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Inherency 1/1
Contention One: Inherency

First, troop drawdowns in South Korea are inevitable—confirmed by the DOD.

Lee Jong-Heon, United Press International Correspondent, 2/4/10, UPI, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2010/02/04/seoul_seeks_extended_us_protection/2951.

The United States had maintained nearly 40,000 troops in South Korea, alongside the South's 670,000 troops, facing off against the North's 1.2 million-strong armed forces. But it recently reduced the number to 28,500 and is planning to redeploy the frontline U.S. ground forces to south of Seoul, in one of the biggest realignments of U.S. forces in this country since the Korean War. Earlier this week, the U.S. Department of Defense said in the newest edition of its Quadrennial Defense Review that Washington would further cut troops in the South, saying U.S. troops in Seoul could possibly be relocated abroad under the concept of "strategic flexibility."

But, South Korea’s wartime control delay proves its dependence on the U.S.

Eunkyung Seo and Bomi Lim, Bloomberg staff writers, 6/27/10, Businessweek, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-26/u-s-s-korea-delay-wartime-control-transfer-to-2015-update1-.html.

June 27 (Bloomberg) -- South Korea agreed with the U.S. to delay a planned handover of “wartime control” in the event of a military conflict to Dec. 1, 2015, from April 2012 amid heightened tensions with North Korea.

South Korea’s presidential office announced on its website today that the agreement was reached at a meeting between South Korean President Lee Myung Bak and U.S. President Barack Obama in Toronto, Canada, on the sidelines of the summit of Group of 20 nations.

South Korea was scheduled to take over the right to control its forces in the event of a war in April 2012 under a 2007 agreement with the U.S. The U.S. had full control of South Korea’s forces during the 1950-53 Korean War and until 1994, when the Asian nation was given operational control during peacetime.

“The move underlines South Korea’s dependence on the U.S., which will result in greater U.S. influence on South Korea’s foreign policy,” said Kim Yong Hyun, professor of North Korean studies at Dongguk University in Seoul. “It will also make others doubt about the capabilities of South Korea’s military.”

South Korea has remained technically at war with North Korea since the war ended in a cease-fire that was never replaced by a peace treaty. South Korea’s 680,000-strong military faces off with as many as 1.2 million troops across the border in North Korea, which has built atomic bombs and long- range ballistic missiles.

Away From Border

The U.S. has about 28,500 troops in the South and is in the process of moving them away from the border.

The accord came after South Korea blamed North Korea for sinking the 1,200-ton Cheonan on March 26, killing 46 sailors. South Korea, backed by the U.S., is pushing for United Nations Security Council condemnation of North Korea.
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Thus the plan: The United States federal government should eliminate its military presence in South Korea.
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Contention Two: North Korea

North Korea’s nuclear arsenal is growing.
Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
In the third weekend in March, while America was transfixed by the most exciting NCAA basketball tournament in years, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice was in the Far East, in the midst of a series of meetings with her opposite numbers in six Asian countries. Arriving in Seoul, South Korea, on Saturday, she boarded a U.S. Army Black Hawk helicopter and flew to Command Post Tango, the underground bunker that would be the nerve center for the U.S. military in the event of a war against North Korea. While not quite on the order of Ariel Sharon's parading around the Temple Mount in Israel, Rice's move was undeniably provocative. No high- ranking American official had ever visited the bunker before—and the choice of a military site as the secretary of state's first stop seemed to represent a gentle rattling of the sword. What's more, Rice spoke against a backdrop of computers and television screens monitoring the 20,000 South Korean and American soldiers who were at that very moment engaging in one of their regular war-game exercises—practicing, in effect, to fight a war with North Korea no sane person hopes ever to see.  The North Koreans responded by rattling their sword right back. First they announced they were boosting their nuclear arsenal, as a "deterrent" against U.S. attack. And then, apparently, they began to act: a few weeks after Rice's visit, U.S. spy satellites detected a reduction in activity at the Yongbyon nuclear reactor. Possibly this meant that the reactor had run into mechanical trouble; more probably, it meant that the North Koreans had shut down the plant to withdraw spent fuel rods in order to reprocess them into fissile material for nuclear weapons. What was clear was that the situation represented a grave international crisis.  Last year The Atlantic addressed a similar crisis—this one centering on Iran's nuclear ambitions— by conducting a war game that simulated preparations for a U.S. assault. As Sam Gardiner, the retired Air Force colonel who ran the simulation, put it, the exercise was designed to produce a "clarifying effect" by compelling participants to think through the implications of certain decisions and plans of action. The result was a bracing corrective to the notion that Iran's nuclear capacity could be taken out with a quick military strike.
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The Torpedo Sunk Inter-Korean Relations to Cold-War Depths.
Chosun Ilbo 5-25-2010  http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/05/26/2010052601219.html
The torpedo that split the South Korean Navy corvette Cheonan in half on March 26 blew inter-Korean relations back to the Cold War. Even at the beginning of this year, President Lee Myung-bak had been tentatively preparing for a summit with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il and offered to help the Stalinist country achieve a per-capita Gross National Income of US$3,000 if it gives up its nuclear weapons program. But the sinking of the Cheonan changed everything.  The sanctions the government announced on Monday include steps to blockade North Korea, which became unavoidable after clear evidence showed that the sinking was an act of military aggression against the South. That ends 10 years of rapprochement on the Korean Peninsula and returns inter-Korean relations to the dark days before 1989, when the two sides agreed to step up exchanges. Back then, the only law governing inter-Korean relations was the draconian National Security Law, which was based on the principle that the North was South Korea's main enemy. It was a time when tensions were high on the peninsula after North Korean agents set off a bomb killing South Korean officials in Rangoon in 1983 and blew up Korean Air Flight 858 in 1987.  The two Koreas are still technically at war since the 1950-53 Korean War ended with merely a ceasefire. The South Korean public has once again been reminded of this reality. Lee in a public address Monday said the peninsula faces a "major turning point." South Korean troops are preparing for action. They resumed so-called psychological warfare against North Korea on Monday, and plan to shift their rules of engagement from defensive to offensive mode. Around next month, U.S. and South Korean forces will hold joint anti-submarine exercises, and when maritime blockade drills begin during the second half of this year in line with the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative, North Korea will be forced to heighten its awareness for a prolonged period. As soon as Seoul stepped up pressure, the North started a campaign of military brinkmanship, saying Monday it will aim and fire at loudspeakers broadcasting propaganda messages across the demilitarized zone. Experts say North Korea may seek to damage the South Korean economy by heightening tensions on the Korean peninsula through minor clashes along the heavily armed border or along the maritime buffer zone in the West Sea. The government is tasked with maintaining peace and security on the peninsula by containing any threat of North Korea aggression.  The new Cold War triggered by the North Korean torpedo attack has ramifications beyond inter-Korean relations. China would come under tremendous pressure if U.S. aircraft carriers converge on the West Sea for joint military exercises with South Korea while the two allies conduct maritime blockade drills. The torpedo has shattered the shared foundation that the U.S. and China had built up through the six-party nuclear talks. If Beijing-Washington relations sour, both North and South Korea stand to suffer the most. A deteriorating security situation would inevitably lead to economic damage. The North Korean economy will suffer the heaviest blow since its overseas assets were frozen in 2005 through more UN Security Council sanctions plus U.S. financial sanctions on top of severed trade with South Korea. But the South Korean economy will suffer as well.
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North Korea’s sinking of South Korea’s Cheonan might be the last straw – North Korea is prepared to go to war

Peter Foster Daily Telegraph's South Asia Correspondent May 2010 North Korea threatens 'all-out war' over warship sinking report http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/northkorea/7745370/North-Korea-threatens-all-out-war-over-warship-sinking-report.html

In the most serious attack for over 20 years, a North Korean torpedo was found to be responsible for the sinking of the Cheonan, a 300-ft South Korean warship, which sank on March 26 with the loss of 46 lives. An official report, carried out by South Korean investigators together with teams from the United States, Britain, Australia and Sweden, said the evidence pointed "overwhelmingly to the conclusion that the torpedo was fired by a North Korean submarine." It added: "There is no other plausible explanation." South Korea vowed "resolute countermeasures" against the North and is likely to appeal to the United Nations for further sanctions on the rogue state. Barack Obama immediately offered his "strong and unequivocal" support to Lee Myung-bak, his South Korean counterpart. "This attack constitutes a challenge to international peace and security," the White House said. Britain, Japan and Australia all joined the chorus of condemnation. William Hague, the British Foreign secretary, said North Korea had a "total indifference to human life and international obligations". He said Britain was working on an "appropriate multilateral response to this callous act". Robert Gibbs, the White House spokesman, said: "This act of aggression is one more instance of North Korea's unacceptable behaviour and defiance of international law.... Such unacceptable behavior only deepens North Korea's isolation." He said the attack "constitutes a challenge to international peace and security". However, North Korea strongly denied responsibility for the attack, calling the investigation a "fabrication orchestrated by a group of traitors". It said it would "promptly" react to any retaliation and further sanctions with "various forms of tough measures including an all-out war". In recent weeks, North Korea has begun massing more troops on the border with the South. China, the last major ally of Pyongyang, gave a cautious and lukewarm response, saying that all parties should "remain calm" and that it would conduct its own "assessment" of the findings. Without China's support at the UN Security Council, North Korea is likely to escape punishment. "China is not directly involved, so it should not take a stance on either side or express views on the incident," said Zhang Liangui, a North Korean expert at the Central Party School, where Communist Party leaders are trained. "South Korea's submission of its report to the UN will clearly force China into making a stance and this will be a challenge. This will be handled by the Foreign ministry, but my view is that China, in accordance with its rising status as a major country, should not go against the rest of the world, but should consider its interests in line with the majority," he added. In Seoul, the long weeks of mourning since the attack and the personal stories of the young men who lost their lives have deepened the sense of outrage, piling pressure on the government not to allow the lost lives to pass unavenged. However, military retaliation against North Korea seems to have already been ruled out. "Nobody wants a war on the Korean peninsula and the truth is that it is not easy to take revenge after the event," said Choi Jong-min, whose brother-in-law, Petty Officer First Class Jo Jin-young, was among the dead. "Military reprisals should have been taken there and then [at the time of the sinking], or not at all," he added. South Korea has called an emergency meeting of its National Security Council to discuss its options. However, experts said that most of the punitive actions on offer stand to hurt Seoul at least as much as Pyongyang. "There really are few good options out there for South Korea," said Daniel Pinkston, a North Korea expert at the International Crisis Group. "They can go to the UN, but in reality China is very unlikely to back serious economic measures against the North which is already in economic crisis. "Anything too drastic, such as military retaliation or real moves to destabilize the North's economy risks regional instability that could trigger market crashes, capital flight and an overnight loss of regional confidence. It is really hard to see how the South ends up better off after this."
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American forces would be trapped in the middle of a predicted war with North Korea.
Ted Galen Carpenter June 12, 2003. Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3136
During his recent visit to South Korea, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz announced Washington's intention to "reposition" some of its military forces stationed in South Korea. Currently, most U.S. troops are deployed in the northern part of the country, between the capital, Seoul, and the Demilitarized Zone that separates South Korea from communist North Korea. The redeployment would entail moving those forces farther south. Wolfowitz offered only a vague justification for such a move, contending that repositioning forces would make them more effective in meeting the threat posed by North Korea. That is a curious argument. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, the principal rationale for stationing the troops near the DMZ has been that they would serve as a tripwire in case of a North Korean attack, guaranteeing U.S. involvement in any conflict. North Korea, knowing that it would then face war not only with South Korea but also with the United States, would be deterred from taking such a reckless gamble. Why is the Bush administration proposing to abandon the long-standing tripwire function of U.S. forces in South Korea? There is one unsettling possibility: The administration is considering a preemptive military attack on North Korea's nuclear installations and wants to move American troops out of harm's way. Even most hawkish U.S. experts on Korea concede that if the United States did launch such an attack, the North would likely respond with an intense artillery and missile barrage of the Seoul metropolitan area and, possibly, with a ground attack through the DMZ. American troops stationed between Seoul and the DMZ could easily end up being dead tripwire forces. True, Bush administration officials have stated that they want to solve through diplomacy the crisis created by North Korea's resumption of its nuclear weapons program. But those same officials have stressed that all options, including the use of military force, remain on the table. When South Korean President Roh Moo-hyun came to the United States in May, he sought an assurance that the controversial doctrine of preemptive war embedded in the administration's national security strategy would not apply to North Korea.. U.S. officials rebuffed his request. Indeed, the national security strategy document approved in September 2002 clearly would seem to apply to the North Korean situation. "We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends," the document affirmed. The administration's policy on combating weapons of mass destruction, adopted in December 2002, stated the point even more succinctly, emphasizing that the United States would not "permit the world's more dangerous regimes" to pose a threat "with the world's most destructive weapons." Nuclear weapons in the hands of secretive, Stalinist North Korea fill that category.
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US-North-South Korean nuclear war would be the bloodiest war since Vietnam.
Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
The North Korean situation is also ripe for war-game treatment, because of the extraordinarily difficult military and diplomatic challenges it presents. Iran, considered an urgent national-security priority, is thought to be three to five years away from possessing even a single nuclear device. North Korea is widely believed to have as many as ten already, and to be producing more every year. (It is also the first developing nation thought to be capable of striking the continental United States with a long-range ballistic missile.) And whereas Iraq did not, after all, have weapons of mass destruction, North Korea is believed to have large stockpiles of chemical weapons (mustard gas, sarin, VX nerve agent) and biological weapons (anthrax, botulism, cholera, hemorrhagic fever, plague, smallpox, typhoid, yellow fever). An actual war on the Korean peninsula would almost certainly be the bloodiest America has fought since Vietnam—possibly since World War II. In recent years Pentagon experts have estimated that the first ninety days of such a conflict might produce 300,000 to 500,000 South Korean and American military casualties, along with hundreds of thousands of civilian deaths. The damage to South Korea alone would rock the global economy.
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A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life.
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

