration's only mistake is in not going far enough. An even more dramatic withdrawal of U.S. troops would not compromise security and could even help unknot the ongoing negotiations between Washington and Pyongyang. The Pentagon announcement comes just before a third round of Six-Party Talks that bring together the United States, North and South Korea, China, Japan, and Russia. The previous two rounds went nowhere and expectations for this third round are low. The United States is insisting on CVID or the complete, verifiable and irreversible dismantling of North Korea's nuclear programs – before any substantive compromise can be hammered out. Having declared North Korea beyond the pale, the Bush administration is stuck in a theological hole: any form of negotiations looks suspiciously like "supping with the Devil." North Korea, meanwhile, has broached various scenarios whereby they freeze and then dismantle their programs in exchange for energy, economic incentives, security guarantees, or a mixture of the three. It might seem strange that the United States is reducing its military footprint on the Korean peninsula at this juncture. The Pentagon points out that the current plan has been on the drawing board since the end of the Cold War. Troops in fixed positions with slow-moving tanks, according to the Pentagon, fight yesterday's wars. Today's conflicts require rapid response units that can move quickly and over long distances. U.S. military presence in Korea – as well as in Japan – is being refashioned for the instantaneous demands of the virtual age and to intervene in areas further south as part of the "war on terrorism." This restructuring was first delayed in the early 1990s during the first nuclear crisis between the United States and North Korea. Why, during a second and potentially more serious crisis, is the restructuring moving forward? Certainly the immediate need for troops in the Iraq occupation is one reason. The deeper issue, however, is the declining utility of American troops on the Korean peninsula. North Korea's conventional forces have deteriorated in strength over the last twenty years, even as Pyongyang has directed large portions of its stagnant government budget toward the military. South Korea's armed forces, which include 690,000 troops, have meanwhile steadily improved its capability. Because of the high cost of fuel and the lack of critical spare parts, North Korean military pilots train 13 hours a year, which is what an American pilot easily clocks in a month. Or to give another example of the growing disparity of forces, South Korea has the luxury to spend between ten and one hundred times more per soldier for their equipment and other needs. Given the dramatic reversal of comparative strength between North and South, the tiny U.S. contingent – around 5 percent of South Korean troop strength – does not bring much to the table. The U.S. decision in 2003 to redeploy U.S. forces away from the DMZ has eliminated their function as a tripwire, the first line of defense against a North Korean invasion. Military boosters emphasize the symbolic value of U.S. troops in demonstrating the unwavering commitment of the United States to its alliance with South Korea and to deter any North Korean attack on the South. But even this symbolism has become drained of meaning. South Korea under Roh Moo-Hyun wants more equality in its relations with the United States, which translates into greater control over military affairs. Younger South Koreans now see the United States – or, to be more precise, the trigger-happy unilateralism of the Bush administration – as more dangerous than North Korea. U.S. deterrent capacity, meanwhile, now resides in firepower based largely outside the peninsula, such as the Fifth Air Force and the Seventh Fleet, both based in Japan. As it did fifty years ago, U.S. airpower can reduce North Korea to rubble. North Korean leaders recognize that any attack they might launch across the DMZ would thus be suicidal. The presence of the remaining 25,000 U.S. troops does not alter this calculus. Although they have only a minor military function and declining symbolic value, the remaining U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula can play a vital new role: bargaining chip. North Korea has argued that it is under threat of U.S. attack and considers U.S. troops in South Korea a longstanding provocation. So let's try something new by putting U.S. troop presence on the negotiating table. With the advice and consent of our South Korean allies, the Bush administration should offer a timetable for the removal of all U.S. troops from the peninsula. A Democrat would be hard pressed to offer such a deal. When Jimmy Carter tried to withdraw U.S. troops from the peninsula, he hit major resistance from Washington insiders. Only the hawks in Washington have the political capital to push through a complete withdrawal. The complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from Korea would certainly have its drawbacks. South Korea is spending more now on its defense than ever before and the Defense Ministry has called for an additional 13 percent increase in the military budget to compensate for the disappearing U.S. troops. The peace movement in Japan and Okinawa also want to bid farewell to U.S. troops, so the shifting of U.S. forces eastward, while a boon for the Korean peace movement, would not necessarily be a plus for the region as a whole. Still, U.S. troop withdrawal from the Korean peninsula would be such an enormous step toward resolving inter-Korean tensions that the benefits outweigh the costs. Beset on all sides for its Iraq policy, the Bush administration needs a foreign policy victory. It needs to demonstrate that it isn't ignoring the Korean peninsula. And it needs to show the world that the United States, if only after 51 years, does eventually bring home its troops. 

A2: Regionalism Now

Presence makes regionalism impossible—even if Korea wants to engage

Harrison 2001 – professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute  (1/31, Selig, Center for Defense Information, ADM interview, “United States Military Strategy in Asia After the Cold War”, http://www.cdi.org/ADM/1039/Harrison.html, WEA)

HARRISON: I think there's a -- a -- a real contradiction between the perpetuation of alliance relationships in Asia, such as those with Japan and with South Korea, and, on the other hand, our constant emphasis on the creation of multilateral security dialogues in Asia. Of course, the US Government position is that these do not conflict, that in fact they rein -- reinforce each other, but the fact is that they -- they do conflict. And what's more important I think is that while we talk about multilateral security dialogues in Asia, we're telling them what they should do without any reference to what we should do. 

The United States maintains forces in Asia, despite the fact that the Soviet -- first the Soviet Union, and now Russia offers to reduce its -- to engage in mutual force reductions in Asia, negotiate naval limitations between the US and -- and Russia. We have turned them down and -- and adopted a unilateral force presence. And then we talk about arms control in Asia and China says, well, we're not going to engage in arms control discussions to reduce our forces in Asia vis a vis those of Japan, for example, if the United States and Russia are still free to do whatever they want to do in maintaining forces in Asia, even though they're external powers, powers external to Asia. 

So, if we want the countries of Asia to stand down -- to -- to avoid escalation of their armament, to avoid a naval arms race between China and Japan, which I think is a very serious possibility in the future, the United States has to be willing to engage in arms control discussions with the countries of the region in which we also would scale down our forces as part of a mutual process designed to avoid arms races in Asia and reduce tensions in Asia. And we -- we can't have it both ways, say that we're going to be in Asia as a global power, but you guys have to reduce your forces regardless of where -- how many forces we have there. China will certainly not accept that and China is the key to getting any kind of mutual process of -- of military -- of tension reduction in Asia. 

Solvency—Peace Negotiations

Korean presence blocks negotiations—tripwire is obsolete

Harrison 2001 – professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute  (1/31, Selig, Center for Defense Information, ADM interview, “United States Military Strategy in Asia After the Cold War”, http://www.cdi.org/ADM/1039/Harrison.html, WEA)

So, we're -- we haven't really made up our minds whether we're really prepared to -- to deal with North Korea as a country that's going to be there for awhile or whether we want North Korea to collapse, as East Germany did, with the hope that South Korea will absorb it. As a result, we have a very ambivalent policy in the Korean Peninsula, and it -- it -- it makes it impossible to get peace negotiations going. If they did get going, then the possibility of American forces in Korea being reduced and gradually removed would grow. 

And certainly there's no reason why all these years after the Korean War, US forces should still be a tripwire in Korea. It's one thing to have some US forces there with South Korean forces taking the brunt of the early -- any early fighting in Korea, maybe backed up by US air and naval forces, but with US ground forces in the back, only coming in a very extreme situation. It's quite another thing to have the US forces there as a tripwire. 

So, I think it's high time that we reexamined the nature of our presence in Korea, our relations with North Korea, the possibility of setting the stage for real peace negotiations, ending the formal state of war we still have all these years after the Korean War, and then setting the stage for US reduction of forces, withdrawal of forces. 

Basically, the -- the -- the issue cutting across all this is that we have economic interests in Asia that we've always subordinated to our military -- perceived military needs. During the Cold War we thought, well, we want to keep Japan as an ally, we can't push them too hard on trade issues or they'll break the alliance, and we -- we consciously subordinated our economic interests during the Cold War. Now we -- Every once in awhile some -- somebody like a -- Bill Clinton has said he's going to get tough with Japan, but then -- when we get to the brink, they don't get tough because they're afraid they'll lose the security relationship. 

Well, the point is that we now don't need the security relationship in the way we did during the Cold War. We want to keep some forces in Asia as a sort of insurance policy, some Seventh Fleet presence. But it can be greatly reduced and we could afford to have Japan get mad at us over trade issues and make threats that we're going to be asked to reduce our force presence 'cause we don't need the same force presence we needed during the Cold War. 

INTERVIEWER: Is the continued deployment of large numbers of forward troops, as you were just alluding to, is it an adequate answer? How should the US use military deployment to achieve its national security goals and economic goals? Are troops a viable option to gain economic leverage? 

HARRISON: No. I don't think we should be threatening -- I don't think we should be allowing our desire for military access to certain countries to influence our security -- our economic relations with them. We're going to have to adopt a very tough economic bargaining posture with China, for example. We should have a much -- because that's the biggest trade deficit we're going to have in Asia. We certainly have to bargain much more aggressively with Japan. 

Competitiveness Add On

Korean presence blunts competitiveness

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 120, WEA)

Billions in defense subsidies to allied nations (South Korea is merely one beneficiary, of course) have a dual impact. One is on domestic economic policy, since such outlays further inflate tax collections and government borrowing, diverting resources away from more productive private investment. Perhaps even more serious is the international impact. American defense subsidies not only impoverish U.S. taxpayers; they simultaneously enrich foreign nations that are major trade competitors. Allowing South Korea (as well as Japan and a host of European nations) to concentrate domestic resources on economic rather than military development puts American enterprises at a disadvantage. That cost was modest and probably worth enduring during the early days of the Cold War; there is no longer any reason to indirectly underwrite large Korean, Japanese, and European businesses as they compete with U.S. firms. 

Competitiveness key to heg

Segal 04 (Adam, Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, November/December 2004, “Is America Losing Its Edge?,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomment83601/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge.html?mode=print) SLV
Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing.

Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.

Nuclear War

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, ambassador to Iraq, former ambassador to Afghanistan, Former counselor to Rumsfeld, Former Director of the Strategy, Doctrine and Force Structure program for RAND's Project Air Force, Former assistant prof of pol sci, Columbia, BA and MA from the American University, Lebanon, PhD, U Chicago, “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, pg. 84, Spring, Lexis) 
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Competitiveness Add On – Ext

Military spending in Korea kills competitiveness

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p52) SLV
Even worse, unnecessary military spending, most obviously to sustain outmoded commitments such as that to Korea, drains resources from private research outlays as well. The problem is not just inadequate funds; the defense sector has also proved to be a tough competitor for a relatively limited pool of skilled labor. Early in the Cold War, and later during the Reagan administration's military build-up, two-thirds of R&D scientists were working for security-related enterprises.so As Arthur Bums explained, "Many civilian-oriented laboratories of business firms have found it difficult to match the salaries or the equipment that subsidized defense firms offer to scientists ·and engineers."8! That has been a recurrent problem; during the Reagan build-up in the early 1980s, firms were using headhunters to acquire, not just senior management, but machinists and computer technicians. 

American subsidies for the defense of other nations, including some of its most aggressive trading partners, such as South Korea and Japan, have another pernicious effect. Not only do they divert resources from other pursuits, but they free foreign funds for other nations to use in competition with America. Every dollar that the South Koreans and the Japanese, for instance, do not spend on the military can be spent to advance economic, social, and other goals. Over the years America's defense guarantees have given other industrialized nations a huge advantage over the United States. As economist Otto Eckstein, president of DRI, warned in 1980, if we're going to have an age of defense step-up, we’Il lose competitive edge, vis-a.-vis Japan and Germany if we allow them to maintain their 1 to 4 percent [military spending] share of GNP."82 Cross-national comparisons make the same point: in general, countries with higher military expenditures invest less, which lowers productivity and slows economic growth. 
Military spending trades off

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p49) SLV

Spending on the military generally carries a high opportunity cost, that is, the uses to which the funds could have been devotedprivate investment, R&D, and the like-are more valuable than the use to which the money is actually put. As one analysis of America's entry into World War II explained, "The immediate practical task of war financing consists largely in reducing civilian use of resources needed for the military program."67 Unfortunately, the substitution of military for civilian uses is quite costly. 

For one thing, military spending tends to create fewer jobs per dollar than does normal private economic activity.68 Even more important, defense outlays are what Dumas calls an "economic parasite."69 For example, building tanks and paying soldiers to patrol Korea's Demilitarized Zone, whether or not necessary for America's defense, have never added anything to the nation's wealth, as would have, say, manufacturing washing machines and paying construction workers to build houses. Such forgone goods and services are the real price of Washington's expansive, defense guarantees. 

The cost in consumption is high. Political scientist Bruce Russett has figured that every additional dollar in military outlays cuts civilian consumption by 42 cents. But America's defense subsidies do more. They diminish investment in the future-in R&D, business plant and equipment, education, training, and the like. Indeed, in the mid-1980s the book value of the military's physical capital was almost half that of all U.S. manufacturing establishments, an incredible diversion of otherwise productive resources. Russett estimates that an extra dollar for the military reduces private capital investment by about 30 cents. Since total investment is lower than consumption, defense spending has a disproportionately negative impact on the former. Assuming marginal productivity of capital is between 20 and 25 percent, every $1 billion in additional military spending permanently lowers economic output by roughly $65 million annually.71 (Civilian government programs have proved to be far more resilient than have private expenditures in the face of increased military outlays.) Other studies, too, note the significantly negative impact of military spending on private investment.72
South Korea Can Defend
South Korea can defend itself—they would shred the north

Carpenter 2009 – PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Tad Galen, Cato Institute Handbook for Policymakers, 7th edition, “54. East Asian Security Commitments”, pages 562-3, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-54.pdf, WEA)
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 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. 
South Korea can defend itself and US withdrawal encourages military improvements

BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum
Only in the military sphere does the North retain any advantage. Even there, its forces are large, but its weapons are ancient, with the newest ones dating to 1990. There is no money for spare parts, and training is nonexistent. Pyongyang's dramatic attempt to launch a satellite in 1998 failed. "The North Korean military is one that is using antiquated 1950s and 1960s vintage weapons," reports Defense Intelligence Agency analyst Bruce Bechtol, "while the South Korean military continues to strengthen itself with dynamic new programs such as the building of brand new F-16s. In addition, the South is superior in other key aspects of military readiness, such as command and control and training."

Although South Korea's ground forces are smaller, they would be fighting on the defensive -- a military advantage -- with superior air and naval support. Indeed, in the initial stage of any war, South Korea would have to rely primarily upon its own military for ground forces, irrespective of America's defense commitment. It would take the U.S. weeks to deploy heavy armored and mechanized reinforcements, depending upon events elsewhere and available lift capabilities.

Moreover, South Korea has begun a serious space program, launching a three-stage liquid-fueled rocket, produced at home, last November; it hopes to launch a satellite in two more years. Seoul also has unveiled plans for an ocean-going navy, one more obviously directed at Japan and China than North Korea.

To the extent that the South's military lags behind its antagonist's, that is a matter of choice, not necessity. Nothing prevents Seoul from building a larger force. Rather, the American tripwire discourages it from doing so. As the South acknowledges in its own defense reports, it chose to focus on economic development at the expense of military strength -- a plan it can follow securely as long as America protects it.

South Korea can defend itself
BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “South Korea Needs Better Defense,” Forbes, March 26, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628) Calum
It obviously is up to Seoul to decide what it wants to do in the world. But its first responsibility is to defend itself. As long as 27,000 American personnel remain on station in the ROK, the South is not doing enough militarily. Moreover the U.S. maintains the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force in Okinawa, Japan, as back-up for Korean contingencies, and would be expected to intervene with other large-scale forces in the event of war.

Yet the South is capable of defending itself. Over the last 60 years it has been transformed from an authoritarian wreck into a prosperous democratic leader internationally. The ROK's economy ranks 13th in the world. South Korea's GDP is roughly 40 times that of the North. Should it desire to do so, Seoul could spend more than the entire North Korean GDP on defense alone.

The international environment also has changed. Both China and Russia recognize South Korea; neither would back aggression by Pyongyang. The ROK could count on support from throughout East Asia and around the world.

Rather than accept a military position of quantitative inferiority, Seoul could use the threat of an arms build-up to encourage a more accommodating attitude in the North. Pyongyang can only squeeze its people so much to wring out more resources for the military. In any case, the ROK should spend as much as it takes to defend itself without subsidy from Washington.
A2: North Korea Turn

Won’t happen – numerous reasons

Bandow, 03 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Author and Editor of Several Books, Former Special Assistant to President Reagan and visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation (Doug, "Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment", Policy Analysis, May 7th 2003, June 22nd 2010, p. 11, KONTOPOULOS) PDF
Given the costs and risks, policymakers would be well advised to ask what vital U.S. interest is being served by the presence of U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula. The raison d’être for Washington’s defense of the ROK has disappeared. America’s presence undoubtedly still helps to deter the DPRK from military adventurism, but it does not follow that the U.S. presence is necessary.96 As noted earlier, the South can stand on its own. A recent report from the conservative-leaning Center for Strategic and International Studies said simply, “Without U.S. help, South Korea is capable today of defending itself against an invasion from the North.”97 That is particularly true given that such an invasion would be supported by no other nation, and certainly not by the DPRK’s old allies China and Russia. 
And, North Korea would never attack – they’d be crushed under the best conditions

Bandow, 03 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Author and Editor of Several Books, Former Special Assistant to President Reagan and visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation (Doug, "Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment", Policy Analysis, May 7th 2003, June 22nd 2010, p. 11, KONTOPOULOS) PDF
Of course, replacing the American tripwire might be an expensive proposition for South Korea. If Seoul chose to confront the North’s military, it would have to beef up existing force structure and invest in areas, such as long-range attack and intelligence imaging capabilities, now dominated by Washington. But as one of the globe’s wealthiest nations South Korea is eminently capable of providing for its own defense—and the government studied the possibility of doing so as recently as last year.98 What if Seoul prefers not to make such investments? Of course, South Korea could underestimate the threat and fail to bolster its forces; the North might miscalculate and believe that it could win a blitzkrieg campaign even with its antiquated military. The result under this highly unlikely scenario would be an awful war, but there is little doubt that the ROK would ultimately prevail in such a conflict.99 

US Withdrawal Boosts ROK defense
US military reduction forces South Korea to build effective defense strategies – empirically true

Lim 07 (Wonhyuk , a CNAPS Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution,  November 27th, 2007  Economic Consequences of ROK-U.S. Separation.  http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/07086Lim.html#sect3)//Max 

With regard to the DPRK, the ROK must secure its own deterrent capability and expand inter-Korean exchanges to facilitate the DPRK's transition. The first part of this challenge has to do with "keeping peace"; whereas, the second part is about "making peace." In the Korean context, there is a historical precedent for the first part of this challenge in the 1970s, when the ROK had to launch a rapid defense build-up program in response to changes in its security relationship with the U.S. On a global level, the process through which the Cold War came to an end may be regarded as a historical precedent for the dual challenge of maintaining deterrence and promoting "change through rapprochement." When the U.S. began to reduce its military presence in Asia in the aftermath of the Vietnam War in the early 1970s, the ROK felt vulnerable to a DPRK attack and launched an ambitious campaign to build up its military capability in conjunction with the heavy and chemical industry (HCI) drive, including a covert nuclear program.(8) Richard Nixon's visit to Beijing in 1972 and the withdrawal of one of the two U.S. infantry divisions stationed in the ROK marked the beginning of the strained alliance relationship. Jimmy Carter's campaign to eliminate U.S. troop presence in the ROK posed an additional challenge to the ROK. Although the per-capita GDP of the ROK at the time was only about $3,000 in constant 2000 U.S. dollars,(9) the ROK managed to make up for the reduction of U.S. troops and produce a wide array of conventional weapons in due course, including short-range missiles. As Figure 1 shows, the ROK raised its defense spending from 4 percent of GDP (Gross Domestic Product) in the 1960s to well over 5 percent in the late 1970s. A 5-percent ad valorem national defense tax helped to finance the weapons program. Despite the rapid defense build-up, the ROK managed to maintain an annual economic growth rate of well over 8 percent from 1973 to 1979. 

Full Withdrawal Key
Small withdrawals are useless—they only expose the flaws in US policy
BANDOW 2003 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Cutting the Tripwire:  It's time to get out of Korea,” Reason Magazine, July 2003, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1) Calum
But no policy Band-Aids will save the two nations' relationship. Moving Yongsan base out of Seoul or cutting a few troops ignores the basic issue. Rumsfeld is reportedly considering pulling U.S. troops back from the demilitarized zone, but that would merely expose the deployment's lack of purpose. A tripwire in Pusan is no tripwire, or at least not one with any value.

US should implement a phased but complete withdrawal of all forces from the ROK to be completed in one presidential term

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 89) SLV

Several lessons emerge from those experiences. First, Washington has to decide its policy on the basis of its own interests, not South Korea's desires. The ROK may never want American troops to go home. Second, Seoul's unnatural dependence on America requires the United States to give early notice to the South and structure the withdrawal program to complement increased South Korean efforts to meet security needs. Third, America should completely withdraw its forces from Korea, rather than replicate the past game of offering expensive "compensations" in an attempt to buy ROK acquiescence to a plan that promises little real change. Fourth, the United States should set a short withdrawal time frame, one that could be implemented by one president, preferably within a single term. Fifth, Washington should eliminate the Mutual Defense Treaty, once U.S. troops are withdrawn, in order to ensure genuine disengagement. 

Sixth, America must stick with its plan despite the inevitable criticism from those with either a vested interest in or an emotional attachment to the status quo. 

US should implement a phased but complete withdrawal

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 91) SLV

U.S. infantry units, which the South could most easily replace, should be pulled out quickly. That would have the added benefit of eliminating the tripwire intended to make American military involvement automatic, thereby allowing the president and Congress to make a reasoned decision about America's response should a conflict occur. Air and naval units should be withdrawn next and more slowly. Although some analysts favor continuing to provide air and naval cover after withdrawing the ground units, doing so would not be cheap; it is the existence of those formations, as well as those intended for potential reinforcement, not merely their deployment in Korea, that is expensive. Moreover, there is no reason why Seoul, which currently possesses a technologically superior, albeit outnumbered, air force and navy, could not quickly develop adequate air and naval power. It might even purchase U.S. equipment. 

Once U.S. forces are withdrawn, Washington should sever its defense guarantee. Proposals to undertake the first step-pull out the troops-have been controversial, but not uncommon. President Carter, Rep. Robert Mrazek (D-N.Y.), William Taylor of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Ralph Clough of the Brookings Institution, and the National Council of the Churches of Christ have all, at one time or another, proposed bringing home some or all of America's forces.33 But the next step, eliminating the underlying defense guarantee, has rarely been mentioned, let alone seriously considered. Indeed, the Carter administration emphasized that it was making no change in the Mutual Defense Treaty. That administration even sent an aircraft carrier to South Korea after the assassination of President Park to reinforce its commitment to the country's defense. 
Full phased withdrawal key

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 139-141, WEA)

Washington should decide on a rough phase-out period of, say, four years—with the exact timetable subject to negotiation—after which all U.S. forces would be withdrawn from the peninsula and the Mutual Defense Treaty would be canceled. Washington should initiate early consultations with the ROK both to fashion a smooth disengagement process and to enable Seoul to begin its force buildup, adding manpower, purchasing equipment, and enhancing domestic production. Indeed, Seoul should be encouraged to make the formal public announcement, at which time it should publicly challenge Pyongyang to demonstrate the sincerity of its past peace proposals by pulling its troops back from their aggressive posture and engaging in meaningful arms control negotiations.
U.S. infantry units, which the South could replace most easily, should be pulled out quickly. In fact, once the administration moves them, effectively eliminating the tripwire intended to make American military involvement automatic, they will have only a small role in the ROK’s defense: South Korean forces would bear the brunt of any assault.

American air and naval units should be withdrawn next and somewhat more slowly. Although some analysts favor continuing to provide air and naval cover after withdrawing the ground units, doing so would not be cheap; it is the existence of these formations, as well as those intended for potential reinforcement, not their deployment in Korea, that is expensive. Moreover, there is no reason why Seoul, which currently possesses a technologically superior, if outnumbered, air force and navy, could not quickly develop adequate air and naval support, especially by purchasing U.S. equipment. As Makoto Momoi, a professor at Japan’s National Defense College, observed years ago, the primary military contribution of America’s forces has been firepower, and Washington can effectively “transfer” much of it to the South.98
The US should phase out troops in Korea—partial reductions aren’t enough and South Korea can easily defend itself

BANDOW 2007 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Why are We Still in Korea?” Antiwar.com, March 10, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/03/09/why-are-we-still-in-korea/) Calum

The United States has maintained troops in South Korea for more than a half century. Since 1950, Washington has defended the Republic of Korea (ROK) with blood and treasure. During that time the ROK has gone from an impoverished, authoritarian state to a prosperous democracy. Yet America’s commitment remains essentially unchanged. Why? It’s certainly not because South Korea appreciates Washington’s efforts. ROK President Roh Moo-hyun recently complained that “clinging to the crotch of the U.S.’s pants and hiding behind the U.S.’s ass” suggests his nation is too dependent on America. Very true. It’s time for Washington to help by ending its defense guarantee to the South. The U.S. has begun reducing troop levels, as well as moving the bulk of its soldiers out of Seoul. Moreover, Washington recently agreed to turn over wartime command responsibility to South Korea in 2012. Indeed, the U.S. was prepared to do so in 2009, but ROK officials, who long had demanded the transfer, feared doing so would leave them vulnerable to a North Korean attack. These steps are welcome, but remain inadequate half-measures. America should initiate a much more rapid drawdown of its forces. Five years from now there shouldn’t be a single U.S. soldier based in South Korea to turn over command responsibility to the ROK. Alliances are created in specific geopolitical circumstances for specific geopolitical purposes. For instance, there was good reason for Washington to intervene in 1950 to prevent the South from being absorbed by Kim Il-sung’s North Korea. South Korea was an economic and political mess. Pyongyang possessed a stronger military than the ROK (which had been denied American heavy weapons because of its threat to attack the North). The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) was backed by China and the Soviet Union. With the Cold War raging globally, a geopolitical loss in Korea might destabilize other nations (such as Japan) and regions (such as Europe). The world looks very different today. The Cold War is over, the Soviet Union has disbanded, and the People’s Republic of China has discarded Maoism. Japan sports the world’s second biggest economy; most other East Asian states are allied to or friendly with the U.S. Moreover, South Korea has surpassed the North on virtually every measure of national power. The ROK possesses roughly 40 times the GDP and twice the population of North Korea. The South has a vast technological edge, is engaged internationally, and even trades more with China than does Pyongyang. Finally, though Seoul’s military is numerically smaller, it is qualitatively superior to that possessed by the North. South Korea spends between three and four times as much as the DPRK on the military. The ROK’s reserve capacity and potential support is even greater.

Phased Withdrawal Key

Sudden pullout fails

Harrison 2001 – professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute  (1/31, Selig, Center for Defense Information, ADM interview, “United States Military Strategy in Asia After the Cold War”, http://www.cdi.org/ADM/1039/Harrison.html, WEA)

At the same time, we can't just suddenly pull out of Korea because it's a very explosive situation and we -- we have to be very careful in the way that we disengage from the Korean Peninsula, but I think our goal should be to try to reduce tensions and participate in a North-South peacekeeping structure, which North Korea wants, and gradually reposition our own forces so they don't bear the brunt of any war that might accidentally break out. And then within a foreseeable period of time, such as ten years, which I recently suggested in an article of mine in Foreign Policy magazine, we should be aiming to get out of Korea. 

And so, I think our role in Asia should be a more detached role with a military capability in the form of the Seventh Fleet and some air units in Japan, possibly, that could be expanded and reactivated if an unforeseen crisis should develop. 

Must have a phased withdrawal—this gives South Korea time to build up and prevents a security vacuum

KOREA TIMES 2004 (“U.S. Plans to Withdraw Troops from South Korea Called Unrealistic,” June 8, http://news.newamericamedia.org/news/view_article.html?article_id=a319ac411cc0ac77d080894928183809) Calum
The U.S. proposal to withdraw one-third of its troops from the divided Korean peninsula by the end of 2005 is unrealistic and Seoul will seek to negotiate a slower cutback process, South Korean security experts said on Tuesday.

Kim Tae-hyo, analyst at the government-affiliated Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, said the U.S. proposal to complete the troop reduction within 18 months conflicts with current plans to realign United States Forces Korea (USFK).

American forces have been in place on the Korean peninsula for decades in order to prevent an attack from North Korea.

Washington previously announced it would spend $11 billion over three years to upgrade its military capabilities here, but this enhancement would not be complete when the troop reduction proceeds under the new timeline, Kim explained.

``The U.S. reduction plan is much faster than its initial proposal and it seems that it is self-contradictory,'' he said.

Kim believed completing the withdrawal of 12,500 troops within one and a half years is not practical and Washington knows this.

``It could be a negotiating tactic or it could be that the U.S. is rushing now to get through its GPR plan,'' he said, referring to the Global Defense Posture Review to reshuffle American troops worldwide.

The accelerated U.S. troop reduction timeline, delivered Sunday during talks on the sidelines of the Future of the Alliance meeting in Seoul, came as a surprise to many observers and has intensified concerns over a security vacuum on the peninsula.

Seoul on Tuesday stressed that Washington's reduction proposal is not set in stone and will be further discussed by the USFK and South Korean Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Kim expressed confidence that the United States will agree to extend the deadline for the USFK reduction.

He said South Korea should present a detailed counterproposal for the reduction and discuss thoroughly how the United States will help prepare. ``A realistic compromise would be to start the process of reduction by 2006 when the USFK investment will be realized,'' he said.

Seoul will seek a staged cutback over seven or eight years in line with its own 10-year defense enhancement plan, Kim predicted. ``They could finish up with that sort of agreement,'' he said. ``What the U.S. is scared of is a drawn out 10- or 20-year process.''

However, Kim said the government will be pressed to pour more public funds into security. Seoul officials estimate the present 2.8 percent of gross national product spent on defense will be expanded to 3.2 percent as the United States pulls out.

``Already the current process of replacing the USFK is pushing the South Korean government to reshuffle its budget balance,'' he said. ``The problem is the difficult economic situation and getting public acceptance for a budget increase.'

Gradual withdrawal is the best option—we control the only link to deterrence and stability

Harrison 2001 –professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute (Selig, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, Issue 2, “Time to leave Korea?”, ProQuest, WEA)

Although the United States says its forces in Korea are meant to deter another invasion by the North, Pyongyang sees them as a genuine security threat, particularly because the technological superiority of U.S. and South Korean aircraft leaves North Korea vulnerable to a preemptive strike. On his return from Pyongyang in September 1999, Perry was asked why North Korea is seeking to develop long-range ballistic missiles. "I believe their primary reason ... is deterrence," he replied. "Whom would they be deterring? They would be deterring the United States. We do not think of ourselves as a threat to North Korea, but I truly believe that they consider us a threat to them."

President Clinton called off his projected trip to North Korea in January largely because he could not pin down a missile agreement in advance. In negotiations during and after Albright's visit, Pyongyang offered to discuss the terms for freezing the development of its long-range Taepodong missile, which would be able to reach the United States if some major technical problems were resolved.' But it balked at the U.S. demand that it end the production and deployment of its existing medium-range Nodong missile, which already can reach Japan and U.S. bases there. North Korea is seriously concerned that Japan might develop nuclear weapons and wants to retain the Nodong both to maximize its leverage in dealing with Tokyo and to deter any future U.S. military involvement in Korea. In contrast to the Nodong, the Taepodong is an expendable bargaining chip, since making it operational would require money and foreign help that Pyongyang does not have.

North Korea has offered to discuss the pullback of its forward-- deployed conventional forces at the 38th parallel and the complete dismantling of its missile and nuclear capabilities-but only if the United States agrees to a peace treaty ending the Korean War, followed by wide-- ranging arms control negotiations in which the redeployment of U. S. and South Korean forces and possible U.S. withdrawals would also be considered. If the United States were willing to reconsider the nature and role of its forces in Korea, the North might well accept a continuing U.S. ground presence for a transitional period of a decade or more.

So far, however, the United States has refused to entertain such proposals for change. Pentagon officials contend that U.S. forces are needed in Korea more than ever, not only to counter the threat of North Korean aggression but also to help stabilize Northeast Asia.

But the North is no longer likely to attempt a forcible reunification, as it did in 1950. Its former allies Russia and China oppose such an adventure and are now playing the role of honest brokers between the North and the South. Moreover, the North's economic difficulties have severely eroded its military readiness and its ability to sustain a protracted war. Pyongyang's forward deployments of tanks and artillery are intended to help deter a U.S. preemptive strike, not to prepare for another invasion.

As for the rationale that U.S. forces help "stabilize" Northeast Asia, the Pentagon's plans to use Korea as a base for military operations elsewhere in Asia could well aggravate regional tensions. Beijing has already warned that it would oppose the presence of U.S. forces in Korea after reunification, expressing particular concern that they might be used to conduct operations in Taiwan.

Deadline Key
The US should implement a phased withdrawal but with a set deadline

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 98) SLV

Nevertheless, it is important for the United States to set a deadline, or the ROK will have an incentive to delay fully augmenting its military as long as possible to maintain the U.S. security guarantee. Most Koreans, other than a minority of students whose leftist ideology blinds them to the threat from the North, would prefer to keep the American defense shield.66 Even leading opposition figure Kim Dae Jung says he supports a troop drawdown only as part of detente with the North. Moreover, the fallback position adopted by opponents of disengagement will be to seek a postponement rather than a cancellation, since the former usually turns into the latter, as it did with President Carter's plan. In the view of supporters of the ROK defense subsidy, the timing of a U.S. withdrawal will never be right, just as the point when Seoul is to reach military parity with the North always seems to be a few more years in the future. Therefore, Washington must insist that only the timing and details of the pullout, not the denouement itself, are subject to negotiation.

Timetable key

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 142, WEA)

Nevertheless, while it is important for Washington to work with Seoul to shape the withdrawal and inform other states in the region privately before any plan is announced, it is vital for the United States to emphasize that the decision has been made and to set a deadline, or else the ROK will have an incentive to delay fully augmenting its military as long as possible to maintain America’s security guarantee. Moreover, the opponents of disengagement then would seek postponement rather than cancellation, since the former usually turns into the latter, as it did with President Carter’s plan. Unfortunately, in the view of many supporters of the ROK defense subsidy, both American and South Korean, the timing will never be right, just as the point when Seoul is to reach military parity with the North always seems to slip a few more years into the future. Therefore, Washington must insist that only the timing and details of the pullout, not the denouement itself, are subject to negotiation. 

Reduction Solvency

Reducing US troop presence frees up resources to fight terrorism while still defending South Korea

STEVENS 2006 (Colonel Wayne Stevens, US Army War College, “Is US Forces Korea Still Needed on the Korean Peninsula?” March 15, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

The U.S. - ROK Alliance is clearly going through some strenuous times and challenges. A myriad of issues, most notably 9/11 are causing the U.S. to reconsider the usefulness and efficiency of U.S. military forces permanently stationed in South Korea. According to the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States of America, the U.S. will take preemptive acts as necessary to eliminate threats to the U.S. or allies and friends.103 The National Security Strategy goes further in saying that the U.S. will remain watchful and alert towards the dangers of North Korea, but will also expect South Korea to shoulder greater responsibilities in order to contribute more to the stability of the Northeast Asia region.104 United States Forces Korea is still needed on the peninsula. The USFK’s reach back capability to Pacific Command and its commitment to the Mutual Defense Treaty plays a key role in assisting the ROK in deterring aggression from external attack and providing stability within the Northeast Asia region. Although the strategic defense objectives of the U.S. - ROK Alliance over the decades primarily centered around defending the ROK and deterring the DPRK aggression in order to maintain peace on the peninsula, force structure changes are warranted due to global security issues and the impact of non-state actors and terrorist groups. America’s fight in the Global War on Terror and the realignment between countries such as China and South Korea or possibly China and Russia, and the pending desire for reunification of the two Koreas, makes a reduction of U.S. troops in Korea a wise decision.