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." Continues…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 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.
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Contention Three: China

US withdrawal is inevitable—South Koreans don’t want us there.

Rajan Menon, Monroe J. Rathbone Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, 2007, The End of Alliances, pg. 162-165 cp

Yet the reality is different.  Contrary to the first supposition, anti-American sentiment has gained ground in South Korea in the aftermath of the cold war, and is now embedded in the body politic.  As a summary report of a conference on the Korean peninsula put it, even though dissatisfaction with the United States is greater in other parts of the world, South Korean anti-American sentiment is “intense” and “real” and “evident from public opinion polling by organizations ranging from left to right indicate the growth of [such feelings]…which several decades ago had been confined to the fringe element of the youth, is now far more widespread and permeates society.”

This does not mean that the alliance teeters on collapse, and some caveats are in order to place these attitudes in perspective.  There have always been highs and lows in the history of the pact, and it would be incorrect to speak of a steady, steep, and irretrievable descent; nothing in life is inevitable, and this certainly applies to the Seoul-Washington alliance.  Moreover, the very term anti-Americanism is too capacious: it can become a big pot into which too many different things are thrown.  It’s important, therefore, to differentiate among beliefs that originate in an ideological position and that have an across-the-board quality and transcend particular issues; ones produced by specific features of the relationship (such as the effect of American bases on the quality of life in nearby communities); and others that are sparked by discrete events, such as incendiary incidents involving encounters between American soldiers and South Korean citizens.  Then there’s the problem with television as a medium.  Footage of anti-American demonstrations featuring angry slogans, flag burnings, and clashes with police make for “sit up and take notice” headlines, but they can convey the impression that such protests are routine, or that they reflect spiraling hostility toward the United States on the part of South Koreans generally.  In news coverage, a picture, which necessarily omits complexities and nuances, is not worth a thousand words.

Ill will toward the United States among South Koreans has certainly increased since the end of the cold war, as has the belief that the American military presence in South Korea actually reduces their safety, but these sentiments have their deepest roots among those born after the Korean War; their understanding of that conflict and the part played by the United States (and many other states) in defending South Korea has been shaped by stories, texts, and photographs, not visceral experience.  South Koreans also still remain apprehensive about North Korea, in general, and a nuclear North Korea, in particular.  When the Pentagon, faced with a shortage of troops in Iraq, redeployed some forces from the Korean peninsula, South Korean commentators warning against an American disengagement and hailing the continued value of the alliance, especially when faced this American voices advocating disengagement, Koreans are not marching in lockstep when it comes to their views on the alliance.

This having been said, the end of the cold war and the transformation that has occurred in South Korea’s relationships with Russia and China have enabled antagonism toward the United States among South Koreans to emerge more easily and to gain greater depth: the cost of criticism is simply less prohibitive now that the neighborhood is less dangerous.  As a result, support for the alliance is weakening and antipathy toward the United States is becoming stronger, and a more prominent part of South Korean politics.  The ranks of anti-American demonstrators are no longer populated mainly by student radicals and others from the far left; they include a larger and more representative slice of the population.  Furthermore, the fear that the presence of American troops actually increases the likelihood of war appears to be on the rise.  (If this seems irrational, it is well to keep in mind that Seoul, which home to almost a quarter of all South Koreans, is less than fifty miles from the DMZ and would be hard hit were war to break out.)
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South Korean anti-Americanism is still strong despite North Korean nuclear weapons.

Young Pyo Hong, Lieutenant, United States Navy, B.S., Embry Riddle Aeronautical University, December 2008, Naval Post-Graduate School, “SOURCES OF ANTI-AMERICANISM IN SOUTH KOREA” cp
When the hawks in Washington discredit and criticize the efforts of the progressives and the liberals in the South Korean government, on issues relating North Korea that are so close to home for the South Korean people, it raises tension and fuels anti-American sentiment in South Korea. The U.S. views North Korea as a huge threat due to North Korea’s capability to develop and to deliver weapons of mass destruction (WMD). South Koreans understand this potential problem, but the bigger concern to the South Koreans is the potential crisis on the Korean Peninsula or a North Korean collapse that would greatly affect South Korea’s economy.92 Therefore, Washington’s hard line approach towards North Korea appears as if the United States is neglecting the national concerns and interests of the South Korean people and the government. Koreans feel that the United States does not fully understand the democratic changes that have been occurring in South Korea since the end of the Cold War. South Korea today is by far a different country from what it was in the war torn days of the Korean War. The South Korean government is stable, with a vibrant economy, and an ever strengthening military. South Korea’s human capital has greatly improved and demographics are constantly changing as well, especially from the democratization of the South Korean government. And, while manufacturing jobs are decreasing and being outsourced, the standard of living has improved, the democratic politics have increased, the government and the economy continue to liberalize and democracy continues to mature. This is not your father’s Korea. South Korea is no longer a third world country. Therefore, the Cold War mentality in South Korea is out dated and does not fit in to the national interest of the South Korean government and the people.
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The US is overstretched now—troops in South Korea cost too much.
 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
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.

China is rising—shifting security responsibilities to Asian countries is key to prevents conflict.
Doug Bandow, Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan, 1/12/2009, “First Among Equals,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20570
It’s the job of military planners to plot future contingencies, which is why the U.S. Joint Forces Command looked ahead in its newly published Joint Operating Environment 2008. Despite obvious foreign threats, America’s destiny continues to remain largely in its own hands. No other country could draft such a report with such a perspective.

The Europeans, constrained by the European Union and their memories of World War II, must cast a wary eye towards Russia and have little military means to influence events much beyond Africa. For all of its pretensions of power, Moscow is economically dependent on Europe and fearful of an expanding China; Russia’s military revival consists of the ability to beat up small neighbors on its border.

Countries like Australia, South Korea and Japan are not without resources, but they are able to influence their regions, no more. Brazil is likely to become the dominant player in South America, but global clout is far away. India and China are emerging powers, but remain well behind Russia and especially the United States. Every other nation would have to start its operational analysis with America, which alone possesses the ability to intervene decisively in every region.
The main challenge facing the United States will be becoming more like other nations. That is, over time other states will grow economically relative to America. That will allow them to improve and expand their militaries. Washington will long remain first among equals, the most powerful single global player. But eventually it will no longer be able to impose its will on any nation in any circumstance.
That doesn’t mean the United States will be threatened. Other countries won’t be able to defeat America or force it to terms. But the outcomes of ever more international controversies will become less certain. Other governments will be more willing in more instances to say no to Washington. Especially China.
<continued>
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Much will change in the coming years, but as the JOE 2008 observes,

The Sino-American relationship represents one of the great strategic question marks of the next twenty-five years. Regardless of the outcome—cooperative or coercive, or both—China will become increasingly important in the considerations and strategic perceptions of joint force commanders.

What kind of a power is Beijing likely to become? Chinese policymakers emphasize that they plan a “peaceful rise,” but their ambitions loom large. Argues JOE 2008, while the People’s Republic of China doesn’t “emphasize the future strictly in military terms,” the Chinese do calculate “that eventually their growing strength will allow them to dominate Asia and the Western Pacific.” More ominously, argues the Joint Forces Command, “The Chinese are working hard to ensure that if there is a military confrontation with the United States sometime in the future, they will be ready.”

Yet this assessment is far less threatening than it sounds. The PRC is not capable (nor close to being capable) of threatening vital U.S. interests—conquering American territory, threatening our liberties and constitutional system, cutting off U.S. trade with the rest of the world, dominating Eurasia and turning that rich resource base against America. After all, the United States has the world’s most sophisticated and powerful nuclear arsenal; China’s intercontinental delivery capabilities are quite limited. America has eleven carrier groups while Beijing has none. Washington is allied with most every other industrialized state and a gaggle of the PRC’s neighbors. China is surrounded by nations with which it has been at war in recent decades: Russia, Japan, South Korea, Vietnam and India.

Indeed, today Beijing must concentrate on defending itself. In pointing to the PRC’s investment in submarines, the JOE 2008 acknowledges: “The emphasis on nuclear submarines and an increasingly global Navy in particular, underlines worries that the U.S. Navy possesses the ability to shut down China’s energy imports of oil—80% of which go through the straits of Malacca.” The Chinese government is focused on preventing American intervention against it in its own neighborhood, not on contesting U.S. dominance elsewhere in the world, let alone in North America.