Reduction of U.S. troops on the peninsula should not be viewed as a diminishing commitment to the alliance. A strong U.S. commitment to the alliance will continue as the U.S. enhances its missile defense capabilities and increases fire power.105 The U.S. plans to invest $11 billion in equipment and weapon systems for USFK troops.106 Strategically, the reductions

will also aid in alleviating some of the anti-American tensions on the peninsula by reducing the American footprint and providing the U.S. with a forward deployed basing to fight the GWOT and respond to emergencies within Northeast Asia and possibly throughout Asia-Pacific.107

The U.S. must work with the ROK to develop their defense capabilities and set the conditions for Seoul to become more self-reliant in providing for the security of their nation and in assuming wartime operational control of their forces. President Roh said in his speech to Korean Air Force Academy graduates that the ROK has military power that no one can

challenge and sufficient capabilities to defend itself.108 Michael O’Hanlon testified before the House Armed Services Committee that the South Korean forces are at least as strong as North Korea.109 President Roh may have been a little over optimistic in his assessment of ROK forces, but South Korea certainly has a remarkable military force that has the capability to enable South Korea to move toward and become a power balancer within the Northeast Asia region.

Smart Power Good

Key to fight terrorism and deal with other challenges

Chung 09 (Michael H., Department of Army Civilian, " U.S Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula Unification: A Cross cultural Perspective”,  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498023&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

Diverse levels of cultural understanding will be required to perceive specific intentions of specific actors and political groups. Culturally savvy leaders can motivate and influence diverse organizations to achieve desirable goals and positively impact the future of America. They need to exhibit strong cross-cultural communication skills, selfawareness, and confidence. U. S. leaders should think counter-intuitively regarding their own culture to identify successful strategies to promote democracy and better persuade North Korea to work for world peace. Asymmetric terrorism, especially when posed by North Korea’s nuclear ambition, has become the primary threat to U.S. efforts to maintain world peace and security, and to enhance international power equilibrium. Moreover, China has risen as a world superpower and as a potential new threat against our democratic efforts especially in Asia. The U.S. military strategy should shift from hard military power to soft diplomatic power, then further to smart power. “Soft power is the ability to affect others to obtain 16 the outcomes one wants through attraction rather than coercion or payment. A country's soft power rests on its resources of culture, values, and policies. A smart power strategy combines hard and soft power resources.” 19 The Center for Strategic and International Studies advises that “America must revitalize its ability to inspire and persuade rather than merely rely upon its military might. Despite the predominance of U.S. hard power, there are limits to its effectiveness in addressing the main foreign policy challenges facing America today.”20 In order to articulate the US foreign policy toward the Korean reunification correctly and consistently with Korean people and neighboring countries, the U.S. should initiate a smart power strategy to develop and implement a more streamlined outreach plan to achieve a beneficial long-term social interaction. 21

War Solvency
Removing US troops accelerates détente with North Korea and solves war
BANDOW 2007 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Why are We Still in Korea?” Antiwar.com, March 10, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/03/09/why-are-we-still-in-korea/) Calum
Indeed, U.S. officials have begun talks with Pyongyang intended to lead towards diplomatic recognition. After six years of refusing to negotiate with the North, the Bush administration’s new Korean policy appears to be detente with its former enemy. War is still possible, but seems ever less likely. America should reduce the chance still further by removing the only forces positioned to come into contact with Pyongyang.

Solvency – DPRK/ROK Relations
US withdrawal would foster peaceful negotiations between North and South Korea

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 98)

The United States should encourage the South to use an American phase-out as a bargaining chip with North Korea. Seoul should announce the withdrawal and give the DPRK two choices. One is to engage in serious negotiations over adoption of confidence-building measures and arms reduction. The other is to watch South Korea build up its military to match that of the North. Although it is impossible to predict how North Korea would respond, giving Pyongyang a choice would provide a useful test of the DPRK's intentions. Some analysts, such as the Carnegie Endowment's Selig Harrison, believe that the North has long been serious in its desire for arms reduction.67 In fact, when Harrison visited Pyongyang in late 1995, North Korean officials told him that they were "not opposed to the continued presence of American forces in South Korea."68 Past experience makes it difficult to give much credence to anything emanating from Pyongyang, but the DPRK's ongoing economic difficulties and what seems to be genuinely more responsive attitude suggest at least a reasonable possibility that it is prepared to change course.69 That North Korea might now be willing to accept (or even to encourage) U.S. force deployments is, of course, no reason to maintain them. But if Pyongyang is genuinely concerned about the possibility of South Korean aggression, it would have an especially powerful incentive to reach an accommodation with the ROK. Even if the North was lying to Harrison, it would still have strong reason to negotiate, since the alternative would probably be a South Korean program to spend its adversary into the ground. In fact, the Seoul government predicted as much in 1993: 

From a mid-and long-term perspective, the probability of peaceful coexistence between South and North Korea is predicted to increase. It is very likely that international crossrecognition of the two Koreas will come about as the worldwide conciliatory atmosphere warms after the Cold War era and as the four major regional powers corne to increasingly desire stability on the Korean peninsula. When North Korea takes into account the considerable gap between the two Koreas in terms of national power, the predicted loss of their military supremacy and the expected limit of Kim Jong Ii's charisma after Kim II Sung dies, they are predicted inevitably to renounce their strategy of communizing the South by force and to embrace a pragmatic opening and reforming of their society.

A2: Troops Deter China
US troops in Korea don’t help to stabilize Asia—they can only increase the risk of war with China
BANDOW 2007 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Why are We Still in Korea?” Antiwar.com, March 10, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/03/09/why-are-we-still-in-korea/) Calum
For some alliance advocates the defense of Korea long ago ceased to be an argument for defending Korea. Instead, they argue that U.S. forces serve a “dual use” function. That is, a garrison that protects the ROK also serves other military purposes in the region.

But Japan isn’t going to attack either Korea. It’s hard to imagine Washington sending its Korea-based Army division to hold fractious Indonesia together, restore democracy in Thailand, or battle Burma’s brutal military junta. No one threatens Australia and New Zealand. Rather, the only plausible alternative mission is “containing” China.

It’s a dubious goal. There isn’t much that a small American ground contingent could achieve against such a populous and geographically expansive power. Whatever the future course of U.S.-China relations, American participation in a ground war against the PRC seems inconceivable.

Nor does the ROK have any interest in becoming a base for U.S. operations against Beijing. Two years ago President Roh stated that Washington would require his government’s permission to use its Korean-based forces elsewhere in the region, and that South Korea would not be drawn into a needless war. Although the conservative opposition might triumph in Korea’s presidential election at the end of the year, the Grand National Party seems no more likely to allow America to turn the ROK’s next door neighbor, a potential regional or global superpower, into a permanent enemy.

Indeed, Washington has no need to “contain” the PRC. Beijing is decades away from military equality with America. Moreover, if the two nations’ interests clash, it will be over Washington’s continued domination of East Asia. The U.S. will remain influential in the region irrespective of China’s development. Attempting to keep Beijing down cannot justify war.

As for America’s allies, it is up to them to defend their own interests. Washington should devote its greatest effort to reducing the likelihood of future conflict.

The U.S. certainly need not be a constant meddler in East Asia, concerned with day-to-day geopolitical controversies. Rather, America should look on from afar, prepared to back up allied states in the unlikely event that a hegemonic power threatens to dominate Eurasia. War is in no way inevitable, and should not be treated as such.

The U.S.-ROK alliance has fulfilled its purpose. It no longer serves the interest of America or South Korea. It’s time for Washington to schedule a geopolitical retirement party.

South Korea will not allow the US to use troops in the peninsula against China
BANDOW 2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” Huffington Post, May 21, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html) Calum
At the same time, with the threat of a North Korean invasion dramatically diminished--whether or not Pyongyang was responsible for the ship sinking--Washington looks increasingly at other "dual uses" of American forces stationed in the peninsula. However, Seoul is unlikely to assent if the U.S. tries to turn the ROK into an advanced base in a regional conflict, particularly against China. Indeed, the South Korean government would be foolish beyond measure if it allowed Washington to turn the South into a military adversary of the ROK's increasingly powerful neighbor, a nation with a long memory.

A2: Troops Deter Japan

Those scenarios are highly improbable

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen, the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “The Korean Conundrum”, pg. 5) ZParks

What some Washington policymakers really hope to do is encircle and contain China. As noted earlier, some South Koreans desire a continued U.S. presence to deter Japanese aggression (which is about as likely as an invasion from Mars) or Chinese pressure (economic influence is inevitable, while military invasion is hardly imaginable), but America has little cause to station a permanent garrison in East Asia to protect a small client state from such unlikely threats—which are of little concern to Washington in any case. Instead, the United States is interested in permanent bases for use in other, more likely contingencies, such as a Sino-American conflict over Taiwan. However, officials in Seoul respond with horror when questioned about their potential involvement in such a conflict: they have no interest in turning their nation into a permanent enemy of China over an issue about which they have no concern. Yet they cannot expect Washington to promise to make war only on their terms. 

A2: Ground Troops Defend

US troops are useless

FEFFER 2004 (John, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus and author of a book on Korea, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea),” June 23, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html) Calum
The deeper issue, however, is the declining utility of American troops on the Korean peninsula. North Korea's conventional forces have deteriorated in strength over the last twenty years, even as Pyongyang has directed large portions of its stagnant government budget toward the military. South Korea's armed forces, which include 690,000 troops, have meanwhile steadily improved its capability. Because of the high cost of fuel and the lack of critical spare parts, North Korean military pilots train 13 hours a year, which is what an American pilot easily clocks in a month. Or to give another example of the growing disparity of forces, South Korea has the luxury to spend between ten and one hundred times more per soldier for their equipment and other needs.

Given the dramatic reversal of comparative strength between North and South, the tiny U.S. contingent – around 5 percent of South Korean troop strength – does not bring much to the table. The U.S. decision in 2003 to redeploy U.S. forces away from the DMZ has eliminated their function as a tripwire, the first line of defense against a North Korean invasion.

A2: Ground Troops Deter

US assets in Japan deter North Korea—ground troops aren’t important

FEFFER 2004 (John, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus and author of a book on Korea, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea),” June 23, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html) Calum

U.S. deterrent capacity, meanwhile, now resides in firepower based largely outside the peninsula, such as the Fifth Air Force and the Seventh Fleet, both based in Japan. As it did fifty years ago, U.S. airpower can reduce North Korea to rubble. North Korean leaders recognize that any attack they might launch across the DMZ would thus be suicidal. The presence of the remaining 25,000 U.S. troops does not alter this calculus.

A2: North Korea/Japan Invasion

North Korea and Japan won’t invade---lack capabilities

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen, the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “The Korean Conundrum”, pg. 5) ZParks

It comes as no surprise, then, that to many South Koreans, the burdens of the U.S. presence increasingly seem to outweigh the benefits.62 More than just radical students perceive the decreasing utility of the American presence. Even conservative policymakers believe that Pyongyang has neither the will nor the ability to stage a successful invasion; those who desire the continued presence of American soldiers usually point to other potential threats, most notably Japan. Yet the belief that Tokyo is likely to attempt to relive its colonial past in the peninsula is but a paranoid fantasy. Nor is it clear how Japan would do so, given the fact that South and North separately possess larger armies and Japan lacks the kind of airlift and sea-lift capabilities necessary for an invasion. 

A2: Chinese Aggression

Economic interdependence prevents Chinese aggression

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

China’s declared priority at present is economic growth.23 More cordial and strengthened trade relations with the U.S., Japan, and South Korea are vitally important to achieving China’s economic goal. The U.S. has embarked on a strategy that accommodates China’s economic goal. Similarly, trade between China, Japan and South Korea has increased. China will continue to act in a manner consistent with their economic policy which will seek further interdependence with Western economies and avoid conflict that would be disruptive. As China become more prosperous and closely connected economically to other nations, particularly South Korea, it will be less likely to risk hostilities that threaten regional stability and continued economic growth. 

A2: Withdrawal Hurts Cred

Withdrawal does not send a signal of weakness—2003 troop reductions prove they can only help negotiations

FEFFER 2004 (John, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus and author of a book on Korea, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea),” June 23, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html) Calum

The vortex of Korean politics can make even Donald Rumsfeld sound like the most radical Korean peace activist. "After the cold war," he declared on June 3, "U.S. forces have been stationed in South Korea for too long." The occasion was the announcement of the largest U.S. troop reductions from the Korean peninsula since the Korean War armistice, which took place 51 years ago this month. The Pentagon is withdrawing one-third of its forces from South Korea and sending a portion of them to Iraq.

Since this announcement comes at a time not of relative tranquility but rather of heightened tensions between the United States and North Korea, some critics have charged the Bush administration with sacrificing security in East Asia on the altar of its Iraq policy. "Scavenging troops from South Korea," writes Jon Wolfstahl in the International Herald Tribune, "sends exactly the wrong signal at the wrong time to U.S. allies and adversaries alike." These critics are missing the point. American troops are no longer needed on the Korean peninsula. The Bush administration's only mistake is in not going far enough. An even more dramatic withdrawal of U.S. troops would not compromise security and could even help unknot the ongoing negotiations between Washington and Pyongyang.

A2: Withdrawal From DMZ Solves

Withdrawal from the DMZ is not enough—South Korea has to take over

DAVINO 2004 (Colonel Michael Davino, US Army War College, “Should The U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423338&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

Senior U.S. military officers have long been aware of the dangerous predicament faced by U.S. forces deployed near the demilitarized zone.11 But it has only been recently announced that something is going to be done about it. The U.S. plans to re-deploy the 2 nd Infantry Division to an area south of the capital of Seoul.12 However, simply repositioning existing forces and maintaining them at their current levels may not be enough. Some senior members of the U.S. Administration feel that the ROK must assume more responsibility for its own defense and have advocated troop cuts. For example, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld recently stated that, “it is time for [the ROK] to set a goal for becoming somewhat more self-reliant,” although he has also said, “the scope and timing of any troop cuts have not been decided.”13

A2: Withdrawal Kills Readiness

US presence inhibits South Korean build up

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p71) SLV

For years ROK and American officials alike, at least when not propagandizing for higher U.S. defense outlays, have projected Seoul's imminent achievement of parity with the North. But the ROK never quite seems to get there. And it almost certainly will not, so long as it believes it can count on American military support. 

For instance, in 1970, after President Richard M. Nixon announced his plan to withdraw one U.S. division, South Korea's president Park Chung Hee stated that his nation's forces would be superior to those of the North by 1975.64 In 1975 President Park declared that in just a few more years the ROK would require no American assistance, not even air, naval, or logistical support. "We want the capability to defend ourselves, and that will take four or five years," he said.65 Two years later his cabinet issued a report stating that "the time frame for the withdrawal of the U.S. ground forces and our plans for a self-reliant national defense have coincided, as anticipated."66 In 1977 Kiichi Saeki, former president of the National Defense College ofJapan, opined that "it should not be impossible to achieve in time a military equilibrium ...between the two Koreas."67 Three years later, reported Larry Niksch of the Congressional Research Service, several South Korean and U.5. officials "expressed the view that a satisfactory balance could be achieved around 1984-85 if longer range plans went according to schedule."68 In 1982 Assistant Secretary of State James Buckley told Congress, "We have in Northeast Asia a strong and economically vital South Korea that is able to deter its northern neighbor from military advances."69 In the same year the ROK government boasted that "the Republic's defensive power is fully capable of meeting North Korean tank assaults and aerial offensives."70 

In 1983 South Korean leaders informed visiting congressmen that Seoul should reach military equality by 1986.71 In 1985 Adm. William Crowe, commander in chief of the Pacific Command, stated that "if South Korea has advance warning of an impending North Korean attack, they would be capable of defending the DMZ with in-place forces and with follow-on augmentation of regular and reserve forces."n Also in 1985 General Livsey observed, not only that the combined U.s.-ROK forces "are now able to defeat any renewed aggression from North Korea," but that "by the early 1990s, all comparisons between South and North Korea, including the military, will favor the ROK."73 
US forces dissuade South Korea from spending on defense

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p38)

There is another military cost of Washington's security guarantee-the consequences of discouraging the development of the ROK military. If America were truly concerned about the fate of allied nations, it would encourage them to become strong enough to deter and contain regional threats. Yet the U.S. tripwire not only allows, but positively encourages, the ROK to spend less on the military than it otherwise would. 

Intangible factors may also play a role. Melvyn Krauss of the Hoover Institution argues that because of Washington's dominant role, the South Koreans suffer "from a psychological inferiority complex and inadequate political will because they are constantly reminded of their extraordinary dependence on a foreign power for their survival by the presence of American ground forces in their country.'~ Any such feelings are obviously hard to measure and probably have lessened as the ROK has achieved so much economically and diplomatically, and particularly since it has created a functioning democracy so quickly.

A2: Sanctions Solve
Sanctions fail

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 34-35, WEA)

Over the objection of South Korea, the United States pushed the International Atomic Energy Agency to forward the issue of the North’s noncompliance to the UN Security Council, which could issue a warning or move directly to impose economic sanctions. Pyongyang has threatened to regard sanctions as a declaration of war; that is likely a bluff, since it would lose the most in any conflict.221 Nevertheless, the threat remains a worry. Whether sanctions would work is another question. The DPRK remains one of the world’s most isolated nations, but it is weaker and more vulnerable than it was a decade ago.222 It is more heavily reliant than ever on outside support— aid, remittances, and trade—and thus is susceptible to economic pressure.

Nevertheless, sanctions usually hurt the poor, vulnerable, and powerless the most. Increased suffering would be decisive only if it roused the disorganized and disheartened rural masses to revolt, which is unlikely, or inconvenienced a critical faction of the communist party and military, which is only slightly more plausible. Believing that another squeeze would bring the regime to heel probably represents the triumph of hope over experience.
Moreover, sanctions would not work without support of the surrounding countries. Yet none of the DPRK’s neighbors is eager to destabilize the North. Although the PRC has pressed Pyongyang to negotiate and evidenced annoy- ance at the latter’s behavior, that might not translate into a willingness to potentially destroy the regime. South Korea is even more strongly opposed to sanctions. It worries about undercutting the range of improved ROK–North Korean relations, including business opportunities.223 A return to a cold war on the peninsula is not in its interest.

More important, notes Edward Olsen, “Seoul does not want a North Korean hard landing any more than Pyongyang does.”224 The collapse of the DPRK could spark internal armed conflict that spills into the ROK. Even absent violence, refugees would undoubtedly flood south. During meetings with Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, an American observer reported that “one South Korean official said they’d prefer a nuclear North Korea to a collapsed North Korea.”225 Similarly, a delegation of South Koreans sent by President-elect Roh reportedly shocked their Washington hosts when they stated that it would be better for Pyongyang to acquire an atomic bomb than to collapse.226 
A2: USFK Inexpensive
US forces expensive to maintain in South Korea

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p36) SLV
America's apparently small and simple security umbilical cord to South Korea is actually quite expensive to maintain. The consequences of America's promise to go to war on the ROK's behalf could be expensive financially and catastrophic in human terms, given the potential casualties of any war. The annual budgetary impact, even in the absence of war, is serious. Moreover, Washington bears a political cost for its defense ties, though that price has fallen as the South has moved from dictatorship to democracy. Should the ROK's form of government ever change, however, America would undoubtedly bear, fairly or not, a large share of the popular blame. The Korean commitment also contributes to the overall expense of maintaining an oversized military more appropriate for an imperial than a republican foreign policy. That is, the Mutual Defense Treaty is one of Washington's many unnecessary military guarantees that collectively have deformed the nation's constitutional system by promoting the growth of state power at the expense of civil and economic liberty. Even more serious is the economic price paid by the United States for subsidizing the ROK, along with other increasingly productive trade competitors. All told, Washington's promises to Seoul are far more expensive than even most policymakers, let alone U.S. citizens, realize.

US Military presence in Korea is expensive

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p40) SLV
The direct marginal cost of stationing 37,000 troops in Korea is small by Washington standards-about $3 billion.16 In fact, U.s. officials have claimed that "the relative cost to the United States of our military presence in Korea is among the lowest of all foreign countries where we have stationed troopS."17 One reason for that is that the ROK theoretically offsets roughly half of America's cost. The cash offset was only about $300 million in 1995, but it is to gradually rise to $399 million by 199B. ,For the rest, reports the Department of Defense, Seoul "provides rent-free bases and facilities and forgoes taxes and customs on American troops. illS However, while some of those expenses represent genuine opportunity costs for Korea (the land could be put to commercial use, for instance), they do not help the United States cover its expenditures. Moreover, not charging another nation for the privilege of offering military protection is hardly an act of charity, especially when the presence of that other country's soldiers generates over $1 billion annually in economic benefits.19 

In any case, the most important expense is not deploying troops but raising and equipping them. A typical division costs from $5.7 billion to $6.B billion annually to maintain; an air wing, of which there are two in the ROK, runs between $2.4 billion and $3.0 billion.20 Thus, creating and sustaining the relevant units cost substantially more than the specific costs associated with stationing them in Korea-probably at least $10.5 billion to $12.7 billion more. 

Moreover, as Ravenal observes, "The continued commitment of one ground division is just the tip of the iceberg."2l The expense of all the military units-Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Forcethat are earmarked for a Korean conflict must also be included. In 1990 Ted Galen Carpenter of the Cato Institute estimated that cost at about $16 billion (in 1996 dollars). Adding in a proportionate share of the Pentagon's overhead, though no easy task, boosts the figure. In 1991 Ravenal figured the total cost of defending East Asia at about $39 billion (46.1 billion 1996 dollars).22 Korea's defense accounted for about half of that outlay.23 Thus, while the exact cost of America's Korean guarantee depends heavily on the parameters of one's analysis, it is clearly well above the oft-cited $3 billion. And the Clinton administration is committed to maintaining the status quo not just in Korea but throughout East Asia.

Gap growing between ROK and the US due to US maintenance of forces in Korea

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p53) SLV

The financial disadvantage suffered by America as a result of its Korean protectorate is dramatic. In 1981 the United States spent about $799 per capita on defense, compared to $113 spent by South Korea. In 1994 America's per capita military outlay ran $1,079, compared to $311 in the ROK. Obviously, the South's lower expenditures in part reflect its lower per capita GDP, though in the same years per capita defense spending by the much poorer North Korea was a good deal higher-$175 in 1981 and a comparable $229 in 1994. More important, the gap between Seoul and America actually widened over a decade when the South was enjoying much faster economic growth. It was one thing for America to accept that sort of economic disadvantage in the 1950s and 1960s to encourage economic growth in what was a desperately poor nation. Such a policy today, when profitable Korean manufacturers successfully compete in most major American markets, is frankly inane. 

And America's protection has been critical to the ROK's competitive success. Without U.S. defense subsidies, the South could not have promoted industrialization with as much fervor as it did during the 1970s, nor would it have been likely to create entrepreneurial incentives, such as tax breaks.86 Equally important, Seoul probably could not have begun in the early 1990s what one reporter calls "a spending binge" on R&D "to become more self-reliant."87

A2: Presence key to trade
ROK implements barriers against trade regardless of US presence

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p57)

The mere presence of 37,000 U.S. soldiers in the South does not materially strengthen Washington's hand in any trade dispute. To the contrary, Seoul has long resisted trade liberalization by claiming that any step that hurt its economy would undercut American security goals. Some ROK officials argue that South Koreans prefer U.S. goods to competing products out of gratitude for American military support, though such an impact, impossible to measure if present, is modest at best. The ROK does not import a disproportionate number of American products, ran a string of trade surpluses in the 1980s, and continues to impose numerous barriers against U.S. imports.1 Short of marching on the Blue House, home of the South's president, American soldiers can do little to enhance access for, say, U.S. cigarette exporters. The knowledge that American taxpayers are paying to protect a nation that closes parts of its market to the United States causes U.s. negotiators to be more petulant, not more persuasive. 
In fact, after more than four decades of protecting South Korea, Washington continues to fight South Korean barriers to such American products as automobiles. Complains Paul Pheby, a managing director of Peregrine Investment Holdings Ltd., "These days, it's not so easy to tell which of the two Koreas is open and which is more closed."2 Washington might exercise greater influence if it seriously threatened to bring home its troops, but it would have to be prepared to follow through, which, of course, would give the lie to the argument that the security commitment serves important American interests. For that reason, William Taylor of the Center for Strategic and International Studies has warned that "a linkage between trade and troop deployment will seriously undermine U.S. interests in the region."3 
And the United States could ill afford to promiscuously issue that most serious of threats; to do so would quickly complicate relations with Seoul, perhaps even causing South Korea to respond to the attempted blackmail by demanding the troops' withdrawal. Even the sort of run-of-the-mill pressure presently exerted by Washington to encourage agricultural liberalization, for instance, has caused significant popular indignation. Sung-Hoon Kim, dean of the Graduate School of Social Development at Chung-Ang University, warns that "quite a few people ... resent U.S. pressure." Indeed, he adds, "In recent years the traditionally conservative farmers (23 percent of the total population) have rushed to join the radical anti-US groUp."4 In September 1995 radical students rallied in the city of Kwangju against America's perceived role in the 1980 military crackdown on advocates of democracy, a traditional cause, and U.S. demands that the ROK open its auto market. To play politics with what Koreans view as their security lifeline would greatly exacerbate that sort of resentment.

Withdrawal Boosts Economic Growth

Withdrawal provides economic benefits

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p58) SLV

Conversely, a withdrawal not linked to economic disputes would offer clear economic advantages for America. The result would be either detente on the peninsula or a substantial South Korean military build-up. The first course would open new markets for America in the North.5 The second would eliminate Seoul's artificial economic advantage, due to Washington's defense subsidy, in international markets and probably lead to additional weapons purchases from U.S. manufacturers.
A2: Withdrawal kills US influence

US influence limited regardless of presence
Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p60) SLV
The alliance brings some benefits. The absence of an American security guarantee would obviously reduce Washington's ability to influence the ROK. But that presumed clout was difficult enough to exercise even during the Korean War, when the Rhee regime depended on Washington for its survival. Indeed, Washington could barely restrain Rhee from upsetting the entire armistice. On matters important to Seoul-such as preservation of military rule by the Park and Chun dictatorships-Washington' s influence has long been minimal. Even personal pressure from President Gerald Ford achieved no practical results, despite his belief that Park "would modify some of his more repressive policies."12 Secretary of State George Shultz later complained that Jlyou can't snap your fingers and make people do what you think."13 And America's ability to influence events has diminished still further in today's Korean democracy.
US can exercise influence regardless of a withdrawal

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p65) SLV
Withdrawing troops from the ROK would not preclude U.S. involvement in regional organizations, promotion of reconciliation and cooperation between tense neighbors, preservation of access to bases in an emergency, and naval visits to show the American flag. 

U.S. economic, cultural, and political ties would remain strong. Washington, with a strong mid-Pacific presence, would retain the option of becoming reinvolved in East Asia if it desired. As Carpenter puts it, 

Only if it could be established that the fall of South Korea would lead inexorably to the neutralization or subjugation of Japan and America's other trading partners in the Far East would the ROK itself be more than a minor stake. Taken collectively, the nations of the Pacific Rim constitute (as do the nations of Western Europe) a limited rather than merely a peripheral U.S. security interest-primarily because of economic considerations. But the notion that a North Korean conquest of the South would lead to the collapse of capitalist East Asia is little more than an updated version of the simplistic and discredited domino theory.32 

The only plausible argument that Korea's fall could trigger such a disaster-that phasing out an antiquated defense guarantee to a small nation across the Pacific Ocean would unhinge the entire region's stability-requires the existence of the sort of aggressive, hegemonic threat once posed by communism. But the Soviet Union is gone and the People's Republic of China is a poor substitute. As discussed in greater detail in chapter 7, while Beijing's military is growing, its capabilities remain modest; moreover, so far the PRC's ambitions appear limited, though Beijing is more assertive than in the past. Even if the ROK, by virtue of its highly symbolic role in the Cold War struggle with Moscow and China, was important in 1950, it is not today. 

In fact, the Truman administration originally didn't believe that South Korea's survival was vitally important even then. In September 1947, as the Cold War was deepening, the Joint Chiefs of Staff declared that the Korean peninsula was strategically unimportant. Before the invasion, General MacArthur maintained that the United States needn't defend the ROK.33 Dean Acheson excluded the South from America's so-called defense perimeter, as did Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman Tom Connally.34 Republican members of Congress were no more enthused about acquiring another expensive client state.35 The Pentagon actually acknowledged that an American military withdrawal, which it nevertheless advocated, meant that Soviet domination of the South would "have to be accepted as a probability."36
Intelligence Failure

US intelligence will fail—we will miss a deliberate attack or respond to false threats in ways that provoke North Korea

DAVINO 2004 (Colonel Michael Davino, US Army War College, “Should The U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423338&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

Throughout the years, the U.S. forces in their vulnerable garrisons between Seoul and the demilitarized zone have served as a so-called “tripwire.” Any invasion by the DPRK would cause heavy casualties among these U.S. ground troops and certainly trigger U.S. reinforcement. As Colin Powell, who commanded an infantry battalion in Korea during the early

1970’s, wrote, the “2nd Infantry Division was there, to put it bluntly, to provide a buffer of American flesh and blood. We were there to obstruct a North Korean attack. If and when that danger ever lifted, the Army would pull out.”7 Although this strategy has apparently worked well, over the course of years since Powell served in Korea the U.S. forces have become more vulnerable. The maximum effective range of weapons has increased and the camps of the 2nd Infantry Division are “within mortar and artillery range of North Korea….”8 The camps of most of the frontline ROK Army divisions are also very vulnerable to this artillery. It has been assumed that friendly forces would receive some type of advance warning of an impending attack by the DPRK so that they could deploy out of their garrisons and disperse to and dig in at tactical assembly areas or man prepared battle positions. The significance of an accurate and unambiguous prediction of an impending North Korean attack cannot be overstated. In addition to allowing forces to deploy to assembly areas and battle positions for defensive operations, it is also required to allow time for evacuation of the 72,000 American noncombatants in South Korea.9

Unfortunately, there is obviously some doubt that the intelligence community can provide the necessary warning. Our history is filled with examples of significant intelligence failures such as Pearl Harbor, the 1950 North Korean attack, the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the September 11, 2001 attacks, as well as the failure to accurately assess Iraqi weapons of mass destruction prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom last year. There is also a danger in the event that our intelligence

South Korea Can Defend

Even if North Korean forces are strong, South Korea can easily defend itself

DAVINO 2004 (Colonel Michael Davino, US Army War College, “Should The U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423338&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum
Despite the numerical superiority of the North Korean forces, the ROK’s armed forces stack up quite well. Citing evaluation methodology used by the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment, Dr. Michael O’Hanlon, a defense expert and senior fellow at the Brookings Institute, believes that the South Korean’s “ground combat weapons capabilities to be roughly three-fourths as great as the DPRK's….”67 In the air, the ROK fares even better, “factoring in attack helicopters, its aggregate air capabilities are slightly greater than the North’s….”68 The South’s navy is also highly effective and has outmatched its northern counterpart in several recent clashes along the sea frontier. There is still room for improvement in the ROK’s capabilities, particularly “in the areas of command, control, and communications; chemical and biological defenses; and precision munitions.”69 The ROK MND has also stated that it is not yet ready to assume responsibility for the counter-artillery fire headquarters and Joint Security Area (JSA) missions.70 Despite these shortfalls, in a purely defensive operation to repel a North Korean attack and restore the status quo, the ROK armed forces appear more than adequate for the task. OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF DEFENSE CAPABILITIES The ROK is clearly superior to the DPRK in the diplomatic, informational, and economic measures of national power. Although the North Koreans have a clear quantitative advantage in military power, the ROK has a growing qualitative edge. Moreover, the ROK spends just about 3 percent of its GDP on defense in comparison with the 3.3 percent spent by the U.S. and the 25 percent spent by the DPRK.71 A relatively small increase in defense spending by the ROK could significantly improve its military ability to defend itself and further reduce its dependence on U.S. forces. In its most recent statement on defense policy, the ROK MND has sought a national consensus for increasing defense spending to 3.2 – 3.5 percent of GDP.72 This would still be significantly lower than the 6.3 percent spent by Israel and Taiwan, countries that also face a constant threat from powerful adversaries.73

Washington forces aren’t necessary – South Korea is forging regional ties and can defend itself

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p33) SLV

Of course, official Washington claims that the Korean commitment does serve U.S. interests. According to the Department of Defense, the alliance "is a vital component in our national objective of supporting and promoting democracy."l Yet that argument-which, notably, does not claim that Korea's protection is vital to the security of America-appears to be little more than an afterthought. The continuing U.S. commitment seems to largely reflect the power of inertia. In early 1995 the Department of Defense declared, “Our security relationship with the Republic of Korea continues to be central to the stability of the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia, as it has been for over 40 years."2 While America's presence probably was central to the maintenance of peace 40 years ago, it is not obviously so today. Indeed, the burden of proof surely lies with those who would retain the existing arrangement. In 1953, after the South had been devastated by war and Chinese forces remained in North Korea, there was a strong argument for America's defense guarantee. But that was more than four decades ago. The ensuing years have rendered obsolete every assumption underlying the Mutual Defense Treaty. First, there is no more Cold War, during which Washington assumed that any regional conflict had global implications. A North Korean invasion-unlikely, given the shifting balance of power on the peninsula-would no longer be tied to an expansive, hegemonic threat to the United States.  Second, Pyongyang can no longer expect support from China and Russia, which armed and supported the DPRK during the Korean War. In fact, South Korea has been forging close relations, including some military ties, with those two giant neighbors. Third, the ROK is no longer backward economically or politically. It vastly outstrips its northern antagonist and could easily achieve an overwhelming military advantage if it so desired. Fourth, East Asia is no longer filled with weak neighbors, such as Japan and the Philippines, vulnerable to communist aggression. Finally, the war in which tens of thousands of young Americans perished to preserve the South's independence, and which created a strong emotional barrier to any change in the two nations' relationship, is now more than 40 years rather than a few months or years old.  In short, none of the original arguments for America's security commitment, backed not only by the 37,000 soldiers on the peninsula but also by the full military faith and credit of the United States, now applies. If there is a case for continuing the ROK's security dependence on America, it must be made anew. And it must take into account the substantial costs of retaining Seoul as a de facto protectorate.
South Korea can defend itself militarily

Nautilus Institute 05 (The Nautilus Institute, Policy Forum Online, Joong-Ang Ilbo Editorial, “Discussion of "U.S. Can't Act Alone in North", http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/0541ADiscussion.html/?searchterm=%22military%20presence%22) ZParks

South Korea is well prepared to face a North Korea threat even without the US support based on current South Korea military combat readiness and the availability of emergency facilities throughout the capital and suburban regions. Hence, there is no longer a need for a US military presence in South Korea. The statement/remark by the South Korea President that South Korea alone is incapable of dealing with threats posed by North is politically correct but deceptively misleading. His views would probably be accepted three decades ago. However based on present military technological hardware and readiness by the South Korea armed force, South Korea is more than ready to tackle all North Korea threats and attacks, if any even without US support. Unknown to all, US justification in maintaining military presence in South Korea is to continuously reinforced the perception that South Korea is weak and incapable of defending itself in the face of a North Korea invasion. However this position can no longer be accepted in the light of North Korea obsolete military armament vis-vis South Korea advanced military hardware. To continuously assume that South Korea is incapable of handling all North threats reflect a lack of appreciation and understanding of the spirit of the people of South Korea even after five decades of rapid economic development and military readiness. 

A2: North Korea Would Win
Even if North Korea has more troops, they suck

Bandow 2009 – JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times (6/16, Doug, Cato, “A tattered umbrella”, originally in the National Interest, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10293, WEA)

The so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has a strong numerical military advantage over the South: about 1.1 million personnel under arms, compared to fewer than seven hundred thousand for Seoul. Pyongyang also has impressive numbers of other weapons, including more than four thousand tanks and roughly eighteen thousand artillery pieces. 

However, most of the North's equipment is decades old, a generation or two behind even that of the long-gone Soviet Union. Training is minimal and many of the DPRK's military personnel perform construction and similar tasks. The Korean peninsula's rugged geography favors defense. Putting thousands of antiquated tanks backed by hundreds of thousands of malnourished soldiers on the move south would create a human "turkey shoot" of epic proportions.

Anyway, the ROK's numerical inferiority is a matter of choice, not an immutable artifact of geography. In its early years the South's resources were sharply limited. But today, South Korea is thought to have upwards of forty times the North's GDP. Seoul also possesses a substantial industrial base, sports high-tech expertise and enjoys a sterling international credit rating. The ROK's population is twice that of the North. South Korea could spend more than the equivalent of North Korea's entire economy on defense if the former wished. But it hasn't wished to do so, preferring to rely on Washington instead. 

Withdraw/Restructure Solvency

The plan frees up resources and solves overstretch

DAVINO 2004 (Colonel Michael Davino, US Army War College, “Should The U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423338&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

The U.S. must act on the findings of its ongoing evaluation of its force structure in Korea in the context of the entire Pacific region as well as its worldwide commitments. With the heavy requirements for ground combat forces to prosecute the global war on terror and to maintain an open-ended commitment for stability and support operations in Iraq, we can ill afford to have ground forces tied to one area. This situation is exacerbated because at any given time one or two maneuver brigades are being transformed to Stryker Brigade Combat Teams or to digitized heavy brigades and are therefore unavailable for employment.