Washington almost certainly will be unable to thwart Beijing, at least at acceptable cost. China needs spend only a fraction of America’s military outlays to develop a deterrent capability—nuclear sufficiency to forestall nuclear coercion, submarine and missile forces to sink U.S. carriers, and anti-satellite and cyber-warfare weapons to blind and disrupt American forces. Washington could ill afford to intervene in East Asia against the PRC so equipped.

Such a military is well within China’s reach. Notes JOE 2008: “by conservative calculations it is easily possible that by the 2030s China could modernize its military to reach a level of approximately one quarter of current U.S. capabilities without any significant impact on its economy.” Thus, absent the unlikely economic and social collapse of China, in not too many years Beijing will able to enforce its “no” to America.

Washington must reconsider its response. U.S. taxpayers already spend as much as everyone else on earth on the military. It’s a needless burden, since promiscuous intervention overseas does not make Americans safer. To maintain today’s overwhelming edge over progressively more powerful militaries in China, Russia, India and other states would require disproportionately larger military outlays in the United States. It’s a game Washington cannot win.

A better alternative would be to more carefully delineate vital interests, while treating lesser issues as matters for diplomacy rather than military action. Equally important, the American government should inform its allies that their security is in the first instance their responsibility. Washington should act as an offshore balancer to prevent domination of Eurasia by a hostile hegemon. But the United States should not attempt to coercively micro-manage regional relations.

Stepping back today would reduce pressure on Beijing to engage in a sustained arms buildup to limit U.S. intervention in the future. If the PRC nevertheless moved forward, its neighbors could take note and respond accordingly. Encouraging China to keep its rise peaceful is in everyone’s interest.

Despite the many challenges facing U.S. policy, America retains an extraordinarily advantageous position in today’s global order. Eventually, the United States is likely to fall to merely first among many—the globe’s leading state, but no longer the hyper- or unipower, as America has been called. The sooner Washington begins preparing for this new role, the smoother will be the transition.
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Chinese militarization causes Asian arms races—causes war.

Erik Lin-Greenberg student at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in the department of political science and cadet in Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps Detachment, Fall 2007, Air & Space Power Journal, “Offensive Airpower with Chinese Characteristics: Development, Capabilities, and Intentions” cp
Even though the likelihood of China’s initiating a war in the Pacific region remains small, offensive development of the PLAAF still poses a threat to regional stability. The ability of China to project military power throughout the Pacific jeopardizes American influence in the region. The United States has maintained military dominance in the Pacific since the end of World War II, but recent Chinese military development has the potential to shift the balance of power there. Even with China’s promise of a peaceful rise, its acquisition of platforms such as the J-10 and Su-27 fighters may lead the PLAAF to become a regional, technological peer competitor to the United States and other Pacific nations. Chinese militarization may lead neighboring states such as Japan and Korea, which recently expressed concern over the lack of transparency in China’s military buildup, to develop more aggressive military postures.38 China might respond by increasing its own military capabilities, resulting in a spiral process that could lead to intense diplomatic or military confrontations.39 It might also use airpower to project power to Central Asian states, such as Kazakhstan, that supply China’s burgeoning energy demand.40 Any form of PLAAF involvement in these nations could produce tension with the United States and Russia, both of which wish to gain influence in the geostrategically important region.41
Asian wars go nuclear.

Toshimaru Ogura and Ingyu Oh, Professors of Economics and Political Economy at Waiikato University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April, 1997, p. 30 
North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi-or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region- nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among those countries would threaten to escalate into global conflagration.

And forward deployment guarantees US clashes with China.

Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 2007, "The Case Against the American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, p. 64-65

To be sure, the United States should not ignore the potential strategic ramifications of China’s arrival on the world stage as a great power. After all, the lesson of history is that the emergence of new great powers in the international system leads to conflict, not peace. On this score, the notion—propagated by Beijing—that China’s will be a “peaceful rise” is just as fanciful as claims by American policy-makers that China has no need to build up its military capabilities because it is unthreatened by any other state. Still, this does not mean that the United States and China inevitably are on a collision course that will culminate in the next decade or two in a war. Whether Washington and Beijing actually come to blows, however, depends largely on what strategy the United States chooses to adopt toward China, because the United States has the “last clear chance” to adopt a grand strategy that will serve its interests in balancing Chinese power without running the risk of an armed clash with [end page 73] Beijing. If the United States continues to aim at upholding its current primacy, however, Sino-American conflict is virtually certain.
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Miscalculation is likely—too many uncertainties.

Woosang Kim, Professor of political science and director of the Institute of East and West at Yonsei University, 08. The United States and Northeast Asia: debates, issues, and new order. G. John Ikenberry and Chung-In Moon. Pg. 129.

When considering the China factor, however, we should always estimate one national power relative to that of other powers. To speculate about China's potential to catch up with the United States in terms of national power, China's rates of growth must be estimated in connection with those of the United States. We should also keep in mind that perception and misperception really matter. That is, how the United States and China perceive their relative national powers is probably more important than their actual relative national capabilities. For example, one country may overestimate its own power, while the other may underestimate its competitor's power. Others also suggest that although China cannot be a peer competitor to the United States globally, China can pose a threat to the United States' interests in the region.

Nuclear war.

Charles R. Smith   Professor of Politics and History, Marymount University Formerly military historian and research analyst for Data Memory Systems, Inc., a historical evaluation and research organization Tuesday, Aug. 14, 2001  War With China http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2001/8/14/174213.shtml
Fiction? Then consider this fact: The United States has no defense against a missile attack. The U.S. has NO missile defense and is only testing a limited system that might stop one or two missiles. Those who minimize the Chinese strategic forces frequently state that China has only 20 missiles. These people are fools playing games with the lives of millions of innocent humans. They fail to mention that each Chinese strategic missile is tipped with a multi-megaton H-bomb that can vaporize a city. In the previous scenario, Chinese forces used only half their current strategic and tactical missiles in a single attack, turning 10 of the top U.S. cities and most of free Asia into charred, radioactive wastelands. China apologists also question whether Beijing is willing to wage war against America. However, the Chinese military makes it very clear it wants nuclear combat with the U.S.A. According to an August 1999 policy document published by the People's Liberation Army Office of the Central Military Command, "unlike Iraq and Yugoslavia, China is not only a big country, but also possesses a nuclear arsenal that has long since been incorporated into state warfare system and play a real role in our national defense." "In comparison with the U.S. nuclear arsenal, our disadvantage is mainly numeric, which in real wars the qualitative gap will be reflected only as different requirement of strategic theory," states the PLA military document. "In terms of deterrence, there is not any difference in practical value. So far we have built up the capability for the second and third nuclear strikes and are fairly confident in fighting a nuclear war. The PCC [communist Party Central Committee] has decided to pass though formal channels this message to the top leaders in the U.S." China also has recently tested a new long-range missile capable of reaching America, the DF-31. The DF-31 is capable of delivering a single multi-megaton H-bomb or up to three 90-kiloton nuclear bombs. The most recent DF-31 test took place earlier this year, and some Pentagon analysts expect the PLA Second Artillery will begin active deployment of DF-31 units early next year. 1,000 Nuclear Missiles by 2006 Clearly, China apologists must seriously consider the growing capability of Beijing's nuclear missile forces, including the tremendous buildup of short-range tactical missiles. China continues to deploy short-range "Dong Feng" or "East Wind" missiles. China has a force of nearly 500 DF-15 and DF-11 mobile tactical missiles and at the current rate of production will have more than 1,000 missiles by 2006. The Soviet Union and the U.S. considered the short-range tactical missile to be the most dangerous threat to peace because of its short flight time. Despite the tension between Moscow and Washington, both sides agreed to withdraw and ban the weapons. The Soviet SS-20 Saber and U.S. Pershing missiles were dismantled and destroyed. It is worth noting that each Chinese DF-15 tactical missile has a flight time of less than four minutes, from launch to impact. Today, China dominates the tactical nuclear missile category and frequently demonstrates that fact. In 1996, China dropped dummy DF-15 warheads just off Taiwan's coastline.
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Contention Four: Solvency

DPRK wants a Peace Treaty – Korean treaty will happen once US pulls out of South Korea.
Bandow 09, 8/31/09, Doug Bandow, “Individual Liberty, Free markets, and Peace” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10492

Withdraw U.S. forces from South Korea. The Republic of Korea has a vast economic and technological lead over its northern antagonist and is fully capable of defending itself.  Nor do American conventional forces help resolve the nuclear issue; to the contrary, by putting U.S. military personnel within reach of the North, Washington has created 28,000 nuclear hostages.  Moreover, eliminating America's military presence on the peninsula would be the strongest possible signal to Beijing that it need not fear pressing the North to deal and reform, even at the risk of the latter's collapse.  The North's coming leadership transition will yield both opportunities and dangers. The Obama administration should recognize the limitations inherent to any policy toward the North, while doing its best to promote a peaceful resolution of the Korean confrontation.

North Korea will make a peace deal in exchange for US concessions.

Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

Pyongyang wanted guarantees and concessions. And its demands were not even particularly outrageous. For years Pyongyang has requested a nonaggression pact as well as one on one negotiations with the United States, leading to a normalization of the relationship between the two countries or at least to a recognition of each other's sovereignty. The United States, by contrast, has always preferred multilateral negotiations and demanded North Korean disarmament before a normalization of relations.
North Korea proliferates as deterrence to US forces in the region.

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

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 rends 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.”1M
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Enhanced ROK military deters China and keeps U.S. from future war.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan, 06-19-09. National Interest Online. http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21606; 
The time for subsidizing wealthy allies has long passed. The financial crisis makes it imperative that the United States return to such nations responsibility for their own defense. Undoubtedly an American withdrawal would result in a far-reaching debate among South Koreans over how much they felt threatened by the North and how much they believed necessary to spend in response. But that is precisely the debate they should have had years ago. The prospect of a nuclear North Korea obviously is more frightening than even one with ample numbers of artillery pieces targeting the city of Seoul. But there is little reason to believe that the North has any deliverable weapons at this point.
Given present course, that time is likely, but not certain, to come. However, South Korea has time to prepare. Rather than relying on America for its protection, Seoul should invest in missile defense and enhance its air-defense capabilities. The South also should consider creating a conventional deterrent: the ability to respond to a nuclear strike by eliminating the Kim regime. That means developing potent offensive missile and air attack capabilities. (Japan, despite its quasi-pacifist constitution, should do the same.)

Such forces would help fulfill a second function: deter an aggressive China, if Beijing ever changed its policy from the oft-repeated “peaceful rise” to a more belligerent stance. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) has much to gain from stability in East Asia and has worked to assure its neighbors of its peaceful intentions. However, the future is unknowable. The best way for Beijing’s neighbors to ensure China’s rise is peaceful is to maintain armed forces sufficient to deter the PRC from considering military action.