ELIMINATE REDUNDANT HEADQUARTERS

The senior U.S. commander in Korea commands the ROK – U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC), the United Nations Command (UNC) and U.S. Forces Korea (USFK), a subunified command of USPACOM. The U.S. Army currently devotes two army service component command (ASCC) headquarters, a corps headquarters and two theater support command

headquarters to the USPACOM AOR.74 These Army and joint headquarters command, control and support just two Army infantry divisions (one in Korea and one in Hawaii), each of which is short a ground maneuver brigade, and a separate light infantry brigade in Alaska. This proliferation of headquarters, the heavy focus on Korea, and significant amount of effort preparing forces for a war on the peninsula, is not an efficient use of high-demand personnel billets and other increasingly scarce resources.

A more efficient Army force structure for command and control of its forces in Korea and in the Pacific would be to eliminate one of the ASCC headquarters in Korea along with one of the theater support command headquarters. The remaining ASCC headquarters could continue to be stationed in Hawaii with a small forward element remaining in Korea. The two theater support command headquarters, the 19 th Theater Support Command in Taegu, ROK and the 9th Theater Support Command at Camp Zama, Japan, could be downsized and combined into one command stationed in Japan with a small forward element in Korea. These steps would help reduce our footprint in the ROK.

GROUND COMBAT FORCES

The major U.S. ground combat element in Korea, the 2 nd Infantry Division, should be withdrawn and re-stationed at Fort Lewis, Washington. One brigade could be stationed in Korea well south of the DMZ and Seoul on a rotational basis. This brigade could reinforce ROK Army forces in the event of war, however it should also be available for employment elsewhere in the Pacific theater. A Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) would probably be an ideal force for this mission if the Army achieves its goal of fielding six Stryker brigades, a number which would allow an adequate total number of SBCTs in the continental U.S. for rotation purposes. This would lead to a significant reduction in the total strength of U.S. forces in Korea during peacetime and a presence that may be more acceptable to the increasing number of Koreans that are calling for withdrawal.

Navy/Marines Solve 

US Navy and Marine assets are sufficient to protect South Korea

DAVINO 2004 (Colonel Michael Davino, US Army War College, “Should The U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423338&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

In the future, the U.S. support to the defense of the ROK should be mainly provided in the form of air and maritime power as previously advocated in the Nixon doctrine. Heavy U.S. ground forces would deploy and fall in on pre-positioned as a last resort, rather than being forward deployed as a tripwire. The U.S. Air Force currently stations two fighter wings in

Korea, one at Osan Air Base south of Seoul and another at Kunsan Air Base along the southwest coast.80 The Air Force should continue to maintain these forces at a high state of readiness, fully focus them on the Korean Theater of Operations and modernize them as required. The current Air Force structure can probably support dedicating these two wings solely to Korea better than can the Army, with its limited structure and current commitments, dedicate two maneuver brigades solely to Korea.

U.S. Navy and Marine forces in Korea are relatively small and are focused on reinforcing the existing U.S. forces on the peninsula. These services can make a substantial contribution to the defense of Korea without having a large permanent presence in the country. Naval forces currently home-ported in Japan and Marine Corps units in Okinawa are well positioned to rapidly respond to a contingency on the Korean Peninsula as well as elsewhere in the Northeast Asia region. The Marines should continue to rotate forces to conduct exercises regularly in Korea. In the event that it eventually becomes impossible or undesirable to continue to maintain the current, relatively large Marine ground force in Okinawa, the U.S. could consider stationing a Marine ground combat element in the Pohang area. The Marines currently maintain an austere expeditionary camp on the southeastern Korean coast that can probably be expanded.

No DPRK Attack

North Korea doesn’t want war and South Korean forces plus US air support would quickly defeat them

CUMMINGS 2004 (Colonel John Cummings, US Army War College, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?” May 3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Calum

Due to the degradation of North Korean conventional forces and in light of the recent North Korean policy of developing nuclear weapons, it is unlikely that North Korea would launch a conventional attack on South Korea. However, in the unlikely event of such an attack, South Korea with assistance from the U.S. Navy and Air Force, could defeat the attack. North Korea’s policy to develop nuclear weapons is similar to the massive retaliation strategy of the 1950s Eisenhower administrations. Both governments want to portray credible military strength to attain national interests at the lowest possible cost.

The Eisenhower Administration’s policy wanted to decrease taxes and military spending in order to build a stronger U.S. economy. Reliance on a strategy of massive retaliation with nuclear weapons was much cheaper than maintaining large conventional forces. Unfortunately, as later events were to prove, this strategy resulted in the U.S. forces being unable to influence any struggle, short of a thermo-nuclear exchange, concerning a national interest. North Korea’s policy is to gain concessions from U.S. and other regional powers to meet the objective of regime survival. Like the Eisenhower Administration, North Korea is pursuing a policy of relying on nuclear weapons to meet the nation’s policy objectives because it is cheaper than maintaining a large standing army. This policy is probably contributing to the degradation of their conventional forces capability.

A2: ROK US Alliance DA

Alliance can exist without ground presence

Hamm 06 (Taik young, Professor of Political Science at Kyungnam University, “The Self-Reliant National Defense of South Korea and the Future of the U.S.-ROK Alliance”, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/0649Hamm.html/?searchterm=%22withdrawal%22) ZParks

In the long run, Korea will be compelled to carry out cool- headed cost-benefit analyses of the ROK-U.S. alliance, centering on the China factor as well as issues in economic cooperation, such as the FTA talks, and defense burden sharing. The alliance with the U.S. does not constitute an end in itself but a means for establishing peace and reunification on the Korean peninsula. A regional ROK-U.S. alliance in the future could be an "alliance without U.S. troops" or a "political" (that is, non-military) alliance. Owing to the transfer of the wartime OPCON and defense reform, Seoul would be able to replace U.S. components of the military cooperation, alleviating the need for U.S. ground troops on Korean soil. The regional alliance should be a strictly defensive alliance that rejects a war of preemption. As it would be difficult for the ROK to say no to the call to join the U.S. in an armed conflict in the region, a provision for the veto power of the ROK to reject any unwanted armed conflict is in order in a future mutual defense treaty.

A2: South Korea Prolif DA
ROK won’t proliferate
Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 28, WEA)

South Koreans worry far more about the possibility of a war arising from miscalculation or clumsy U.S. policy than they worry about a premeditated attack. An aggressive misstep toward Pyongyang would be bothersome for the United States; it would be disastrous for the South. Policymakers in Seoul, within easy reach of North Korean artillery and Scud missiles, remember their vulnerability on a daily basis. Said President Roh: war “is such a catastrophic result that I cannot even imagine. We have to handle the North–South relations in such a way that we do not have to face such a situation.”163

Even worse, many South Koreans believe that U.S. policy poses the greatest threat to their security. Observes Seongho Sheen: “North Korea’s nuclear and other WMDs are perceived as deterrence measures against the United States rather than offensive weapons aimed at South Korea. South Korea increasingly regards an unprovoked attack by North Korea as unlikely and tends to emphasize North Korean ‘intention’ as opposed to ‘capability’ with regard to its WMD and missiles. Many South Koreans think that it is impossible for North Korea to use WMD on fellow Koreans.”164 

A2: ROK Econ DA—Defense Spending Internal 

No impact to increased defense burden 

Lim 7—Fellow at the Korea Development Institute (Wonhyuk, Economic Consequences of ROK-U.S. Separation, 27 November 2007, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07086Lim.html, AMiles)

USFK = US forces in Korea 

With regard to the increase in defense burden caused by the termination of the alliance, it would be useful to recall that the ROK managed to build its deterrent capability in the 1970s in conjunction with its HCI drive when it was faced with a reduced security commitment from the U.S.-and when it had far less economic and security resources than now, especially relative to the DPRK. With the world's thirteenth largest economy, the ROK should be able to handle its security challenges much more effectively. In such defense-related industries as shipbuilding, electronics, steel, and automobiles, the ROK is one of the top five producers in the world. It also holds the world's fourth largest foreign reserves, after China, Japan, and Taiwan. The ROK has indeed come a long way since the early 1960s when it was one of the poorest countries in the world.  According to an estimate provided by the Ministry of National Defense to the National Assembly in September 2002, the value of USFK equipment and materiel ranges from 14.0 to 25.9 billion dollars depending on assumptions. With the ROK's current GDP close to $1 trillion, the cost of replacing USFK equipment and materiel amounts to 1.4 to 2.6 percent of GDP. Although this is not a small sum of money, it is by no means unaffordable for the ROK. In fact, as a percentage of GDP, this additional defense expenditure is much smaller than the burden the ROK had to bear in the 1970s to build up its military. As Figure 1 in the previous section showed, the ROK's defense spending as a percentage of GDP increased from 3.47 percent in 1973 to 5.95 percent in 1980. Although an increase in defense expenditure is likely to raise fiscal deficit or reduce government spending in economic and social areas, its adverse impact on overall economic growth is likely to be manageable. According to a simulation study released in 2003, the ROK's annual GDP is expected to decline by 1.20 to 1.25 percent each year when the ROK's defense expenditure as a percentage of GDP is increased (by debt financing) from 2.9 percent to 3.5 percent for each of next seven years to replace USFK equipment and materiel.(12) Also, the ROK's experience with a rapid defense build-up in the 1970s suggests that an increased defense burden of this magnitude would not have a large adverse effect on the economy. 

A2: ROK Econ DA—US/ROK Trade Internal 

Economic ties won’t be hurt and there’s no impact 

Lim 7—Fellow at the Korea Development Institute (Wonhyuk, Economic Consequences of ROK-U.S. Separation, 27 November 2007, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07086Lim.html, AMiles)

As for the spillover effect on bilateral economic relations, it is important to recall that even the acrimonious exchange of words in the security area from 2002 to 2005 did not have a significant economic impact on investment and trade ties between the U.S. and ROK. For the United States, the ROK is now the seventh largest trading partner, ahead of such Western European countries as France and Italy; whereas, for South Korea, the United States is the third largest trading partner, after China and Japan. Although ROK-U.S. interaction has had a positive influence on the ROK's institution-building efforts in the economic area, this effect should not be overstated. On balance, the ROK's accession to the GATT/WTO, OECD, and other international norm-setting institutions has had a greater impact on economic liberalization than has the ROK's alliance relationship with the U.S. It should also be noted that many non-U.S. allies, including China, have adopted global economic norms as part of their requirements for joining international organizations. Moreover, the ROK's economic development since the 1960s has reduced its dependence on the U.S. In particular, as Figure 2 shows, China's increasing relative importance to the ROK in economic terms has become unmistakable in recent years. In 1991, the year before the ROK and China normalized relations, China bought only 1.4 percent of the ROK's exports while the U.S. accounted for 25.8 percent. By 2003, however, China's share of the ROK's exports had increased to 18.1 percent while the U.S. share had declined to 17.7 percent. Of course, as the controversy over the ancient kingdom of Koguryo in 2004 suggests, the increasing economic importance of China does not mean that the ROK would lean toward China at the expense of the U.S. The ROK's more diversified economic portfolio just means that it has more independence.(13) More fundamentally, the extent to which trade tends to "follow the flag" seems to have been reduced in the post-Cold War era. In fact, some have argued that while U.S. allies were "too important to fail" during the Cold War, security considerations no longer play a prominent role in determining a response to a major economic crisis like the Asian crisis in 1997-98. The integration of former (and some current) socialist countries into the global economy seems to have accentuated the tendency to decouple security considerations from economic issues.

A2: ROK Econ DA—Investment Internal  

No link and our strikes advantage turns it 

Lim 7—Fellow at the Korea Development Institute (Wonhyuk, Economic Consequences of ROK-U.S. Separation, 27 November 2007, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07086Lim.html, AMiles)

Although the prevailing assumption is that foreign investment is unsustainable in the ROK without a U.S.-guaranteed peace, it should be asked how essential security is in determining investment inflows and how crucial the U.S. guarantee is in maintaining the peace on the Korean peninsula. As for the first question, although security may be regarded as the most fundamental variable, what actually played a larger role is the ROK's policy on investment liberalization and commercial attractiveness of its assets. Figure 3 on FDI (Foreign Direct Investment) inflows and Table 1 on the foreign investors' share of ROK stock-market capitalization show that the dramatic increase in investment flows took place in the post-crisis period. Moreover, the investor reaction to the nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula for more than a decade suggests that the critical variable is the possibility of war, not the quality of the military alliance per se. In fact, if the ROK-U.S. alliance is strong but is about to launch a pre-emptive strike on the DPRK, investors are likely to take flight from the Korean peninsula and its neighboring countries. When the nuclear crisis broke for the first time in February-March 1993, the market capitalization of the Korean Stock Exchange declined by 6.5 percent. At this time, there was hardly any strain in the ROK-U.S. alliance, but investors were seriously concerned about a military conflict on the Korean peninsula over the DPRK's nuclear program. By contrast, when investors apparently interpreted the DPRK's brinkmanship in 2005 as an attempt to draw attention from the U.S. and break a diplomatic deadlock, the Korean stock market achieved solid gains. 
A2: Deterrence DA
Withdrawal doesn't affect deterrence on North Korea – not perceived

Roehrig, 08 – Associate Professor in the National Security Decision Making Department at the U.S. Naval War College (Terence, "On Korea", Academic Paper Series, 2008, June 27th 2010, p. 145, KONTOPOULOS) PDF
Although the U.S. withdrawals and relocations might have been used as leverage to obtain concessions from North Korea, it is not certain this would have been successful. Indeed, according to one line of argument, the relocation of U.S. forces to positions south of Seoul would free Washington to conduct a military strike on the North with less fear of retaliation on its forces close to the DMZ. Statements from North Korea indicate the North may believe this possibility as well.61 Given the current climate of U.S.-DPRK relations, it is unlikely Pyongyang would perceive U.S. policy to be softening and interpret these changes as such. Thus, the overall impact of U.S. force changes on deterrence is negligible.
Port calls and troops in Japan solve perception of commitment 

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks
Finally, it is entirely possible to withdraw the permanent U.S. military forces from Korea without withdrawing from the region. U.S. presence in Japan and Okinawa, in addition to the presence of U.S. carriers in the East and Yellow Seas, will demonstrate a sustained U.S. military commitment to the region. U.S. ship visits to ports throughout Korea will show the flag and U.S. resolve in regional security. Christopher Yung of the Korean Institute for Defense Analyses recently observed, “Korea ranked in seventh in the region for Seventh Fleet port visits.”49 Increased port calls and combined training exercises is an effective means to advance U.S. interests in the region without the baggage of a permanent presence or intrusion upon the sovereign territory of another nation. Of the 75,000 troops stationed in the region, 30,000 are in Korea. The bulk of ground combat power in South Korea comes from the 680,000 man ROK Army. U.S. ground forces consists of two (to be reduced to one) brigade of mechanized infantry, and an Army headquarters with its supporting units.50 The relative combat power of U.S. ground forces in Korea vis-à-vis DPRK forces is minimal. Their presence largely represents a commitment to the bilateral treaty with the ROK and the UN Armistice. From a defense perspective, the need for continued U.S. forces presence after reunification is questionable. If Congress doesn’t dissolve them due to increased budgetary pressures and emphasis on burden sharing, they can be relocated to Hawaii, Guam, or Alaska. Prepositioned sets of brigade size equipment can ensure ready response to the peninsula in the event of crisis. 

Credible military deterrent still exists post withdrawal 
*card conflicts with regionalism advantage*

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks
The U.S. will continue to maintain vital interests in the region and retain a credible military presence to protect them. U.S. vital interests in the Asia Pacific region include increased foreign trade, a key component to continued U.S. prosperity. Currently, U.S. trade with Asia far exceeds trade with Europe representing thirty percent of all U.S. exports and millions of domestic jobs.48 The U.S. will continue to honor treaty obligations with Korea and Japan and seek to maintain open navigation and security of the strategic sea lanes in the region. Maintaining alliances and remaining engaged in the region is important to a successful nonproliferation strategy. Failure to successfully mediate the current North Korean nuclear crisis and maintain a balance of power in the region may result in South Korea and Japan pursuing WMD. However, the U.S. can continue to prepare and shape the Asian strategic environment without a permanent military presence in Korea. First, the U.S. has a range of strategic options and can employ other instruments of power to effectively engage the region. The U.S. can pursue diplomatic initiatives to normalize relations with China, and strengthen bilateral and multilateral relations among the regional actors. The challenge for U.S. foreign policy is to maintain a critical balance between competing interests among the regional powers in East Asia. The U.S. already provides stability to the region and is well positioned for this role. Strong ties to both Japan and South Korea and improved relations with China and Russia logically casts the U.S. in a mediating role. As the world leader in information, technology, and 14 advanced medical procedures, the U.S. has the most leverage with China and other countries in the region. The U.S. can employ its economic strength to increase trade and mutual prosperity which will eventually lead to economic interdependence and greater cooperation in the region. 

US withdrawal would result in South Korean-Japanese cooperation – both share similar interests and Japanese military development is inevitable

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 94) SLV

In particular, Washington should encourage the expansion of ties between South Korea and Japan, which remain tainted by the latter's half century of colonial rule.45 Tokyo supports America's military presence in the ROK-it vigorously opposed the Carter withdrawal plan, for instance. Observes historian Frank Baldwin, once Jimmy Carter was elected, "members of Japan's foreign affairs and defense establishment put down their cups of green tea and moved swiftly to block Carter's plans."46 However, there is no reason why the world's second-ranking economic power, which surpasses both China and Russia, could not help fill any security vacuum left by a U.S. pullout, especially since Japan and the ROK have significant interests, including the maintenance of regional peace, in common. Col. R. Mark Bean would go further and encourage a formal Northeast Asian security coalition including China.47 
Not that many Koreans would like to see a larger Japanese role, although some, at least, are willing to countenance increased cooperation so long as it revolves around America. Argues Ahn Byungjoon, a political science professor at Yonsei University, "South Korea, Japan and the US must deepen their partnership for common interests as well as common values beyond the Cold War alliances."48 But fear and loathing of Tokyo are one issue that unites many Koreans in both North and South.49 So strong have those sentiments been that serious defense consultations between the ROK and Japan began only in November 1994, and only recently has Seoul spoken favorably of potential military cooperation with Tokyo.50 Some South Koreans bridle at the thought of Japanese support even in war. One official at the Ministry of National Defense stated that Seoul would accept such assistance IIonly at the last moment," if then. The people are just "not sentimentally inclined to accept" aid from Japan.51 
However, sentimentality is no excuse for irresponsibility. The ROK can avoid exorcising the ghosts of World War II only because it believes Washington would rescue it in case of war. Washington needs to drop its defense promise and assist Seoul to refashion its relationship with Tokyo. There are, after all, many steps short of the sort of physical presence of Japanese soldiers in Korea that would reawaken far too many memories. Possibilities include shared intelligence gathering, joint naval exercises, cooperative weapons development, and even financial contributions, though the latter seem the least appropriate as Seoul's economy continues to grow so swiftly.52

Japan's Role 

Of course, other nations in East Asia and the Pacific share the South's disquiet over the prospect of Japan's playing a larger security role in the region. But ever-expanding global economic interests and growing nationalistic feelings make it inevitable that Tokyo will someday enlarge its military. Observes former secretary of state Henry Kissinger, "With Korea and China gaining in military strength, and with the least impaired portion of Soviet military power located in Siberia, Japanese long-range planners will not indefinitely take the absolute identity of American and Japanese interests for granted. /f53 Washington's military presence in the region may slow that process; it is not likely to halt it. 

In any case, as discussed in more detail in chapter 7, it is unreasonable to expect the United States to forever garrison the region to avert nervousness caused by Japanese aggression more than five decades ago. The best policy for Washington would be to encourage a responsible expansion of Tokyo's armed forces-adding defense oriented weapons, such as frigates and interceptors, for instance and to channel Japanese efforts into nonthreatening activities, such as aiding the military programs of neighboring democratic states, including the ROK.

No domino effect

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen, the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “The Korean Conundrum”, pg. 128) ZParks

How about larger issues of regional stability? Withdrawal might unsettle neighboring nations, but none needs to rely on the United States to meet its security needs. Indeed, even war on the Korean peninsula would set off no chain of falling dominoes. The DPRK represents the remnant of last century’s communist threat, not the advance guard of the future. 

Net no effect on deterrence because presence weakens the South

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 120-121, WEA)

More important is the military risk of U.S. security ties. Although the American commitment helps deter North Korean aggression, it ensures that the United States will be involved if hostilities should occur again. Indeed, the presence of 37,000 American soldiers is to make intervention automatic. Moreover, protecting the South discourages it from enhancing its own military, which reduces deterrence. 

Turn—presence facilitates risk taking and pre-emption from both sides

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 121, WEA)

Although the risks of war are modest, the consequences would be horrific. The concentration of military power in Korea was unparalleled elsewhere in the world even during the Cold War; roughly 1.5 million troops face each other across a 155-mile border, in contrast to only 2 million soldiers along the entire 4,600-mile Sino-Soviet border when those two nations were involved in serious border skirmishes. Presumably the toll would not match that of the first Korean War, in which America’s technological lead was not so great, the South was far less prepared to defend itself, and China intervened on the DPRK’s side. However, credible estimates of casualties run 1 to 2 million.108 And the possible acquisition by North Korea of atomic weapons increases the potential costs exponentially; should a conflict come, the American troops would become nuclear hostages. The U.S. troop presence also may encourage risk-taking by both Koreas. Pyongyang could see a need to preempt an attempt by the United States at preventive war; a more hawkish South Korean government, feeling secure in America’s protection, might challenge the North.109 (However, Seoul’s proximity to the border, and thus increased vulnerability to attack, seemingly counteracts the impact of the latter possibility, at least on the governments of Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun.) 

Modernization subsumes the link—even if presence helps it’s not key

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 127, WEA)

Moreover, even if the security of the South was vital to the United States, Washington’s treaty and troops are not necessary to achieve that end. Nearly a decade ago the Department of Defense declared that “our security relationship with the Republic of Korea continues to be central to the stability of the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia, as it has been for over forty years.”29 Although America’s presence probably was central to the maintenance of peace 50 years ago, it is not so today. After all, the raison d’être for Washington’s defense of the ROK, a weak South Korea vulnerable to communist aggression orchestrated by Beijing or Moscow, has disappeared. That America’s presence undoubtedly still helps deter the DPRK from military adventurism does not mean that it is necessary to do so.30 As noted earlier, the South can stand on its own. A recent report from the Center for Strategic and International Studies conceded: “Without U.S. help, South Korea is capable today of defending itself against an invasion from the North.”31 An invasion that would be supported by no other nation, and certainly not by the DPRK’s old allies, China and Russia. 

North Korea aggression only inevitable with our presence because we give political cover to hardliners

Harrison 2001 – professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute  (1/31, Selig, Center for Defense Information, ADM interview, “United States Military Strategy in Asia After the Cold War”, http://www.cdi.org/ADM/1039/Harrison.html, WEA)

And therefore, the picture of an aggressive North Korea bent on invad -- invading South Korea, provoking trouble with South Korea I think is completely out of date, reflects obsolete Cold War thinking that bears no relationship to the present situation in which North Korea wants to improve its relations with the US, needs to do so for economic reasons now that it has lost the Soviet Union and China as its patrons, which they -- they had in the course during the Cold War, getting all kinds of food and fuel from them at subsidized prices. But now North Korea really wants to be friends with the United States and gradually as it establishes more normal relations with the United States, I think it will become more friendly with South Korea. 

But there is a danger of an accidental conflict of a series of events leading to escalation. There is a hardline group in North Korea in the military there. We've got to be very careful to -- not to strengthen that group by maintaining obsolete Cold War policies in Korea. But I think the danger of a war in Korea is much less than the danger of a war over Taiwan. Those are the two places where a serious conflict could break out. And of the two, I would say Taiwan is, by far, the most menacing. 

Japanese/ROK Prolif Good
ROK/Japan prolif good— forces China into the game to stop a nuclear North Korea.  

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 95-96, WEA)

Faced with those realities, Japan or South Korea (or perhaps both countries) might well decide to build their own nuclear deterrent.114 The prospect of additional nuclear-weapons proliferation in Northeast Asia is obviously not an ideal outcome. But offsetting North Korea’s illicit advantage may be the best of a set of bad options. Trying to renegotiate the Agreed Framework is unlikely to induce North Korea to return to a nonnuclear status. Diplomatic pressure and economic sanctions are not likely to achieve that goal either. And preemptive military strikes are clearly too dangerous. The one chance of getting the North to abandon its current course is if it becomes clear that Pyongyang may have to deal with nuclear neighbors and would, therefore, not be able to intimidate them. Indeed, Pyongyang might have to face the prospect of confronting more prosperous nuclear adversaries that could easily build larger and more sophisticated arsenals than North Korea could hope to do. The North may conclude that ending the cheating strategy and keeping the region nonnuclear would be a more productive approach. Even if it does not do so, a nuclear balance of power in the region would likely emerge instead of a North Korean nuclear monopoly. 

The prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan is the one factor that might galvanize the Chinese to put serious diplomatic and economic pressure on Pyongyang to give up its nuclear ambitions.115 Krauthammer expresses that thesis starkly: “We should go to the Chinese and tell them plainly that if they do not join us in squeezing North Korea and thus stopping its march to go nuclear, we will endorse any Japanese attempt to create a nuclear deterrent of its own. Even better, we would sympathetically regard any request by Japan to acquire American nuclear missiles as an immediate and interim deterrent. If our nightmare is a nuclear North Korea, China’s is a nuclear Japan. It’s time to share the nightmares.”116

Even if one does not embrace Krauthammer’s approach, the reality is that if the United States blocks the possible emergence of a Northeast Asian nuclear balance, it may well be stuck with the responsibility of shielding nonnuclear allies from a volatile, nuclear-armed North Korea. More proliferation may be a troubling outcome, but it beats that nightmare scenario. Yet oddly enough, some of the most hawkish members of the U.S. foreign policy community are terrified at the prospect of America’s democratic allies in East Asia building nuclear deterrents. Neoconservative activists Robert Kagan and William Kristol regard such proliferation with undisguised horror: “The possibility that Japan, and perhaps even Taiwan, might respond to North Korea’s actions by producing their own nuclear weapons, thus spurring an East Asian nuclear arms race . . . is something that should send chills up the spine of any sensible American strategist.”117

That attitude woefully misconstrues the problem. The threat to the peace of East Asia is if an aggressive and erratic North Korean regime gets nukes. Nuclear arsenals in the hands of stable, democratic, and peaceable nations such as Japan and South Korea do not threaten the peace of the region. Kagan and Kristol—and other Americans who share their hostility toward Tokyo and Seoul having nuclear weapons—embrace a moral equivalency between a potential aggressor and its potential victims. 

A2: Presence Good DA
Regionalism solves every disad—presence can only create and escalate conflicts and transnational threats

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 129-133, WEA)

William Cohen worries that a conventional pull-out from South Korea would spark Japan to develop nuclear weapons.53 This suggests a long, dubious daisy chain of events. Moreover, the end result, as discussed earlier, is still likely to be better than the alternative of American involvement in a regional confrontation involving North Korea, or even worse, the People’s Republic of China. If Washington backs away from defending Japan and the ROK, worries Haselden, “a power vacuum” might ensue, and “the instability between nations with combined strong economies and militaries could lead to an arms race having detrimental effects on regional stability and the global economy.”54 In fact, this was a constant refrain before the collapse of the Soviet Union. Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke went so far as to contend that the loss of Korea “would be the end of our position in the entire Pacific.”55 Ambassador William Gleysteen Jr. said the alliance contributes “importantly to the regional balance of power.”56 Similarly, Heritage Foundation president Edwin Feulner once called the Mutual Defense Treaty “a linchpin for stability in the entire Northeast Asian region.”57 In 1990 Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney warned that a U.S. withdrawal would be followed by a vacuum. As a result, “There almost surely would be a series of destabilizing regional arms races, an increase in regional tensions, and possibly conflict.”58 In early 1995 the Department of Defense made much the same pitch, promising to maintain the alliance “even after the North Korean threat passes . . . in the interest of regional security.”59 Yet in 1997, when no one was questioning the U.S. commitment, military analyst Michael Klare reported: “Throughout East Asia, countries are spending more on their military forces, making this the only region in the world where military expenditures have been rising since the end of the Cold War.”60 The regional economic crisis, not the American military commitment, temporarily reversed this process. In any case, it is difficult to develop a scenario involving real war between real countries, with or without an arms race: no general East Asian conflict seems to be threatening to break out. The region is no longer the focus of global hegemonic competition. All of the major regional powers benefit from peace; none has significant and growing differences with other major powers. Potential sources of discord are mostly within small states—Burma, Cambodia, and the Philippines, in particular. (The only major state with serious internal instability is Indonesia.) The United States might have been the key to regional stability 40, 30, and even 20 years ago. That it was the key 10 years ago is doubtful and that it is the key today is very unlikely. In the end, the issue again seems to come down to the ROK’s preference to free-ride on the United States. For instance, Kim Sung-han of IFANS complains about a “vacuum” in the absence of American troops, which might force the ROK and then Japan to develop nuclear weapons.61 Perhaps. But even if regional political frictions increased, a stronger ROK and Japan would help contain, not exacerbate, those problems. Both countries would be forces for regional stability, not disruption. Nor is it clear how unexplained regional “instability,” as opposed to widespread conflict, would harm the global economy. Only if the nations throughout East Asia essentially collapsed would there be substantial harm to America and other countries, and, again, it is hard to build a plausible scenario leading to such a result. Moreover, subsidizing the defense of populous and prosperous allies involves a substantial redistribution of wealth from Americans to, in this case, Koreans. Their economy may gain from that process; not so ours, which bears the added military burden. The end of America’s defense commitment to the ROK would not terminate U.S. influence in the region. With the world’s largest and most productive economy and dominant culture, a stable constitutional system and attractive entrepreneurial environment, and the globe’s most powerful military, America would remain influential. A willingness to station an infantry division that has little practical to do in Northeast Asia is unlikely to augment Washington’s authority. Further, the United States markedly reduces the likelihood of its own involvement in war if it leaves populous and prosperous allies with the responsibility of developing adequate deterrent forces. Should conflict develop between America and China, for instance, it likely would grow out of a dispute between Beijing and a U.S. ally. Yet why should such a conflict warrant American involvement in war? No longer is there a global hegemonic struggle turning local disputes into a cause for global war, and Washington’s friends can deploy powerful defensive forces. Wortzel worries about rivalries among China, Japan, Russia, and the two Koreas: “Three of the five nations have nuclear weapons, and, in the case of North Korea, seem willing to use them.”62 Why would Washington want to be in the middle of such rivalries if no vital American interests were at stake? It is precisely the sort of conflict to be sedulously avoided. Cohen also fears that India would be “potentially motivated to expand its capabilities in reaction to Chinese strategems.”63 This should not bother Washington. To the contrary, it would be a highly positive step for the United States, since New Delhi already poses an important counterweight to Chinese ambitions in Southeast Asia and is likely to become an even more significant player in coming years.64 The much uglier alternative would be a New Delhi that aligns with China, Russia, and others to counterbalance America’s pretensions to global dominance.65 Some supporters of America’s position in South Korea and elsewhere in Northeast Asia point to the prospect of using forces stationed in Korea to intervene in local conflicts and civil wars. Indeed, a commitment to defend “stability” in East Asia implies a willingness to intervene in a score of local conflicts revolving around border disputes, ethnic divisions, and other parochial squabbles. Again, why would the United States so act when its vital interests were not at stake? Washington refused to use coercion against Indonesia over East Timor; it is not likely to intervene in intercommunal strife in the Moluccas or independence demands in Irian Jaya. As noted earlier, the greatest threats to regional stability come from within weak states—insurgency and corruption in the Philippines; democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma; economic, ethnic, nationalistic, and religious division in Indonesia—and are not susceptible to solution via U.S. military intervention.66 Rather than preserving units and maintaining them in advanced posts overseas in case something might turn up for them to do, the United States should pare its force structure to match its vital commitments. Finally, Lieutenant Colonel Haselden writes of such transnational threats as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking, and infectious diseases.67 What, one wonders, would troops in Korea do to combat AIDS? Should the air force bomb opium fields in Burma? Why shouldn’t South Korea—along with other nations in the region—deploy ships to combat piracy? As for the problem of terrorism, it requires accurate intelligence and local cooperation, not the intervention of thousands of U.S. soldiers. In sum, without any connection to the larger Cold War and global hegemonic struggle, Korea is relatively unimportant to the United States. Writes Robyn Lim: “America’s only vital interest in East Asia is to maintain a balance of power that suits its interests.”68 And that does not require subsidizing the defense of the ROK forever. 

A2: Consult ROK
Past US troop withdraw beats their counterplan—prior consultation is empirically false, South Korea would say no, relations didn’t collapse, and consultation after the plan solves
NEW YORK TIMES 2003 (“South Korea, in Surprise, Demands U.S. Forces Stay in Place,” March 7, http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/international/asia/08CND-KORE.html) Calum
Officials here said today that Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld had ignored them in suggesting realignment of American forces in Korea and demanded that they stay where they are at least until resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue.

South Korea's newly installed defense minister, Cho Young Kil, said Washington "has never officially informed us of the movement of U.S. troops" and "the withdrawal issue was never raised by the U.S. government."

Indeed, said Mr. Cho, talking to members of South Korea's fractious National Assembly, American and South Korean officials "will not discuss any possibility of movement of U.S. troops before the nuclear issue is resolved."

The demand for American troops to stay comes as a shock to United States officials, who had assumed they were responding to commonly held Korean thinking by pushing ahead with plans for shifting the American military posture.

The South Korean response indicated the sensitivities here regarding the role of United States troops as the new government of President Roh Moo Hyun settles into power amid a nuclear crisis that shows no sign of ending any time soon.

Assuming that anti-American demonstrations in recent months verified the desire of many Koreans for American troops either to go home or to assume a much less visible presence, United States military strategists have been drafting elaborate plans for pulling them back or withdrawing many of them entirely.

Against this background, Mr. Rumsfeld said on Thursday that he envisioned a plan under which American forces would provide mainly air and naval support while South Korean troops guarded against North Korean forces massed above the line between the two Koreas.

Mr. Rumsfeld, at the Pentagon, suggested that the alternatives were between pulling American troops to positions south of Seoul, reducing the number of United States troops in Korea, or both. Those choices, he said, were "the kinds of things that are being sorted out."

South Korean officials, however, viewed Mr. Rumsfeld's remarks as an unsettling revelation that was entirely news to them. All they know about, they said, was a plan announced last year for American troops to leave some minor bases in the interests of tactical efficiency.

"Rumsfeld made some wording that was not discussed fully," said a foreign ministry spokesman, in understated politeness. "We should understand each other. There will be more intense discussions."

A2: Consult ROK
South Korea would say “no”—they won’t even talk about it
NEW YORK TIMES 2003 (“South Korea, in Surprise, Demands U.S. Forces Stay in Place,” March 7, http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/international/asia/08CND-KORE.html) Calum
"Anything that would leave the impression the United States was backing out would send the wrong signal," said Ralph Cossa, president of the Pacific Forum of the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "At this point it doesn't make sense either to do it or talk about it."

South Koreans have not altered their pleas for a "more mature, equal partnership," as demanded by President Roh, but are turning that demand into another reason for the United States to keep all 37,000 troops in Korea, the majority between here and the North Korean frontier.

"We agree it's a critical issue," said Song Young Gil, a National Assembly member from Mr. Roh's Millennium Democratic Party. "After the nuclear crisis is solved, at that time we will consult on this problem."

South Korea will say “no”—they would interpret withdrawal as the prelude to an attack
NEW YORK TIMES 2003 (“South Korea, in Surprise, Demands U.S. Forces Stay in Place,” March 7, http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/international/asia/08CND-KORE.html) Calum
Mr. Song shared a view, increasingly heard here, that any American proposal to move troops from near the line with North Korea may mean that the United States intends to attack North Korean nuclear facilities against the wishes of the South Korean government. The logic behind this thinking is that the United States would want its troops out of harm's way in case North Korean ground forces retaliated by striking across the demilitarized zone.

"American troops are something like hostages to attack by North Korea," said Mr. Song. "Maybe this kind of action means some kind of signal for a pre-emptive strike against North Korea."

For much the same reason, Mr. Song also opposed proposals to withdraw American forces from the large headquarters area that they have occupied in Seoul since the Korean War.

"When North Koreans attack Seoul, automatically American troops will be involved just in time to react," he said. "So they can prevent North Korean attack."

In any case, "We ask Secretary Rumsfeld, do not withdraw American troops at this time," said Mr. Song. "If the alliance is equal, Americans should heed the voice of the Korean government."