Such a “dual use” capability would benefit the United States as well. The objective would not be a high-profile attempt at containment, but a low-profile capacity for deterrence, relieving Washington of any need to intervene. Most important, America should not reflexively extend its “nuclear umbrella” in response to the future possibility of a nuclear North Korea. Doing so would inevitably deepen American involvement in regional controversies, potentially turning every local dispute into an international crisis.
***INHERENCY***
Inherency – Troops Now

The US currently has 37,000 troops in South Korea but has been pulling out for several years

Jane’s Intelligence Digest, the leading private intelligence agency in the world, 3/12/10, http://search.janes.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/Search/documentView.do?docId=/content1/janesdata/mags/jir/history/jir2010/jir10856.htm@current&pageSelected=allJanes&keyword=us%20troops&backPath=http://search.janes.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/Search&Prod_Name=JIR&
 In some ways, the current US drawdown from Japan and South Korea, under which thousands of troops will relocate to the US, other theatres of operation or to the self-governing 'unincorporated' US territory of Guam, could be seen as part of a long-term trend.  At its peak, the US had eight combat divisions of almost 600,000 troops in South Korea and 350,000 troops in Japan shortly after the Second World War. This heavy troop presence was unpopular with the host populations, given Japan's recent and humiliating defeat and South Korea's history of colonisation (by Japan since 1910).  As a result, a slow process of withdrawal has been undertaken since then. Protests from South Korea's first president, Syngman Rhee, led then US president Dwight Eisenhower by 1955 to cut the US military presence to two combat divisions: the Second and Seventh Infantry Divisions (2ID and 7ID), both forward-deployed along invasion routes. Post-war US Forces in Korea (USFK) numbered around 63,000 until 1971, when the Richard Nixon administration withdrew the 20,000-strong 7ID and moved 2ID south from the Demilitarised Zone between North and South Korea. This, and US overtures to China, rattled Seoul, which by contrast had sent 48,000 of its own troops to support the US in Vietnam. Unease grew under the Jimmy Carter administration (1977-1981), which planned further cuts but was outmanoeuvred. In the end only 3,400 troops left, leaving a USFK total of 39,500, although this was increased to 43,000 under the Ronald Reagan administration (1981-1989).  Under the George HW Bush administration (1989-1993), the end of the wider Cold War led to plans for a three-stage reduction. The first phase withdrew 5,000 people before this drawdown was suspended as concern grew over North Korea's nuclear activities. The Bill Clinton administration (1993-2001) also kept numbers stable at about 37,500, spread over nearly 60 bases, before George W Bush (2001-2009) instituted more cuts. In Japan, a similar withdrawal process has occurred. Troop levels fell rapidly before peaking again at 210,000 in 1954 as troops were withdrawn from the Korean War. From there, the rate of decline has been steady, falling below 100,000 troops in 1959, 75,000 in 1971 and 50,000 troops  in 1975 as US involvement in Vietnam  ended. Currently, approximately 37,000 US troops remain in Japan, of which 25,000 and their 20,000 dependents are on the country's southern island of Okinawa; and there are 28,500 in South Korea. Yet, various motivations encourage the US to further withdraw troops from its two foremost East Asian allies and consolidate overseas bases.

Inherency – Troop Withdrawal Inevitable
Military reduction inevitable- D.O.D confirms

Lee Jong-Heon, United Press International Correspondent, 2/4/10, UPI, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2010/02/04/seoul_seeks_extended_us_protection/2951.

The United States had maintained nearly 40,000 troops in South Korea, alongside the South's 670,000 troops, facing off against the North's 1.2 million-strong armed forces. But it recently reduced the number to 28,500 and is planning to redeploy the frontline U.S. ground forces to south of Seoul, in one of the biggest realignments of U.S. forces in this country since the Korean War. Earlier this week, the U.S. Department of Defense said in the newest edition of its Quadrennial Defense Review that Washington would further cut troops in the South, saying U.S. troops in Seoul could possibly be relocated abroad under the concept of "strategic flexibility."
A2 Obama-ROK Peace Talks Means Pullout Now

First, talks aren’t until 2015 – Korean war is on the brink now means that we access Asian war first

Second, no possible reduction of troops until at LEAST 2012
Lee Jong-Heon, United Press International Correspondent, 2/4/10, UPI, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2010/02/04/seoul_seeks_extended_us_protection/2951.

But the U.S. military said on Thursday that it has no immediate plan to redeploy troops from South Korea. In a statement, the command of the U.S. Forces Korea said a redeployment of its troops, even if necessary, would only be possible in the late 2010s after close consultations with South Korea. "The defense of the ROK (South Korea) remains the core mission of U.S. forces in Korea now and in the future, and there will be no reduction of U.S. forces in Korea tied to wartime operational control transition on April 17, 2012," it said. In return for longer U.S. military protection, South Korea has vowed to use an inter-Korean summit it is pushing to hold this year to persuade the North to give up its nuclear weapons. "Denuclearization of the peninsula must be the most important agenda item if an inter-Korean summit takes place," a Foreign Ministry official said. "A summit should be arranged as a way to address international concerns about the North's nuclear weapons," he said. In an apparent bid to coordinate summit agenda items with White House officials, Kim Tae-hyo, secretary to President Lee for national s
Inherency – South Korea under Nuclear Umbrella

Korea is under US nuclear umbrella 

Nukestart.com October 24, 5, Nuclear Umbrella Reaffirmation Follows Nuclear Korean Nuclear Test, http://www.nukestrat.com/korea/umbrella.htm; internet 
Less than two weeks after North Korea tested a nuclear devise, the United States and South Korea issued a joint communiqué from the 38th Security Consultative Meeting that reaffirmed the U.S. nuclear umbrella over South Korea. Unlike the 2005 communiqué (see below), the 2006 statement reaffirmed the "continuation of the extended deterrence offered by the U.S. nuclear umbrella." 
Inherency – US Control of Troops

New unstable situation prompts delay in U.S. withdrawal
Jay Solomon, Staff Writer, May 31, 2010. (Wall Street Journal (Online). New York, N.Y.: Lexis-Nexis)
The North's alleged attack March 26 on the South Korean naval vessel, the Cheonan, however, has shaken up Seoul's strategic thinking, according to South Korean and U.S. officials. A major concern here now is that Pyongyang's development of nuclear technologies has provided leader Kim Jong Il with a deterrent against the more-advanced militaries of the U.S. and South Korea. This, in turn, could allow Pyongyang to stage more-aggressive conventional attacks on the South, with the belief that Seoul won't retaliate for fear of an escalation.

This fear seems to have been borne out in recent days as Mr. Lee's government has shown a reluctance to take some new steps to challenge Pyongyang over the Cheonan incident. Seoul, for example, stepped back from an initial pledge to use loudspeakers to blast pro-South Korean propaganda across the Demilitarized Zone between the two Koreas after the North threatened to attack the broadcasting infrastructure.

Still, many leading defense thinkers in Seoul said Pyongyang's growing nuclear technologies are "game changers" that now require South Korea to significantly upgrade its own capabilities. In addition to developing longer-range missiles, many are calling for the purchases of advanced new strike-fighters and antiballistic-missile batteries. They also are calling for the Pentagon to remain in charge of the joint-military command in South Korea beyond 2012, given the lethal effectiveness displayed by North Korea's mini-submarine fleet during the Choenan attack.

South Korea delays military command transfer due to unpreparedness
Jay Solomon, Staff Writer, May 31, 2010. (Wall Street Journal (Online). New York, N.Y.: Lexis-Nexis) 

South Korean defense strategists already are publicly pressing Mr. Lee to delay the planned 2012 transfer of operational control of the combined U.S.-South Korean fighting force to Seoul from Washington, arguing South Korea isn't prepared yet to oversee American forces. The agreement between Washington and Seoul has a clause that allows South Korea's president to formally request a suspension of the transfer. The U.S. currently deploys 29,000 troops in South Korea, and the South Korean military deploys 600,000.
Inherency – US Control of Troops

ROK wants continued US troop presence and assistance because of potential military threats from North Korea 
Lee Jong-Heon, United Press International Correspondent, 2/4/10, UPI

Seoul, South Korea — South Korea has asked the United States to postpone the planned transfer of wartime control of South Korean troops to Seoul beyond 2012, citing a mounting military threat from North Korea. Instead, Seoul plans to focus on its summit with the North, likely to take place as early as this spring, on addressing U.S. concerns about Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons drive. The diplomatic game has emerged as U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell is travelling to Seoul to discuss the security alliance with South Korea and coordinate the two countries’ policy toward North Korea. South Korea conveyed to Campbell its hope of holding talks with the United States to review a 2007 agreement on Seoul's regaining of wartime operational control of its troops from Washington, according to diplomatic sources here on Thursday. South Korea voluntarily put operational control of its military under the U.S.-led United Nations Command shortly after the Korean War broke out in 1950. It took back peacetime operational control in 1994. Under the 2007 accord, the United States has agreed to hand wartime operational command of South Korean troops back to Seoul by April 2012. The deal was pushed by the former maverick President Roh Moo-hyun, who wanted to reduce the country's military dependence on the United States. But his conservative successor President Lee Myung-bak, who took office in early 2008, has campaigned to restore the security alliance with Washington, standing firmer against North Korea, which conducted a second nuclear test and a set of missile launches last year. Security jitters here further mounted at the beginning of this year as the North's military fired hundreds of artillery shells near the inter-Korean maritime border over three days last week. The Stalinist country is expected to conduct further artillery fire or short-range missile tests, as it has designated "naval firing zones" along the sea border until next Monday. In the face of the increased security threat from their communist neighbor, more South Koreans want U.S. military protection extended. Meeting with Campbell, Deputy Foreign Minister Lee Yong-joon called for closer military ties to cope with the North's threats. "We discussed security cooperation issues (with Campbell), including American troops stationed in South Korea and the planned transfer of wartime operational control," Lee told reporters at the end of the meeting. In response, Campbell said his government was seriously considering concerns in South Korea and was willing to closely discuss the transfer issue. "I think we would very much like to make sure the United States and South Korea are as close as possible on all issues associated with the six-party engagement, our mutual strategy toward North Korea," he told reporters.

Troop Presence Bad – Credibility
US troop presence destroys the credibility of any threat against North Korea.  Any true attack would primarily be conducted by navy and air forces—leaving troops in the DMZ does nothing but give the South a veto over US action and create a vulnerability for the North to attack if hostilities break out.

Daniel Kennelly, senior editor of American Enterprise, 2007, North and South Korea, “The US Military Should Withdraw from South Korea” pg 109-10 cp

[ In October 2004) the Pentagon announced plans to withdraw about a third of our troops from South Korea, and reposition the rest far away from the border that divides communist North from democratic South. In the heat of eleventh- hour Presidential politics, John Kerry lambasted George W. Bush for sending a message of weakness to North Korea. In fact, it was exactly the opposite. Repositioning and trimming our troops in South Korea is a signal that we are preparing seriously to deal with the danger posed by North Korean tyrant Kim Jong Il.  Sending a Signal. Though Mr. Kerry misunderstood the signal, both Pyongyarig [the capital of North Korea] and Seoul (the capital of South Korea] received it loud and clear. The Korean Central News Agency (the ministry in charge of government doublespeak in Kim Jong il’s regime) released a statement about the American move that, for once, was mostly true:  The U.S. claims that this action is aimed to fill tip a vacuum caused by the cutdown of U.S. troops. But this is, in fact) nothing but a reckless measure for putting into practice its scenario for another war.... The massive redeployment of the U.S. troops in and around South Korea is in pursuance of the US. war strategy to wage a blitz warfare in Korea through a preemptive attack.  South Korea’s reaction to the U.S. announcement was also out of character. The current government in Seoul is the most anti-American in the short history of the Republic of Korea [ROK]. It is a left-wing administration that has fanned public sentiment against U.S. troops. Yet suddenly this government issued statements making it clear it wanted to keep the U.S. garrison in place more than the Americans themselves had.   Was South Korea suffering a spasm of nostalgia for the good old days of the LLS.-ROK alliance? Were they suddenly scared that they would be left defenseless before North Korea’s million-man army? In fact, South Korea got the jitters primarily because it feared the move was an indication that the U.S. might confront the North—”forcefully” if necessary—over its nuclear weapons program. Moving U.S. troops away from the DMZ [demilitarized zone] tripwire, and out of the reach of North Korean’s artillery and tactical missiles, is a sensible move if hostilities might be on the way.  For the moment, South Korea’s pacifists and appeasers needn’t worry. Its current status as “host” to our armed forces gives South Korea the diplomatic clout to scuttle any U.S. military moves against the North. But with every U.S. soldier that leaves the peninsula that veto weakens steadily.  In the carrots-and-sticks approach we have taken toward North Korea, the sticks arc strategic bombers, such as the ones the Pentagon moved to Guam in the weeks before the Iraq war in spring 2003. (More heavy bombers were sent to Guam than were used in the Iraq war itself.) These bombers could quickly be supplemented by U.S. naval power. Any offensive strike against an out-of--control North Korea would thus origin ate primarily from the air and sea.  By contrast, our nearly 37,000 soldiers in South Korea— and the alliance that keeps them there—are purely defensive. The U.S. land force is tiny compared to South Korea’s 606,000 troops and tinier still compared to the nearly 1.2 million North Korean soldiers on the other side of the demilitarized zone. Yet the presence of these U.S. Army brigades allows the North to hold us hostage, because the North would likely repond to any U.S. air strikes by firing thousands of missiles at our bases in the South. Simply put, therefore, our troop presence in South Korea no longer deters the North. It deters us.   

Troop Presence Bad – Empirical
History proves that the stick and carrot are necessary to end North Korea’s nuclear program—carrots alone cause the North to cheat on its agreements.  Removing American troops from South Korea is key to free our military to make serious threats against the North.

Daniel Kennelly, senior editor of American Enterprise, 2007, North and South Korea, “The US Military Should Withdraw from South Korea” pg 111-112 cp

For the moment, the choice has been made for us. Our current alliance with South Korea—the diplomatic straitjacket—prevents us from acting. South Korea will never let us use our sticks. And our carrots have proven worthless in modifying the North’s behavior. Thus, we are currently stuck with a nuclear-armed North Korea. The Clinton administration tried the carrot approach in 1994 when it negotiated the “Agreed  Framework,” a sweetheart deal for the North in which the U.S. promised to deliver hundreds of thousands of tons of fuel oil annually, and to build two 1,000 megawatt light-water nuclear reactors, in exchange for the DPRK [Democratic People’s Republic of Korea] freezing its weapons program. In November 2002, we learned that the North had secretly continued work on its nuclear weapons program, so the fuel shipments were halted. The lesson learned from this debacle was that the North Koreans refuse to trade away their nuclear program at any price.  Nor do we have any effective stick with which to modify their behavior. The South Koreans refuse to give their consent to any military move. They fight tooth and nail against even the mildest attempts to confront Kim long Il. It is their count ry that would most reap the whirlwind if hostilities broke out. Unfortunately, that has resulted in a pattern of appeasement, which, over the long run, raises the levels of danger progressively higher.  South Koreans’ dependence on the U.S. is a problem for them as well as us. After all, if not for the U.S. troops in South Korea, what reason would the North have to retaliate for a U.S. strike on its weapons program by attacking the South? 
***NORTH KOREA ADVANTAGE***
Korean Peninsula on Brink
Torpedo Sinks Inter-Korean Relations to Cold-War Depths 

Chosun Ilbo 5-25-2010  http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/05/26/2010052601219.html

The torpedo that split the South Korean Navy corvette Cheonan in half on March 26 blew inter-Korean relations back to the Cold War. Even at the beginning of this year, President Lee Myung-bak had been tentatively preparing for a summit with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il and offered to help the Stalinist country achieve a per-capita Gross National Income of US$3,000 if it gives up its nuclear weapons program. But the sinking of the Cheonan changed everything.  The sanctions the government announced on Monday include steps to blockade North Korea, which became unavoidable after clear evidence showed that the sinking was an act of military aggression against the South. That ends 10 years of rapprochement on the Korean Peninsula and returns inter-Korean relations to the dark days before 1989, when the two sides agreed to step up exchanges. Back then, the only law governing inter-Korean relations was the draconian National Security Law, which was based on the principle that the North was South Korea's main enemy. It was a time when tensions were high on the peninsula after North Korean agents set off a bomb killing South Korean officials in Rangoon in 1983 and blew up Korean Air Flight 858 in 1987.  The two Koreas are still technically at war since the 1950-53 Korean War ended with merely a ceasefire. The South Korean public has once again been reminded of this reality. Lee in a public address Monday said the peninsula faces a "major turning point." South Korean troops are preparing for action. They resumed so-called psychological warfare against North Korea on Monday, and plan to shift their rules of engagement from defensive to offensive mode. Around next month, U.S. and South Korean forces will hold joint anti-submarine exercises, and when maritime blockade drills begin during the second half of this year in line with the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative, North Korea will be forced to heighten its awareness for a prolonged period. As soon as Seoul stepped up pressure, the North started a campaign of military brinkmanship, saying Monday it will aim and fire at loudspeakers broadcasting propaganda messages across the demilitarized zone. Experts say North Korea may seek to damage the South Korean economy by heightening tensions on the Korean peninsula through minor clashes along the heavily armed border or along the maritime buffer zone in the West Sea. The government is tasked with maintaining peace and security on the peninsula by containing any threat of North Korea aggression.  The new Cold War triggered by the North Korean torpedo attack has ramifications beyond inter-Korean relations. China would come under tremendous pressure if U.S. aircraft carriers converge on the West Sea for joint military exercises with South Korea while the two allies conduct maritime blockade drills. The torpedo has shattered the shared foundation that the U.S. and China had built up through the six-party nuclear talks. If Beijing-Washington relations sour, both North and South Korea stand to suffer the most. A deteriorating security situation would inevitably lead to economic damage. The North Korean economy will suffer the heaviest blow since its overseas assets were frozen in 2005 through more UN Security Council sanctions plus U.S. financial sanctions on top of severed trade with South Korea. But the South Korean economy will suffer as well.

Korean Peninsula on Brink

2AC – North Korea’s sinking of South Korea’s Cheonan might be the last straw – North Korea is prepared to go to war

Thai News Agency MCOT 6/25 (6/25/10, " N. Korea vows to bolster nuclear arms on war anniversary: report ", http://www.mcot.net/cfcustom/content.cfm?contentId=71343)

SEOUL, June 26 (Yonhap) -- Marking the 60th anniversary Friday of the outbreak of the Korean War, North Korea vowed to bolster its nuclear weapon capability to cope with U.S. hostilities, the country's main radio station said.  The three-year Korean War, which began with a North Korean invasion of South Korea, ended in an armistice, not in a peace treaty, leaving the two Koreas still in a state of conflict. Both Koreas mark the day with calls for national defense.  In the North's capital, Pyongyang, about 120,000 people gathered in an anti-U.S.  rally, during which the North's leadership pledged to strengthen the country's nuclear capability, the North's Central Broadcasting Station said in a report, monitored in Seoul.  "Under the circumstances in which the United States is persistently holding on to isolation and suffocation maneuvers against our republic, we will continue walking in the direction of strengthening our nuclear self-defense force so as to protect the dignity of our people and the best interests of the nation," Kim Ki-nam, secretary of the Central Committee of the Workers' Party, said in a speech during the rally, according to the radio report.  Inter-Korean tension has considerably risen since the March 26 sinking of a South Korean patrol ship, which Seoul blames on Pyongyang. The North has denied involvement.  The heightened tension is casting a pall on six-party talks on North Korea's nuclear weapons program that have been suspended since late 2008. South Korea is negative about resuming the nuclear talks before the North is officially rebuked for the ship sinking.  South Korea has referred the case to the U.N. Security Council for punishment of North Korea, but China and Russia, veto-holding permanent Council members and Pyongyang's traditional backers, have expressed reservations about South Korea's move.  North Korea warns that it would go to war if it is punished over the ship sinking.  The current situation requires North Korea to "be alert more highly than ever" and "be ready by every means" for a possible invasion by hostile forces, Kim Ki-nam said.  North Korea conducted two nuclear tests, in 2006 and last year.  Other high-profile attendants at the mass rally included Choe Yong-rim, a long-time family associate to the North Korean leader who was appointed as prime minister earlier this month, Kim Yong-chun, minister of the North's People's Armed Forces, Choe Thae-bok, a Workers' Party secretary and chairman of the Supreme People's Assembly, and Yang Hyong-Sop, vice president of the Presidium of the Supreme People's Assembly, the radio said.  On every Korean War anniversary, North Korea holds massive rallies to foment anti-U.S. sentiment among its people.  The U.S. fought on South Korea's side in the Korean War. About 28,500 U.S. troops are currently stationed in South Korea as a deterrent against the North.  Marking the anniversary in Seoul, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak urged the North to cease "reckless military provocation" and seek ways for co-prosperity with the South. (Yonhap)

Korean Peninsula on Brink

North Korea froze relations with South Korea, seen as belligerence by International community

CNN Wire Staff 5/25/10, “North Korea Freezes Relations with South Korea” CNN World,  http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/05/25/n.korea.threats/index.html

Mounting tensions on the Korean Peninsula reached a new level Tuesday as a North Korean agency announced that the communist nation is severing all ties with its neighbor to the south and will "abrogate the agreement on non-aggression."  A spokesman for North Korea's Committee for the Peaceful Reunification of Korea accused South Korean President Lee Myung-bak of falsely blaming Pyongyang for the sinking in March of the South Korean warship Cheonan, according to the state-run Korean Central News Agency.  An official South Korean report accused the communist North of firing a torpedo at the ship, killing 46 sailors.  Meanwhile, a North Korean military official accused the South of intruding into North Korean waters in the Yellow Sea from May 14 to May 24, the Yonhap news agency reported.  "This is a deliberate provocation aimed to spark off another military conflict in the West Sea of Korea and thus push to a war phase the present north-south relations," the official said in a statement, according to Yonhap.  Lee has already announced that South Korea was suspending trade with North Korea, closing its waters to the North's ships and adopting a newly aggressive military posture toward its neighbor.  While in China on Monday, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said the United States supports the finding on the Cheonan's sinking.  She urged North Korea on Monday to reveal what it knows about the "act of aggression." She also said the United States' "support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal" and that North Korea should "stop its belligerence and threatening behavior."