A2: Consult ROK – Normal Means
Normal means of a withdrawal would involve consultation between the US and South Korea 
Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 96) SLV
As compelling as the changes in the world over the past 45 years make the case for disengagement, it would obviously be best not to initiate a precipitous withdrawal. The South has asked for lithe close consultation of both sides" before any "additional reductions in the US forces."61 That is a reasonable request, so long as the discussion is over timing of the withdrawal rather than the decision to withdraw, which must be based on American interests. Only the United States can make that decision. However, planning a pullout warrants serious input from the ROK. Although Seoul's military strength may be sufficient to both deter the DPRK and rebuff any invasion, the South has relied on the U.S. defense guarantee and therefore should be given time to augment its military forces and develop security arrangements with its neighbors to counterbalance an American withdrawal. Washington also needs to inform Japan and other interested nations of any plan before they read about it in the New York Times or the Washington Post. Doing so will better enable them to work with Seoul and each other to plan for a future without American protection.

A2: Consult Japan – Normal Means

Normal means of a withdrawal would involve consultation between the US and Japan

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, P 96) SLV

As compelling as the changes in the world over the past 45 years make the case for disengagement, it would obviously be best not to initiate a precipitous withdrawal. The South has asked for lithe close consultation of both sides" before any "additional reductions in the US forces."61 That is a reasonable request, so long as the discussion is over timing of the withdrawal rather than the decision to withdraw, which must be based on American interests. Only the United States can make that decision. However, planning a pullout warrants serious input from the ROK. Although Seoul's military strength may be sufficient to both deter the DPRK and rebuff any invasion, the South has relied on the U.S. defense guarantee and therefore should be given time to augment its military forces and develop security arrangements with its neighbors to counterbalance an American withdrawal. Washington also needs to inform Japan and other interested nations of any plan before they read about it in the New York Times or the Washington Post. Doing so will better enable them to work with Seoul and each other to plan for a future without American protection.
A2: Conditions CP DPRK – Say No

North Korea sees the CP as putting the cart before the horse

Harrison 02 (Selig S., ICAS fellow, Director of the Asia Program @ the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, “Korean Endgame”, pg. 114) ZParks

In a formal proposal on June 16, 1998, Pyongyang did express its readiness to discuss the “discontinuation” of its missile development in conjuction with a formal end to the Korean War, followed by the removal of the U.S military “threat.” Carefully avoiding a demand for the withdrawal of the U.S. military “presence,” Pyongyang envisaged a transitional phase during which the role of U.S. forces would change. The United States would shift its present adversarial role, limited to the defense of the South, to a new, broader role as a stabilizer and balancer, dedicated to the deterrence of an attack by either the South against the North or the North against the South. This shift would set the stage for a trilateral (the United States, South Korea, and North Korea) arms-control and tension-reduction process in which the security concerns of all parties would be addressed. The long-term future of the U.S. military presence in Korea, the threat posed to the South by the forward deployment of North Korean conventional forces, and North Korean nuclear and missile capabilities would all be on the table. The new North Korean posture was formally reflected in the four-power (the United States, China, North Korea, and South Korea) Geneva talks on March 18, 1998, when the North Korean delegate offered to replace a proposed agenda item, “the withdrawal of U.S forces,” with another one referring to the “status of U.S. forces.” Washington and Seoul rejected this offer, insisting that discussions relating to U.S forces can take place only after confidence-building and tension-reduction measures at the thirty-eighth parallel have been negotiated. North Korea responded that this is putting the cart before the horse, since military adversaries still formally at war cannot risk the concessions necessary for a reduction of tensions.

They won’t give up their nukes without NFU pledges and follow ups to past frameworks—they don’t do this

Harrison 2001 –professor of Asian Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, at the George Washington University, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, lectures at the National Defense University, the National War College, and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute (Selig, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, Issue 2, “Time to leave Korea?”, ProQuest, WEA)

To induce North Korea both to dismantle its nuclear facilities as part of the 1994 freeze agreement and to accept tightened nuclear inspections that would go beyond the terms of the agreement, the United States would have to fulfill its own commitments under the accord. First, the U.S.-sponsored Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization would have to complete two promised civilian nuclear reactors that are now years behind schedule. More important, the United States would have to honor Article Three, Section One, of the agreement by formally assuring North Korea against the threat or use of nuclear weapons. For such a pledge to be consistent with its security commitment to South Korea, the United States would have to obtain a six-power agreement committing China, Russia, Japan, and the two Koreas to not manufacture, use, or deploy nuclear weapons on the peninsula.

A2: Conditions CP DPRK – Alliance DA

Selective negotiations with North Korea destroy US-South Korean relations

Printz and Doran 06 (Scott A., Lieutenant Colonel, and George Doran, Project Adviser, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A U.S Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it Required?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

While the U.S. remains committed to Korea, there exists some serious challenges to U.S.Korean relations. First, U.S. attempts to selectively engage North Korea tend to erode relations with the ROK. An example of this was manifest during the six party talks. Ideally, the North Koreans would like the U.S. to sign their proposed 1974 bilateral peace treaty which would replace the 1953 UN Armistice and then another pact ending U.S. sanctions. Both proposals exclude South Korea as a participant. Recently North Korea refused to continue the six party talks unless the U.S. first addresses the economic sanctions currently imposed. 

A2: Conditions CP DPRK – Fails
Nukes not a bargaining chip—conditions fail

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 86-87, WEA)

Ultimately, the competing strategies of dialogue and economic/diplomatic pressure are based on the same assumption: that North Korea is merely using the threat of a nuclear program as a bargaining chip. For all of their differences, the advocates of those competing strategies assume that the right policy mix will cause the North to give up its nuclear ambitions. “They are playing the same game they played in 1993, trying to force the U.S. to negotiate with them under the threat of proceeding with a nuclear weapons program,” concludes Gary Samore, the former proliferation expert on President Clinton’s National Security Council.66 Selig Harrison, one of the most outspoken advocates of dialogue, asserts flatly that “North Korea is bargaining. The Bush ad- ministration should respond positively to its offer to negotiate by building on the 1994 U.S. nuclear freeze agreement with North Korea, not by abrogating it.” Harrison adds: “Kim Jong Il’s terms for ending his nuclear program are reasonable.”67 Leon V. Sigal, director of the Northeast Asia Cooperative Security Project of the Social Science Research Council, argues that North Korea “wants to end its lifelong enmity with the United States and has demonstrated its readiness to give up its nuclear, missile, and other arms programs in return.” Sigal concludes, “Pyongyang now wants to make a deal with Washington.”68 But what if the pervasive assumption that North Korea is merely using its nuclear program as an element in bargaining is wrong? During his testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee, CIA director George Tenet tacitly conceded that North Korea may believe that there is no contradiction between continuing to pursue a nuclear-weapons program and seeking a “normal relationship” with the United States—a relationship that would entail substantial concessions from Washington. “Kim Jong Il’s attempts to parlay the North’s nuclear program into political leverage suggest he is trying to negotiate a fundamentally different relationship with Washington, one that implicitly tolerates the North’s nuclear weapons program,” Tenet concluded.69 Robert Madsen, a fellow at Stanford University’s Asia/Pacific Research Center, is even more blunt in his assessment, noting that conventional wisdom holds that North Korea is using the nuclear program solely as a bargaining chip to be cashed in at the appropriate moment. “The problem with this analysis is that Pyongyang probably does not intend to trade its nuclear weapons for foreign concessions. To the contrary, an examination of North Korea’s national interests suggests the acquisition of a sizeable nuclear arsenal is a perfectly rational objective.”70 Pyongyang’s long-standing pattern of making agreements to remain nonnuclear and then systematically violating those agreements also casts doubt on the bargaining chip thesis. Such repeated cheating raises a very disturbing possibility: perhaps North Korea is determined to become a nuclear power and has engaged in diplomatic obfuscation to confuse or lull its adversaries. If that is the case, the United States and the countries of East Asia may have to deal with the reality of a nuclear-armed North Korea.71 What are they going to do then? 

A2: Hardline Sanctions

Hardline economic punishments fail

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, page 86, WEA)

Imposing even a limited blockade would be a risky venture. North Korean leaders have already indicated that economic sanctions, similar to those imposed by the international community on Iraq, would be considered an act of war. And under long-standing principles of international law, a naval blockade certainly is considered an act of war. How Pyongyang would react is uncertain, but applying economic pressure to that extent would almost certainly escalate the crisis.

Moreover, it is not at all clear that even comprehensive economic sanctions would produce the desired policy changes. A few experts believe that pressure would cause Pyongyang to back down.61 But others are quite pessimistic. UNICEF has concluded that, because North Korea already is so desperately poor, economic sanctions would have a slight impact. Former secretary of defense William Perry reaches a similar conclusion, arguing that the belief that the nuclear crisis could be defused by economic pressure “is optimistic to the point of being naive.”62

Perhaps the most potent source of pressure would be to cut off food aid. Officially at least, Washington has refused to use such a cruel tactic.63 Yet the amount of food donations flowing into the United Nations’ World Food Program in North Korea has dropped, and relief groups are suspicious that the United States has quietly attached onerous conditions to future shipments and is quietly discouraging contributions from other countries.64 In any case, the UN briefly stopped giving food to 3 million of the 6.4 million North Koreans it had been assisting.65 Given the extent of the famine in North Korea the past few years, even a temporary reduction is no small matter.

But using economic coercion has limited prospects for success on the nuclear issue. Trying to further isolate one of the most economically isolated countries is a little like threatening to deprive a monk of worldly pleasures. A policy of tightening economic sanctions may cause additional suffering among North Korea’s destitute masses, but such an approach is unlikely to alter the regime’s behavior on the nuclear issue. The key question remains whether Pyongyang is using the specter of a nuclear arsenal merely as a bargaining tactic to secure concessions from the United States and its allies, or whether North Korea is intent on becoming a nuclear-weapons power. If it is the latter, the leaders of North Korea are not going to end their pursuit of that goal merely because its oppressed population may experience additional economic pain. A regime that has stood by while its policies have led to the starvation of 1 to 2 million of its citizens will not be bothered unduly if more of them perish. 

A2: CP Strike North Korea

First strike fails—links to our war impacts

Carpenter 2006 – PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (7/10, Ted Galen, Cato Institute, “A Nuisance, Not a Threat”, originally in the Baltimore Sun, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6508, WEA)

In fact, some of the suggestions for a response to the missile tests that have significantly increased international tensions are more dangerous than the specter of a North Korean missile capability itself.

The missile tests compound North Korea's continual effort to process plutonium for nuclear weapons, and the prospect of Pyongyang having not only nuclear weapons but also the means to deliver them at considerable distances has generated alarm in the United States and East Asia. 

Hawks in the United States occasionally have advocated pre-emptive airstrikes to take out Pyongyang's nuclear weapons and missile programs.

Shortly before the seven missile tests Tuesday, former Clinton administration Defense Secretary William J. Perry and Assistant Secretary Ashton B. Carter suggested a strike to destroy the Taepodong-2 missile while it was still on the launch pad. It was the only one of the seven that had the potential to reach U.S. territory.

Prudent Americans should reject schemes for pre-emptive military action. Such a strategy has a high probability of triggering a general war on the Korean peninsula. The last Korean War killed millions of Koreans and more than 50,000 American troops. Today, North Korea is capable of firing about 300,000 artillery shells an hour into South Korea's capital city, Seoul, where nearly half the nation's population resides.

Proponents of pre-emptive strikes would risk the lives of millions of South Koreans as well as the lives of the U.S. troops stationed in South Korea on, at best, a long-shot gamble that Pyongyang would not respond militarily to an attack on its territory, however much it humiliated the regime. Responsible superpowers do not gamble so recklessly.

Would cause retaliation resulting in nuclear war

Chol 02 (Kim Mjong, Executive Director of the Center for Korean-American Peace, Tokyo, and the former editor of People's Korea, “Agreed Framework Is Brain Dead; Shotgun Wedding Is the Only Option to Defuse Crisis”, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/0212A_Chol.html/?searchterm=%22military%20presence%22)ZParks
The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet."

Opacity and North Korean doctrine make this a recipe for nuclear war—don’t risk it

Bandow and Carpenter 2004 – *JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times, **PhD in diplomatic history from Texas, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, contributing editor to the National Interest, editorial board of the Journal of Strategic Studies (Ted Galen and Doug, “The Korean conundrum”, Google Books, pages 88-92, WEA)

Richard Perle warns that no one can “exclude the kind of surgical strike we saw in 1981.” Moreover, in what should sound alarm bells in Tokyo and Seoul, he makes it clear that America’s allies should not expect to exercise a veto over that decision. “We should always be prepared to go alone, if necessary.” 74 Surprisingly, even a moderate like Senator Richard Lugar refuses to rule out the use of force to resolve the nuclear crisis.75

Some advocates of preemptive military action are amazingly confident that such a course would not trigger a major war in East Asia. The Wall Street Journal asserted in November 2002 that any plutonium reprocessing by Pyongyang would be so dangerous as to constitute a “regime-ending event.” Yet the Journal added: “That doesn’t necessarily mean war.”76 Former State Department official Jed Babbin argues: “If the nuclear weapons program continues, we should consider an Osirak-like strike at the Yongbyon plant which is the center of North Korea’s program. It is quite possible to do that without beginning a general war.”77 Ralph Cossa, head of the Pacific Forum Center for Strategic and International Studies, adopts a similar view, arguing that Kim Jong-il would not risk the destruction of his regime by retaliating for such an attack.78
The notion that America’s overwhelming military might would discourage North Korea from responding to a limited strike on its nuclear facilities by escalating the crisis has a superficial plausibility. But deterrence works only when a regime concludes that it has something valuable to lose by taking rash action. If a regime concludes that it has nothing to lose, deterrence does not apply. Those who embrace optimistic scenarios regarding North Korean caution fail to explain why the North Korean elite would assume that a passive response to a U.S. preemptive strike would enhance prospects for regime survival. Given the way the United States treated Iraq, the North Koreans would more likely conclude that an attack on the country’s nuclear installations would be merely a prelude to a larger military offensive to achieve regime change. The fact that some hawkish allies of the Bush administration already blithely talk about forcible regime change certainly does not reassure Pyongyang on that score.79

Most hawks do not yet openly advocate a military attack on North Korea. Instead, they argue that the military option must explicitly remain on the table, in case negotiations fail to get the desired result. Senator John McCain openly chastised the Bush administration for not making it more evident that it would consider using military force.80 Similarly, former ambassador Dennis Ross, now a scholar at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, opines: “The purpose is not to make the military option inevitable but to build the pressure to produce a diplomatic alternative.”81 Charles Krauthammer accused the Bush administration of taking the military option off the table. “This was a serious mistake,” Krauthammer warned, adding that the administration had gone from a policy of “tailored containment” to one of “shoeless appeasement.”82

But using military force to eradicate North Korea’s nuclear program would be a high-risk venture that could easily engulf the Korean peninsula in a major war.83 Indeed, it could be a war with nuclear implications. North Korea boasts that it already possesses nuclear weapons, and U.S. intelligence sources have long believed that Pyongyang already had built one or two nuclear weapons by the time it agreed to freeze its program in 1994.84 The assessment by China’s intelligence agency is even more alarming. Beijing reportedly believes that the North may have four or five such weapons.85Worse still, press reports contend that U.S. officials have told their Japanese counterparts that North Korea is working to develop “several” nuclear warheads that can be loaded onto ballistic missiles. U.S. intelligence agencies reportedly now believe that the DPRK has at least eight nuclear weapons.86 If true, Pyongyang will soon have a deployable arsenal, not merely one or two crude nuclear devices. If the United States launched preemptive military strikes against North Korea’s nuclear installations, there would be an assortment of grave risks. It is not at all certain that the United States has identified all of the installations, much less that it could successfully eradicate them. The uncertainty about the number and sophistication of North Korean nuclear weapons illustrates the limits of U.S. intelligence capabilities.87 Indeed, a few experts believe that Pyongyang’s entire nuclear program is little more than bluff and bluster—that both the uranium enrichment program and the plutonium extraction effort are far less advanced than the North Koreans have led the world to believe.88 That is a possibility, but the opposite conclusion is even more likely.
North Korea has had years to build installations deep underground and to disperse any weapons it has built. American Enterprise Institute scholar Joshua Muravchik, a hawk on Korea policy, concedes that Yongbyon is not likely the only relevant facility. “The North Koreans have also built underground nuclear reactors, plutonium processing plants, and uranium-enrichment facilities— and who knows what else?”89 An editorial in the equally hawkish Washington Times notes the limitations of U.S. intelligence capabilities: “Washington has yet to establish how many underground uranium enrichment plants the North has, where they are and whether they are operational. Nor can it confirm or refute North Korea’s claim to have enriched plutonium from thousands of spent fuel rods.”90 The limitations of intelligence does not bother the more extreme hawks. Frum and Perle, for example, admit: “Of course, it is true that we do not know where all the facilities are. But we do know where the most important one is; and just as a surgeon will wish to remove a malignant tumor even if he suspects that there may be others that cannot be located, so we should not hesitate to hit the bomb factory we can find, even if other facilities may be hidden underground.”91

Pyongyang’s reaction to U.S. attacks obviously would be a matter of grave concern. It is unlikely that North Korea would passively accept such a blow against its sovereignty. At the very least, Washington would have to expect terrorist retaliation by North Korean operatives against U.S. targets overseas and, possibly, in the United States itself. North Korea might even retaliate by launching full-scale military operations against South Korea—a development that would put U.S. forces stationed in that country in immediate danger. Even if the DPRK tried to limit its actions to a tit-for-tat response (e.g., shelling one or two U.S. military installations in the ROK), the situation could easily spiral out of control into a full-blown war. Indeed, in a worst-case scenario, there is a risk that mushroom clouds could blossom above Seoul and Tokyo—or above U.S. bases in South Korea or Okinawa.