Korean naval incident highlights region’s instability

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
A South Korean warship sank in the Yellow Sea following an explosion Friday. North Korean involvement is widely suspected, but Seoul says no conclusions have yet been reached.  The incident, irrespective of the details, should remind officials in Seoul that the Korean peninsula remains extraordinarily unstable. Pyongyang has long used brinkmanship as a negotiating technique. The North employed its usual array of rhetorical bombs in response to recently concluded joint maneuvers between U.S. and South Korean forces. And ships of both nations exchanged fire last November around the ill-defined sea boundary between the two countries.

North Korea on Brink

North Korea on the brink due to unwillingness to abandon nuclear program

North Korean Review, academic journal in North America or Europe 2009, http://mcfarland.metapress.com/app/home/contribution.asp?referrer=parent&backto=issue,7,10;journal,3,10;linkingpublicationresults,1:120199,1
On May 8, Pyongyang handed over thousands of nuclear-related documents to the United States State Department. On June 26, the U.S. government began the process of delisting North Korea as a state sponsor of terrorism. On June 29, North Korea received a shipment of U.S. food aid. On July 11, a South Korean tourist was shot dead near the Mt. Kumgang resort. On August 11, the deadline passed to remove North Korea from the U.S. terror list. On August 15, Kim Jong-il reportedly suffered a stroke. On August 27, a North Korean spy suspect was arrested in South Korea. On September 19, North Korea announced that it had begun reassembling its nuclear facilities at Yongbyon. On October 11, North Korea was removed from the U.S. terror list. On November 6, a North Korean military delegation made an unprecedented inspection of the Gaesong Industrial Complex. North Korea again appears at the brink for modernization by its provocative behavior and unwillingness to abandon its nuclear program.
North Korea Wants Peace

North Korea wanted concessions – the US wouldn’t accept a bilateral nonaggression pact though
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

Pyongyang wanted guarantees and concessions. And its demands were not even particularly out¬rageous. For years Pyongyang has requested a nonaggression pact as well as one on one negotiations with the United States, leading to a normalization of the relationship between the two countries or at least to a recognition of each other's sovereignty. The United States, by contrast, has always preferred multilateral negotiations and demanded North Korean disarmament before a normalization of relations.

DRPK Calls for Peace Treaty

Xinhua, 4-23-10, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-04/28/c_13270965.htm
The Armistice Agreement is the "largest relic of the Cold War" on the Korean peninsula and should be eliminated as soon as possible, Rondong Sinmun, the official newspaper of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK), said in an article published Wednesday. According to the Rondong Sinmun, the agreement, signed in July 1953, exists only in name, not in reality, and has become the root of the war. Hostile relations between the DPRK and the United States won't end until the Armistice Agreement is replaced by a "Peace Agreement," and then war will be prevented and peace guaranteed, the article said. It also said the Peace Agreement would "fundamentally" change the situation on the peninsula and the relations between the DPRK and the U.S. The article called on the U.S. to fulfill its duty in eliminating the "relic of the Cold War." The DPRK in January proposed discussing the reaching of a peace treaty with the relevant state parties in the frame of the six-party talks to replace the Armistice Agreement that ended the 1950-1953 Korean War. 
North Korea Nuclearizing
North Korea is creating more nuclear weapons

Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
In the third weekend in March, while America was transfixed by the most exciting NCAA basketball tournament in years, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice was in the Far East, in the midst of a series of meetings with her opposite numbers in six Asian countries. Arriving in Seoul, South Korea, on Saturday, she boarded a U.S. Army Black Hawk helicopter and flew to Command Post Tango, the underground bunker that would be the nerve center for the U.S. military in the event of a war against North Korea. While not quite on the order of Ariel Sharon's parading around the Temple Mount in Israel, Rice's move was undeniably provocative. No high- ranking American official had ever visited the bunker before—and the choice of a military site as the secretary of state's first stop seemed to represent a gentle rattling of the sword. What's more, Rice spoke against a backdrop of computers and television screens monitoring the 20,000 South Korean and American soldiers who were at that very moment engaging in one of their regular war-game exercises—practicing, in effect, to fight a war with North Korea no sane person hopes ever to see.  The North Koreans responded by rattling their sword right back. First they announced they were boosting their nuclear arsenal, as a "deterrent" against U.S. attack. And then, apparently, they began to act: a few weeks after Rice's visit, U.S. spy satellites detected a reduction in activity at the Yongbyon nuclear reactor. Possibly this meant that the reactor had run into mechanical trouble; more probably, it meant that the North Koreans had shut down the plant to withdraw spent fuel rods in order to reprocess them into fissile material for nuclear weapons. What was clear was that the situation represented a grave international crisis.  Last year The Atlantic addressed a similar crisis—this one centering on Iran's nuclear ambitions— by conducting a war game that simulated preparations for a U.S. assault. As Sam Gardiner, the retired Air Force colonel who ran the simulation, put it, the exercise was designed to produce a "clarifying effect" by compelling participants to think through the implications of certain decisions and plans of action. The result was a bracing corrective to the notion that Iran's nuclear capacity could be taken out with a quick military strike.
Successful nuclear program emboldens North Korea—leads to arms sales and more proliferation.

Bruce Bennett and Nina Hachigian, senior analyst and director at the Center for Asian Pacific Studies at RAND, 2007, North and South Korea, “Regime Change in North Korea Will Not Make the World Safer” pg 69 cp

A cessation of North Korean efforts to make nuclear weapons is the most critical short-term issue. However many nuclear weapons North Korea has, the United States will be far worse off if Pyongyang adds the five or six more weapons that it could by completing the work on its 8,000 nuclear fuel rods, plus other weapons that it could derive from uranium enrichment. The larger North Korea’s arsenal, the more empowered it will feel, and the greater the chances that it will be tempted to sell nuclear materials, especially if economically pressured. The United States cannot afford to wait months or years to freeze Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons program. 

North Korea Nuclearizing

North Korea is nuclearizing

William Perry 07, North Korea Poses a Serious Nuclear Threat Pg 24-5

In sum, the evidence in June [2006] was strong that North Korea was well embarked in building a sizable nuclear arsenal. Given this background, the report in late June that North Korea was preparing to test an ICBM [Intercontinental Ballistic Missile] was particularly ominous. Dr. [Ashtonj Carter and I were sufficiently concerned that we wrote an op-ed piece for the Washington Post. Our op-ed recommended that the United States take a very hard line with the North Koreans, telling them to take the 1CBM off the launch pad and return it to their storage area or the United States would destroy it. Of course, we did not really want to have to carry out such an attack. We hoped that the op-ed would cause the parties involved to realize how serious the situation had become. That it would stimulate China to get serious about real pressure on North Korea; that it would stimulate North Korea to stop playing at brinksmanship; and that it would stimulate the United States to get serious about negotiating with North Korea. Instead the administration responded to the North Korean preparations with a press statement that they would consider the launch of an ICBM as <‘unacceptable.” North Korea launched the JCBM. To add insult to injury, they launched it on the 4th of July, and added to their fireworks display the  launch of 4 medium-range missiles. The administration then released another press statement deploring the action.  Late in September [2006] we saw activity underway in North Korea indicating that a nuclear test was in preparation. The administration again warned that such a test would be unacceptable. The Chinese government sent an envoy to North Korea to urge them not to conduct the test. The United Nat ions released a resolution demanding that North Korea not conduct the test. On 6 October 12006], North Korea conducted a nuclear bomb test. It was low yield, so it is reasonable to conclude that it was not a complete success, but it was a nuclear bomb, fueled by plutonium. On the basis of that test and certain other information, I revised my estimate of North Korea’s nuclear capability. My October (2006] estimate is similar to the estimate I made in June, except that the word “likely” is replaced by the word “certain.” Shortly after the nuclear test I wrote another op-ed for the Washington Post. I pointed out that because of past inactions on the part of the United States and the international community, there were no attractive opt ions left for stopping North Korea from having a meaningful nuclear capability. 

A2 Nuclear b/c Talks Fail

A2 North Korea is nuclear because talks failed

Selif S Harrison 07, “The United States Should Negotiate with North Korea”, pg. 84-5

"You have learned to live with other nuclear powers,” said Vice Foreign Mlinister Kim Gye Gwari, North Korea’s chief nuclear negotiator, leaning forward over the dinner table in Pyongyarig [North Korea’s capital]. “So why not us? We really want to coexist with the United States peacefully, bait you must learn to coexist with a North Korea that has nuclear weapons.”  ‘That doesn’t sound like you are serious when you talk about denuclearization,” 1 replied -  “You misunderstand mc,” he said. “W are definitely prepared to carry Out the Beijing agreement, step by step, but we won’t completely and finally dismantle our nuclear weapons program until our relations with the United States arc fully normalized. That will take some time, and until we reach the final target, we should find a way to coexist..”  A New Reason to Talk  This exchange foreshadowed the North Korean test of a nuclear explosive device that has prompted demands for a naval blockade or military strikes against known North Korean nuclear facilities. But my conversations with six key North Korean leaders on a recent visit indicated that the test opens up new diplomatic opportunities and should not be viewed primarily as a military challenge.  Paradoxical as it may seem, Pyongyang staged the test as a last-ditch effort to jump-start a bilateral dialogue on the normalization of relations that the United States has so far spurned. Over and over, I was told that Pyorigyang wants bilatcral negotiations to set the stage for implementation of the  denuclearization agreement it concluded in Beijing [China) on Sept. 19, 2005) with the United States, China, Russia, Japan and South Korea.  Washington focuses on Artide One of the accord, in which North Korea agreed to ‘abandon all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear programs.” But what made the agreement acceptable to Pyongyang was the pledge in Article Two that the United States and North Korea would “respect each other’s sovereignty, exist peacefully together arid take steps to normalze relations. 
North Korea has been aggressive do to their inability of reaching a peace treaty because of U.S. forces

Ku, Lee Seok. Professor of Korean History, Relations between the U.S. and North Korea, 2010 http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=north+Korea+%22peace+treaty%22&btnG=Search&as_sdt=4000000000&as_ylo=2000&as_vis=0
North Korea took all possible steps to attain this goal, including brutal military provocations. Brutal provocations by North Korea, such as assassination attempts against South Korean President Park Chung Hee and his successor Chun Doc, Hwan, the seizure of Pueblo in 1968, the downing of an EC-121 in 1969, axe murders in 1976, and the bombing of K.A.L -858 in 1987, produced very negative perceptions of North Korea in American society. These cruel acts intensified mutual hostilities and distrust between Washington and Pyongyang and led to a failure to normalize the relations.
Talking Key to Peace

Negotiations still haven’t reached the level they need to
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

I have identified the promotion of dialogue as the first key as¬pect of an alternative security framework. Although state based dialogues have always taken place in Korea, they have never man¬aged to engender a lasting breakthrough. Attempts to reach agree¬ments were usually dominated, and eventually undermined, by a deep sense of distrust for the enemy on the other side of the DMZ. Speaking about the North Korea threat during the 1970s, President Park Chung Hee perfectly captured this suspicion: "Whenever they think we are weak, they will swoop down upon us, using arms and violence; but when they think we are strong, they turn to nego¬tiations and bargaining. This is their strategy, common to all com¬munists in the world."3 Much has changed since then, of course, although some commentators would interpret Pyongyang's current nuclear brinkmanship tactic along similar lines. Be that as it may, South Korean positions have become more tolerant in recent years. But diplomatic negotiations have still not managed to reach a last¬ing breakthrough. They have, indeed, not even been able to achieve the minimum goal: replacing the Armistice Agreement with a peace treaty. And as long as the underlying sources of conflict remain in-tact, chances of such a breakthrough remain slim.

Disagreement over troop control hurts relations

Michael O’Hanlon 07, “The US Military Should Not Abandon Its Command in South Korea” pg 117

In that context, no observer will be fooled: The U.S.-South Korea alliance is still undergoing serious strain. In fact it is still in crisis. Arid the latest manifestation of that is the continued dispute over when to return wartime command of South Korean forces to South Korea, rather than keep South Korean forces under U.S. military command in the event of war. South Korea has suggested that command of its forces revert in 2012; the United States is on record countering with an offer to accelerate the process and complete it in 2009.  At the summit, Bush and Roh agreed that the question of when and how to return wartime control of its own forces to South Korea should be determined in a nonpolitical way. That is true. But unfortunately, that kind of vague statement can be used to justify almost any policy. And so far, there is no indication that the two sides will rethink their previous positions.  
Talking Key to Peace – Other Parties

Engaging China and South Korea in talks with North Korea is essential

William Perry 07, North Korea Poses a Serious Nuclear Threat Pg 27-8

The United States should go back to these talks with a viable negotiating strategy, which includes a credible coercive element, and which includes significant buy-in from the other parties. The most feasible form of coercion could, come from the Chinese and South Koreans who could threaten to cut off their supply of grain and fuel oil if North Korea does not stop work on the large reactor. This alternative has always been resisted by China and South Korea. But the danger of the North Korean nuclear program is by now obvious to them and they should now be willing to join the United States in a concerted diplomatic initiative. An additional inducement for China and South Korea would be the concern that if they did not provide the coercion, the United States might take the only meaningful coercive action available to it—destroying the reactor before it could come on line.

Talking Key to Peace – Cultural
Cultural differences will only continue to be problematic if they are ignored
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 
There are, of course, major differences between the South and North Korean state apparatuses. But there are many similarities too. In both parts of the peninsula the state has, at least until recently, exercised the exclusive right to deal with the enemy on the other side of the dividing line. For decades the DMZ has been one of the world's most tightly sealed borders, suppressing not only the movement of people but also the exchange of informa¬tion and communication. As a result both states have been able to promote and legitimize an unusually narrow approach to security issues, one that revolves almost exclusively around a military based protection of the state apparatus. Given the absence of meaning¬ful cross national interactions for almost half a century, the two Korean states have been quite successful in promoting the type of antagonistic identity practices that I presented in chapter t as the main source of tension on the peninsula. In the absence of objective knowledge about the other side, there is no possibility to challenge the demonization of the archenemy, Moon Chung in stresses, and "so the antagonism is perpetuated and the conflict reinforced."' This is why antagonistic identity constructs, born out of death, fear, and longing for revenge, continue to fuel ideological tensions and militarized policies, even more than a dozen years after the dissolu¬tion of global Cold War power structures. Problems emerging from the tension between identity and differ¬ence tend to be either minimized or downright ignored in Korea. Se¬curity experts in particular do not consider questions of identity to be relevant. They rely instead on well rehearsed strategic and geo¬political frameworks to understand the challenges ahead. Equally widespread is the tendency that Roy Richard Grinker refers to as the "master narrative of homogeneity": the belief that the division of the peninsula was imposed from the outside and that unification would immediately recover the lost national unity.  I Such a quest for national cohesion is understandable, both emotionally and histori¬cally. Many commentators draw attention to the remarkable degree of cultural homogeneity in Korea. They argue, for instance, that "the common language, culture, and history of the two Koreas, along with growing re acquaintance and familiarity, are likely to predominate over the 50 year interlude of separation." Some even go so far as to present existing identity differences as "trivial compared to the amount and depth of the homogeneity accumulated for i,ooo years in the past."3 The common aspects of Korean culture will undoubt¬edly prevail in the long run. But major problems will persist if differences that have emerged since the 1950s continue to be downplayed or ignored.
A2 Sanctions CP
Talks are more productive than sanctions

Kim Myong Chol, “Allegation of North Korean Criminal Activities Are Unsubstantiated” pg. 50

Successful six-party talks would lead to a peace treaty between North Korea and the US, full diplomatic relations between the two enemies and normalized relations between Pyongyang and Tokyo. Peace with North Korea will expose China as the true target of US missile defense and the potential threat to US influence. Behind the smokescreen of the North Korean threat the US has strived to beef up its armed forces and encircle China. The financial sanctions, which will produce the desired results, are fraught with major negative effects. North Korea is building up its nuclear force at a far higher pace than the Americans expect North Korea will pass the United Kingdom and France by 2007 to emerge as the worlds fourth nuclear power after China. The North Koreans will overtake China not later than 2010 to clinch the spot of the world’s third nuclear-weapons state just after the US and Russia. 
US Military = Catalyst

North Korea views the US military presence as a security threat

Selig S. Harrison, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy and a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, 2006, Time to Leave Korea?
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."
Collapse ( Instability
North Korean collapse would mean Korean instability and violence
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

A second major source of instability and violence on the peninsu¬la is the possibility of a North Korean collapse. Most political com¬mentators, but also most key decision makers, acknowledge that an uncontrolled collapse of North Korea could be highly problematic, precipitating anything from a civil war to a major refugee crisis. The soft landing scenario, which is accepted in one way or another by all great powers involved in the Korean peninsula, is geared precisely toward avoiding an uncontrolled collapse of the North.
Collapse ( South Korean Instability

North Korea threatens to turn Seoul into a sea of flames and refuses to make peace

Bomi Lim and Bill Varner Reporters and graduates from Pedagogy University of Illinois for  June 15, 2010 http://www.google.com/search?hl=en&q=Bomi+Lim+bio&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai=

South Korea yesterday urged the United Nations Security Council to take action over claims that the North torpedoed the Cheonan warship. North Korea responded by claiming it was a victim of fabricated evidence, after threatening to turn Seoul into a “sea of flame.” The sparring in the Security Council came on the eve of today’s 10th anniversary of historic peace talks between the two Cold War foes that earned then-South Korean President Kim Dae Jung the Nobel Peace Prize. Those talks ushered in a decade of “Sunshine Policies” aimed at building detente with Kim Jong Il’s regime after five decades of armed standoff. Since then, North Korea has tested two nuclear devices, spurning multilateral talks to discuss Kim’s atomic ambitions and incurring UN sanctions that crippled its economy. South Korea’s President Lee Myung Bak said North Korea must pay for sinking the ship, and the deaths of 46 sailors, threatening to cut off trade with a neighbor where per capita incomes are 1/18th those of the South, according to Bank of Korea estimates. North Korea “refuses to make its peace with the modern world,” while South Korea has shown “it’s possible to live for two generations as if North Korea wasn’t there,” said Aidan Foster-Carter, an honorary research fellow at Leeds University in England, who specializes in the Korean peninsula.

Collapse ( International Nuclear Arms Race
North Korea provokes other countries into a nuclear arms race

L Ming - Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, 2004 - informaworld.com

North Korean nuclear armament might also provoke Japan, South Korea and Taiwan to become involved in a nuclear arms race, and force the United States to beef up its military deployment in Northeast Asia, dramatically changing the strategic landscape. Nevertheless, Chinese perceptions of stability have not greatly changed since the end of the Cold War, event though North Korea’s nuclear
 program has already been exposed. With the development of stronger economic ties with South Korea, and China’s gradual shift in political relations with the United States over the past decades, Beijing has expressed clear-cut opposition toward any sort of provocation on the part of Pyongyang, which includes development of nuclear arms. At the same time, the PRC also makes it clear to the United States that it should avoid using force against the DPRK in resolving the nuclear issue. In other words, unless North Korea starts a war, the Chinese perception of stability is such that it can only rely upon peaceful means in resolving any issue on the Korean Peninsula. Of course, the possession of nuclear weapons by North Korea and the use of military force to overthrow the North Korean regime both have the same negative (and dangerous) implications for China.
North Korea Will Proliferate
North Korea proliferates to deter US forces in the Region

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

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 rends 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.”1M

North Korea Proliferation would lead to an imminent attack, destroying the global economy

William J. Perry 06, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, “Proliferation on the Peninsula: Five North Korean Nuclear Crisis” http://ann.sagepub.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/cgi/reprint/607/1/78

The growing nuclear arsenal in North Korea is a security disaster for several compelling reasons, including the likely domino effect on proliferation. But the overriding reason is the possibility that a North Korean nuclear bomb will end up in one of our cities, not delivered by a missile, but by a truck or freighter. Al Qaeda has already stated unequivocally that it is seeking weapons of mass destruction. More chillingly, as reported by Graham Allison (2004), they have stated that they have a mission to kill 4 million Americans in revenge for specific wrongs that they believe the United States has inflicted on Muslim people. So we must take seriously the consequences of such a terror group gaining access to nuclear weapons, and the only plausible avenue for doing so is to buy or steal them from a nuclear power. If North Korea proceeds unchecked with building its nuclear arsenal, the risk of nuclear terrorism increases significantly. Of course, terrorists setting off a nuclear bomb on U.S. soil would not be equivalent to the nuclear holocaust threatened during the cold war. But it would be the single worst catastrophe this country has ever suffered. Just one bomb could result in more than one hundred thousand deaths, and there could be more than one attack. The direct economic losses from the blast would be hundreds of billions of dollars, but the indirect economic impact would be even greater, as worldwide financial markets would collapse in a way that would make the market setback after 9/11 seem mild. And the social and political effects are incalculable, especially if the weapon were detonated in Washington or Moscow or London, crippling the government of that nation. For all of these reasons, checking the nuclear aspirations of North Korea should be a top security priority for the United States.