It is conceivable, of course, that Kim Jong-il’s regime would fulminate about an Osirak-like strike but not escalate the crisis to full-scale war. Or perhaps North Korea’s military would unravel under stress and not be able to mount a coherent offensive. But that is not the way to bet. Even a U.S. military buildup in the region designed to intimidate Pyongyang could trigger a catastrophe. Bold Sentinel, a war game organized by the Center for Strategic and International Studies in May 2003 and featuring a mock National Security Council comprised of individuals who held senior policy positions in previous administrations, concluded that North Korea would likely launch a preemptive strike.92 

An account by a high-ranking North Korean defector, Cho Myung-chul, is especially sobering. According to Cho, in analyzing Iraq’s defeat in the first Persian Gulf war, North Korean military officials concluded that Iraq had been too timid and defensive. Cho characterized the North’s approach growing out of the lessons learned from that conflict: “If we’re in a war, we’ll use everything. And if there’s a war, we should attack first, to take the initiative.” Cho estimates the chances of general war at 80 percent in response to even a limited strike on Yongbyon.93

The “everything” that Cho mentioned is more than a little daunting. Aside from its possible nuclear (and chemical and biological) weapons, Pyongyang possesses other impressive capabilities. In addition to its army of more than a million soldiers, North Korea deploys up to 600 Scud missiles and additional longer-range No Dong missiles. It must be remembered that the Seoul–Inchon metropolitan area (home of roughly half of South Korea’s population) is less than 40 miles from the DMZ. Pyongyang is thought to be able to fire between 300,000 and 500,000 artillery shells an hour into Seoul in the event of war.94 Even if the North were ultimately defeated in war, which would be almost inevitable, the destruction to South Korea would be horrific. Estimates of the number of likely casualties from a full-scale North Korean attack exceed 1 million. That fact alone should take the military option off the table.

Withdrawal Popular
Withdrawal from Korea popular amongst conservatives and the South Koreans

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p13) SLV

Such a harvest requires Washington to adapt its foreign policy to a changing world. A good place to begin that shift would be Korea. The prospect of a major-power confrontation in the region has virtually disappeared; the bilateral balance has shifted irrevocably toward America's ally; and a successful disengagement would provide a model for eliminating other, similarly outmoded, commitments in the region. Such a policy shift should hold particular attraction for conservatives, who most loudly proclaim their commitment to smaller government, fiscal responsibility, and individual liberty. It should also appeal to South Koreans. Although entrepreneurial, resilient, prosperous, and rightly proud, they will continue to be treated as children by Washington so long as they rely on their American "big brother" for protection. As the Ministry of National Defense of the ROK has rightly observed, /IA sovereign state should be able to defend itself independently, without relying on foreign assistance."33 That is especially true when a significant number of Koreans doubt the foreign nation's willingness to fulfill its commitments. The key to South Koreans' military security and international growth will ultimately be Seoul, not Washington. Today there is no Soviet Union to contain, and regional quarrels are no longer of vital concern because they are part of the overall Cold War. Moreover, those who were once possible victims of aggression-not only underdeveloped Korea but also defeated Germany and Japan and war-tom Britain and France-are all now stronger than their potential foes. The United States needs to develop a new military strategy of strategic independence, or benign detachment.

Withdrawal Unpopular
Pullout unpopular---forces Koreans to take over which is too expensive

Chung 09 (Michael H., Department of Army Civilian, " U.S Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula Unification: A Cross cultural Perspective”,  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498023&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) ZParks

In October 2005, the former South Korean president Roh Moo-hyun requested that South Korea take over the wartime operational control of military forces from the United Nations Combined Forces Command (UN CFC) and the United States Command Korea (USFK), for the first time since the end of the Korean war of 1953.9 Most Korean intellectuals knew that he was trying to gain more popularity by stating publically that he wanted to rapidly reduce Korea’s dependence on the U.S. for security. His political gestures, however, led to loss of confidence and trust in his administration. It even caused some consternation in the U.S. – South Korean military relationship. In order to take over the wartime operational control from the U.S., the Korean government must invest a tremendous amount of additional military spending in the next several years. This was an example of his populist posturing and muscle-flexing against U.S. influence. Most informed South Koreans understood his ploy, but they did not speak out against it. 

Withdrawal Popular – ROK

South Koreans want the U.S. out

Harrison 02 (Selig S., ICAS fellow, Director of the Asia Program @ the Center for International Policy, senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, “Korean Endgame”, pg. 114)//ZParks
The U.S. assumption that opposition to the American presence is limited to a small fringe of student dissidents is no longer valid, if it ever was. Popular anger cut across the political spectrum in 1999 when the Associated Press published its expose of the Nogunri incident, in which U.S. forces killed South Korean civilians suspected of harboring North Korean agents during the Korean War. A poll conducted in 1999 by the RAND Corporation found that “Koreans are more discerning about the role of the U.S.-R.O.K. alliance and dubious about the long-term value of the U.S. regional military presence . . . . The perceived linkage between the alliance and regional stability appears to be weakening, as is support for a U.S. military presence in Korea after unification.” Only 17.7 percent of the South Koreans polled wanted U.S forces to stay at present levels after unification, and 32 percent believe that their presence “would no longer be necessary.”
Withdrawal Unpopular – ROK
US withdrawal unpopular

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, 38)//SLV
More significant is the simple question of need. So long as Seoul can rely on the United States, it has little incentive to devote more resources to defense. ROK officials would be foolish to spend the full amount needed for national security when Uncle Sam is willing to pick up much of the check. As long-time Korea watcher Selig Harrison put it in 1980, the combined economic subsidy represented by U.S. forces, U.S. bases, U.S. military aid, and such ancillary economic aid as Food for Peace has enabled the South to have a maximum of security with a minimum of sacrifice." ROK officials now naturally balk at increasing that level of sacrifice. At a conference hosted by the U.S.-Korean Security Council in late 1989, one member of the South's ruling party rejected a suggestion that his nation spend more on military research and development (R&D), explaining that "we have needs in health and education that must be met."lt (At that time, one estimate-different sources vary-was that Seoul was devoting about 4 percent of its gross national product to the military, compared to nearly 6 percent spent by the United States and as much as 20 percent by North Korea.)

Withdrawal unpopular amongst Korean taxpayers

Bandow 96 (Doug, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry, writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times, Tripwire: Korea and US foreign policy in a changed world, p80) SLV

Obviously, proposals to spend more on the military may not be popular with Korean taxpayers, who would prefer to put the money to other uses. In fact, the Ministry of National Defense has worried about some Koreans' being "unduly optimistic about our security environment" and therefore has worked to build "a strong national security consensus."30 The best way to overcome such complacency would be for Washington to announce it was phasing out its defense guarantee. East Asian expert Ralph Clough comments that President Nixon's withdrawal of the Seventh Division in 1971 came lias a shock to the South Koreans."131 They obviously need another such shock before they will develop the truly "self-reliant defense posture" that Seoul says it seeks.132

A2: Bandow Not Qualed
Bandow was paid off to write about Native Americans not South Korea---every think tank writer’s paid off 

Javers 05 (Eamon, White House reporter for Politico, “ Op-Eds for Sale”, http://www.businessweek.com/bwdaily/dnflash/dec2005/nf20051216_1037_db016.htm) ZParks

A senior fellow at the Cato Institute resigned from the libertarian think tank on Dec. 15 after admitting that he had accepted payments from indicted Washington lobbyist Jack Abramoff for writing op-ed articles favorable to the positions of some of Abramoff's clients. Doug Bandow, who writes a syndicated column for Copley News Service, told BusinessWeek Online that he had accepted money from Abramoff for writing between 12 and 24 articles over a period of years, beginning in the mid '90s. "It was a lapse of judgment on my part, and I take full responsibility for it," Bandow said from a California hospital, where he's recovering from recent knee surgery. After receiving BusinessWeek Online's inquiries about the possibility of payments, Cato Communications Director Jamie Dettmer said the think-tank determined that Bandow "engaged in what we consider to be inappropriate behavior and he considers to be a lapse in judgment" and accepted his resignation. "Cato has an excellent reputation for integrity, and we're zealous in guarding that," Dettmer said. Bandow has written more than 150 editorials and columns over the past five years, each identifying his Cato affiliation. His syndicated column for Copley News Service is featured in several hundred newspapers across the country. Bandow's biography on the Cato Institute Web site says he has also appeared as a commentator on all the major television broadcast networks and the cable news channels. MULTIPLE TRAVAILS. A former Abramoff associate says Bandow and at least one other think-tank expert were typically paid $2,000 per column to address specific topics of interest to Abramoff's clients. Bandow's standing as a columnist and think-tank analyst provided a seemingly independent validation of the arguments the Abramoff team were using to try to sway Congressional action. Bandow confirms that he received $2,000 for some pieces, but says it was "usually less than that amount." He says he wrote all the pieces himself, though with topics and information provided by Abramoff. He adds that he wouldn't write about subjects that didn't interest him. Abramoff was indicted in Florida in August on wire-fraud charges in relation to his purchase of a Florida casino-boat company. He faces trial in January in that case. Separately, a Senate committee and a Justice Dept. task force are investigating allegations that Abramoff defrauded some of his clients -- a handful of American Indian tribes that had gotten wealth from running casino-gaming operations on their reservations. Abramoff's business partner, Michael Scanlon, pleaded guilty in November to conspiring to corrupt public officials with gifts, including political contributions, and defrauding clients, and is cooperating with the ongoing probe. ATTITUDE SWING. A review of Bandow's columns and other written work shows that he wrote favorably about Abramoff's Indian tribal clients -- as well as another Abramoff client, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands -- as far back as 1997. One column, syndicated by the Copley News Service, saluted one Abramoff client tribe, the Mississippi Choctaws, for their entrepreneurial spirit, hard work, and commitment to free enterprise. "The Choctaws offer a model for other tribes," Bandow wrote. Bandow wrote a column earlier this year -- well after the disclosure that Abramoff was under federal investigation -- saying that wealthy Indian tribes had become yet another "well-funded special interest seeking political favors." In response to BusinessWeek Online's inquiry, Bandow said his views of Indian gambling have shifted over the years. "It's gone well beyond what it once was," he said. In none of Bandow's op-eds were any Abramoff payments disclosed, however -- nor were they disclosed to the Cato Institute. On Dec. 16, Copley News Service announced it is suspending Bandow pending its own review. In a statement, Glenda Winders, Copley News Service editor and vice-president, said: "We want to make sure we have all the facts before we take final action. But it had never been our policy to distribute work paid for by third parties whose role is not disclosed by the columnist." For years, rumors have swirled of an underground opinion "pay-for-play" industry in Washington in which think-tank employees and pundits trade their ability to shape public perception for cash. "NAIVE PURITY STANDARD." Bandow isn't the only think-tanker to have received payments from Abramoff for writing articles. Peter Ferrara, a senior policy adviser at the conservative Institute for Policy Innovation, says he, too, took money from Abramoff to write op-ed pieces boosting the lobbyist's clients. "I do that all the time," Ferrara says. "I've done that in the past, and I'll do it in the future." Ferrara, who has been an influential conservative voice on Social Security reform, among other issues, says he doesn't see a conflict of interest in taking undisclosed money to write op-ed pieces because his columns never violated his ideological principles. "It's a matter of general support," Ferrara says. "These are my views, and if you want to support them, then that's good." But he adds that at some point over the years, Abramoff stopped working with him: "Jack lost interest in me and felt he had other writers who were writing in more prominent publications," Ferrara says. "SIMILAR ARRANGEMENTS." Ferrara's boss has a very different take on the Abramoff op-ed writing than did his peers at Cato. "If somebody pinned me down and said, 'Do you think this is wrong or unethical?' I'd say no," says Tom Giovanetti, president of the Institute for Policy Innovation. Giovanetti says critics are applying a "naive purity standard" to the op-ed business. "I have a sense that there are a lot of people at think tanks who have similar arrangements." 
Their authors link to this too, there’s no conflict of interest if he believed in the arguments in the first place

Bandow 2006 – JD from Stanford, senior fellow at Cato, former special assistant to Reagan, writes for Fortune, National Interest, WSJ, Washington Times (2/4, Doug, LA Times, “The lesson Jack Abramoff taught me”, http://articles.latimes.com/2006/jan/04/opinion/oe-bandow4, WEA)

My deal with Abramoff created an appearance of a conflict of interest; it made it seem that I spoke for him (or his clients) rather than for myself when I wrote. That was a mistake, and I'm paying a high price. Fair enough. But this episode ought to do more; it ought to spur a serious discussion about the punditry game. After all, isn't it a little unseemly for Washington to be suddenly shocked, shocked at the fact that those with interests in what government does (such as Abramoff and his clients) seek out like-minded advocates (such as me and hundreds of other commentators and organizations)? I came to Washington with Ronald Reagan but left the administration early, frustrated by the domination of Republican apparatchiks. Bent on becoming an opinion journalist, I landed a syndicated column, which was a supportive home. But I could never live on what it paid alone. I affiliated with the Cato Institute, which always encouraged my work. But in the early years my wage there didn't cover my mortgage, let alone anything else. So I created a patchwork of jobs. I ghostwrote Op-Ed articles, drafted political speeches, prepared internal corporate briefings and strategized business media campaigns. All the while, I also wrote commentary and opinion pieces. Clearly, the ethical boundaries in all this aren't always obvious. Virtually everyone I worked with or wrote for had an ax to grind. Even think tanks and opinion journals have explicit ideological perspectives, which they support through fundraising. Certainly politicians, PR firms, companies and associations have explicit agendas. Although none of the people I worked with or for ever asked me to change a commentary I wrote, when you look back at it, conflicts were possible. Who decides whether such a potential conflict is sufficiently direct to matter? In 1987, I was paid to help a presidential candidate develop a plan to privatize Social Security. Does that mean I can never have a legitimate opinion on the issue or that politician ever again? And what is an aspiring ideologue to do if he believes something in principle and the person or group willing to offer support to write about it has an economic interest in the outcome? Many supposedly "objective" thinkers and "independent" scholar/experts these days have blogs or consulting gigs, or they are starting nonprofit Centers for the Study of .... Who funds their books, speeches or other endeavors? Often it's those with an interest in the outcome of a related debate. The number of folks underwriting the pursuit of pure knowledge can be counted on one hand, if not one finger. These are not excuses for my actions -- these are issues that should be addressed. Is it "journalism" if the research is helped along by a foundation whose board members have some interest in the subject? How can we be sure that newspapers keep advertisers out of news decisions? Don't broadcast media hire consultants and pollsters to contribute to their news coverage, people who could benefit financially from promoting the ideas of their other clients? And haven't reporters sometimes pocketed thousands of dollars speaking at conventions or corporate events and then covered those businesses -- or their issues -- in one way or another? Which brings me to Abramoff. I was never part of his organization. When I met him years ago, he was an activist who seemed to be promoting issues with which I identified -- federalism, self-help, lower taxes and less regulation. Later, Abramoff said: Look at these issues. If you agree and want to write on them, we'll help. I never took a position contrary to my beliefs. I wouldn't have had the luxury of selling out even had I been so inclined. My biases are too fixed and well known to allow a convenient conversion. In retrospect, it was stupid because it created an appearance that would bring all of my work into potential disrepute. And the appearance was made worse by Abramoff's other shenanigans. But it's silly to suggest that $1,000 or so would buy my opinion. I'm pro-drug legalization, antiabortion, pro-market and antiwar. I dislike, rather than love or hate, President Bush. I have repeated these positions in hundreds of articles over the years. I made a mistake. Even smart people sometimes do dumb things. I particularly regret embarrassing those who were most kind to me: my syndicate and think tank. With this article I've said my last word on the past. Never again will I accept money that could be construed as "buying" an article.

Now I'll take my (well-earned) licks and try to regain my credibility and the trust of my readers, editors and friends. I have to hope that my offerings are judged on the quality of the arguments, not on a misguided but limited relationship with a particular lobbyist. 

The articles involved had nothing to do with the aff—shouldn’t affect his cred

Javers 2005 (12/16, Eamon, Bloomberg, “Op-Eds for sale”, http://www.businessweek.com/bwdaily/dnflash/dec2005/nf20051216_1037_db016.htm, WEA)

MULTIPLE TRAVAILS.  A former Abramoff associate says Bandow and at least one other think-tank expert were typically paid $2,000 per column to address specific topics of interest to Abramoff's clients. Bandow's standing as a columnist and think-tank analyst provided a seemingly independent validation of the arguments the Abramoff team were using to try to sway Congressional action.

Bandow confirms that he received $2,000 for some pieces, but says it was "usually less than that amount." He says he wrote all the pieces himself, though with topics and information provided by Abramoff. He adds that he wouldn't write about subjects that didn't interest him.

Abramoff was indicted in Florida in August on wire-fraud charges in relation to his purchase of a Florida casino-boat company. He faces trial in January in that case.

Separately, a Senate committee and a Justice Dept. task force are investigating allegations that Abramoff defrauded some of his clients -- a handful of American Indian tribes that had gotten wealth from running casino-gaming operations on their reservations. Abramoff's business partner, Michael Scanlon, pleaded guilty in November to conspiring to corrupt public officials with gifts, including political contributions, and defrauding clients, and is cooperating with the ongoing probe.

ATTITUDE SWING.  A review of Bandow's columns and other written work shows that he wrote favorably about Abramoff's Indian tribal clients -- as well as another Abramoff client, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands -- as far back as 1997. One column, syndicated by the Copley News Service, saluted one Abramoff client tribe, the Mississippi Choctaws, for their entrepreneurial spirit, hard work, and commitment to free enterprise. "The Choctaws offer a model for other tribes," Bandow wrote. 

There’s no conflict of interest—cut him some slack

Javers 2005 (12/16, Eamon, Bloomberg, “Op-Eds for sale”, http://www.businessweek.com/bwdaily/dnflash/dec2005/nf20051216_1037_db016.htm, WEA)

"It's a matter of general support," Ferrara says. "These are my views, and if you want to support them, then that's good." But he adds that at some point over the years, Abramoff stopped working with him: "Jack lost interest in me and felt he had other writers who were writing in more prominent publications," Ferrara says.

"SIMILAR ARRANGEMENTS."  Ferrara's boss has a very different take on the Abramoff op-ed writing than did his peers at Cato. "If somebody pinned me down and said, 'Do you think this is wrong or unethical?' I'd say no," says Tom Giovanetti, president of the Institute for Policy Innovation. Giovanetti says critics are applying a "naive purity standard" to the op-ed business. "I have a sense that there are a lot of people at think tanks who have similar arrangements." 

Plus, he’s mad qualified

Cato no date – checked 6/22/2010 (“Doug Bandow”, http://www.cato.org/people/bandow.html, WEA)

Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties. He worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry. He writes regularly for leading publications such as Fortune magazine, National Interest, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Times. Bandow speaks frequently at academic conferences, on college campuses, and to business groups. Bandow has been a regular commentator on ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN, Fox News Channel, and MSNBC. He holds a J.D. from Stanford University. 
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“And there went out another horse that was red: and power was given to him that sat thereon to take peace from the earth, and that they should kill one another: and there was given unto him a great sword.” Rev. 6:4