North Korea nuclearization leads to prolif

Bruce Bennett and Nina Hachigian, “Regime Change in North Korea Will Not Make the World Safer” pg 69

A cessation of North Korean efforts to make nuclear weapons is the most critical short-term issue. However many nuclear weapons North Korea has, the United States will be far worse off if Pyongyang adds the five or six more weapons that it could by completing the work on its 8,000 nuclear fuel rods, plus other weapons that it could derive from uranium enrichment. The larger North Korea’s arsenal, the more empowered it will feel, and the greater the chances that it will be tempted to sell nuclear materials, especially if economically pressured. The United States cannot afford to wait months or years to freeze Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons program. 
AT: North Korea not a Threat

Extend North Korea’s nuclear arsenal is growing Stossel 2005

The torpedo that sunk Cheonon also sunk Inter-Korean relations – they have more tension than during the Cold War – North Korea is ready for war – Foster ‘10 
And, by 2020 Korea’s defense project budgets will double because of the U.S. alliance

Jae-Jung Suh Associate Professor and Director of the Korea Studies Program No. 4, 2009 ALLIED TO RACE? THE U.S.-KOREA ALLIANCE AND ARMS RACE http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v33n4-e.pdf
The Republic of Korea has rapidly increased its defense budget in recent years. Last year’s spending of 26.6 trillion won represents a twofold increase from ten years ago. Now the Ministry of National Defense projects an annual average increase of 7.6 percent to 53.3 trillion won by 2020, another doubling over the next decade. South Korea, notably, raised its defense spending at a higher rate than North Korea at a time when Seoul was taking a more conciliatory policy of engagement. While the Roh Moo-hyun administration increased defense spending ostensibly in response to its policy goal to build a more autonomous military, the U.S.-Korea alliance motivated and shaped South Korea’s military transformation.
Ext. – North Korea is a Threat

ROKA increases defense because it fears the threat of North Korea

Jae-Jung Suh Associate Professor and Director of the Korea Studies Program No. 4, 2009 ALLIED TO RACE? THE U.S.-KOREA ALLIANCE AND ARMS RACE http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v33n4-e.pdf
According to realist conventional wisdom, a state allocates resources to the military as a means to provide for survival. Since the minimal goal of a state is its survival against potential threats, the amount of its military spending is proportional to the level of threat it faces. A state in a benign strategic environment may keep its security expenditure to a minimum so it may allocate more resources to internal welfare, even if it may not be able to completely eliminate the military for fear that today’s friends should become tomorrow’s enemies. But a state facing a clear and present danger is forced to spend whatever is necessary to defend against an external threat even at a great cost to internal welfare. While scholars note a dilemma a state faces in striking an optimal balance between guns and butter, they tend to agree that the higher the level of threat, ceteris paribus, the higher the defense spending. Richardson’s classic arms-race model uses external threat as a driver of arms race because one’s increase in military capability increases the threat perceived by a potential adversary, who then increases its own military strength. This in fact has been the primary explanation of South Korea’s military spending: that Seoul must defend against the North Korean threat. The Republic of Korea Army (ROKA), for example, acquired tanks, M48s, mainly because it feared another blitzkrieg spearheaded by the North’s tank forces, as in the early stage of the Korean War. Traumatized by the experience of the war, the ROKA has continued to upgrade its tanks and has acquired new ones even while building all manner of defenses against the North’s tanks. The earlier history of Seoul’s spending growth can be readily explained in terms of its strategic need to catch up with North Korea, its main threat, which was enjoying an edge until the early 1970s. Seoul still identifies the North as a “direct and serious threat” and justifies its military spending in the same terms: “a country in conflict, such as ours that constantly faces North Korean threat, must analyze ‘security threats’ first to determine the military requirement and use the requirement to calculate the size of the defense expenditure.”

By 2020 South Korea will have “first strike capability”

Jae-Jung Suh Associate Professor and Director of the Korea Studies Program No. 4, 2009 ALLIED TO RACE? THE U.S.-KOREA ALLIANCE AND ARMS RACE http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v33n4-e.pdf
Seoul has purchased Patriot missiles (PAC-2) and built the Aegis ships. Also it has produced Hyunmu 1 and 2, cruise missiles that can hit targets anywhere in North Korea. The Defense Reform 2020 plans to “greatly expand the capabilities of surveillance, reconnaissance, precision strike, and interception so that the North’s asymmetric (nuclear and missile) threats may be intercepted and eliminated within North Korea.” The Korean Defense Daily (Kukpang ilbo) projects that once these systems are in place, South Korea’s military “will acquire the first- strike capability.” The South’s pursuit of the first-strike capability is at least partially responsible for the continued increase in its military spending. 
Now Key – Weapons
US needs to act now – DPRK is producing more weapons

Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
There are still other dangers. If we did successfully invade, our troops would be likely to eventually find themselves near North Korea's Chinese border. The last time that happened, in 1950, the Chinese counterinvaded. (A 1961 treaty obliges China to do so again in the event of an attack on North Korea.) Meanwhile, other nations—most notably Iran—are watching carefully to see whether North Korea will be allowed to become an official nuclear power without reprisal. All of which is to say that any move in North Korea is fraught with potentially disastrous implications. Time is not on our side, as the shutdown of the Yongbyon reactor in April makes clear; the longer we wait to take action, the more nuclear weapons Kim Jong Il may build, and the more threatening he will become. Something needs to be done. But what?
Now Key – Econ

The longer Korea is divided, the more expensive its peace process will become
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

The political and ethical dilemmas of how to engage North Korea are as difficult as they are open ended. These debates are, in essence, dominated by two opposing approaches. The first advocates a hard¬line policy toward North Korea that is aimed at undermining the authoritarian regime as fast as possible, leading to a quick collapse and subsequent unification. "If the North Korean regime is irredeem¬able," Marcus Noland asks, "should not the rest of the world act to hasten its demise? "20 Withdrawing support would undoubtedly wors¬en the economic situation in the North and precipitate yet another famine. But is this not the price to pay for the promotion of a more just political order? Providing Pyongyang with trade possibilities and humanitarian aid would, according to this logic, not only sustain a dictatorial and dangerous regime but also prolong the suffering of the North Korean people. The longer the peninsula is divided, Nicholas Eberstadt stresses, the bigger the economic chasm between North and South will grow. This, in turn, will render eventual unification more expensive and more difficult.2' Consider some of the immediate prac¬tical dilemmas. Several NGOs that provided humanitarian aid, such as Oxfam, left North Korea because they were prevented from ad¬equately monitoring and evaluating the effect of their aid, which they feared did not reach the most vulnerable part of the population. Most explicit in its critique was Médecins sans Frontiêres, which also pro¬tested the existence of alleged concentration camps that hold people who were caught foraging for food across the border in China.22 If humanitarian assistance is channeled directly through the repressive regime, a representative of the doctors' organization argued, then it "has become part of the system of oppression."

Nuclear North ( Countries Drawn In
Disagreement now between United States, South Korea, China about North Korea

Matthew Lee and Hyung-jin Kim 5-23-10 http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/may/23/clinton-push-china-balanced-relationship/print/

The United States hasn't swayed China yet on the need to punish North Korea and Iran heading into high-level talks between American and Chinese officials on greater security and economic cooperation, a senior Obama administration official said Sunday.  With the two-day meetings beginning Monday, the two powers haven't settled on how to deal with North Korea, blamed for the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship, the official said.  While an international report has found the North responsible, China isn't convinced, said the official, who spoke on condition of anonymity to describe the conversation at a private dinner hosted by State Councilor Dai Bingguo for U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton.  A second stalemate involves specifics about new U.N. penalties against Iran over its disputed nuclear program.  It's evident the U.S. faces a struggle in securing China's cooperation on both issues, expected to be the subject of intense consultations during the Beijing sessions. Mrs. Clinton and U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy F. Geithner are leading the American delegation.  At the dinner, the official said, the American side made clear how serious the United States and its allies South Korea and Japan take the sinking of the Cheonan on March 26, which killed 46 sailors in the South's worst military disaster since a truce ended the Korean War in 1953.  An international team of civilian and military investigators said in a report Thursday that a North Korean submarine fired a homing torpedo at the ship, ripping it in two. North Korea has denied any role.  The Americans also told the Chinese that it was important to work closely on the matter, which the United States and South Korea contend amounts to a breach of the Korean armistice. South Korea was expected to announce on Monday that it will take the issue to the U.N. Security Council.  The official would not discuss the steps that South Korea would announce, but said there had been close consultation between Washington and Seoul and that the United States would support the South's position. China is not ready to take that step, still seeking proof of North Korean involvement.  China, North Korea's primary ally and benefactor, holds a permanent, veto-wielding seat on the U.N. Security Council, making its backing for any penalties essential. Beijing has called the sinking "unfortunate" but has said little else publicly.  North Korea on Sunday threatened to "crush" South Korea and said the report was an "enormous fabrication" only designed to justify the South's attempt to invade the North in collaboration with the United States.
AT: Asian War Won’t Go Nuclear
1. Asian Wars go nuclear - due to possession of nuclear weapons and the importance of the region any conflict would result in into global conflagration with nukes. Thats Ogura and Oh.
2.A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life- North Korea processes advanced nuclear weapons systems and are willing to launch these weapons. The conflict would escalate into a full scale nuclear exchange. That’s Chol. 
AT: North Korea Won’t Start War
1. Korea on the brink of war - Tensions high soldiers at the ready 
Stephanie Nebehay, Reporter 5/4/2010
http://news.scotsman.com/northkorea/North-Korea-envoy-warns-.6340416.jp
NORTH Korean envoy has said that war could erupt at any time on the divided Korean peninsula because of tension with Seoul over the sinking of a South Korean warship in March. "The present situation of the Korean peninsula is so grave that a war may break out any moment," Ri Jang Gon, North Korea's deputy ambassador in Geneva, told the UN-sponsored Conference on Disarmament. North Korea's troops were on "full alert and readiness to promptly react to any retaliation", including the scenario of all-out war, he told the forum. 

2. North Korea’s sinking of South Korea’s Cheonan might be the last straw – North Korea is prepared to go to war. North Korea has just sunk a South Korean ship proving they are willing to provoke war. After sinking the ship North Korea massed soldiers to the border in order to fight an expected retaliation that would lead to all out war. That’s Foster. 
Nuclear North ( US Pulled In
1AC Quality – US-North-South Korean nuclear war would be the bloodiest war since Nam
Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
The North Korean situation is also ripe for war-game treatment, because of the extraordinarily difficult military and diplomatic challenges it presents. Iran, considered an urgent national-security priority, is thought to be three to five years away from possessing even a single nuclear device. North Korea is widely believed to have as many as ten already, and to be producing more every year. (It is also the first developing nation thought to be capable of striking the continental United States with a long-range ballistic missile.) And whereas Iraq did not, after all, have weapons of mass destruction, North Korea is believed to have large stockpiles of chemical weapons (mustard gas, sarin, VX nerve agent) and biological weapons (anthrax, botulism, cholera, hemorrhagic fever, plague, smallpox, typhoid, yellow fever). An actual war on the Korean peninsula would almost certainly be the bloodiest America has fought since Vietnam—possibly since World War II. In recent years Pentagon experts have estimated that the first ninety days of such a conflict might produce 300,000 to 500,000 South Korean and American military casualties, along with hundreds of thousands of civilian deaths. The damage to South Korea alone would rock the global economy.
Nuclear North ( US Pulled In

American forces would be trapped in the middle of a predicted war with North Korea

Ted Galen Carpenter June 12, 2003. Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3136
During his recent visit to South Korea, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz announced Washington's intention to "reposition" some of its military forces stationed in South Korea. Currently, most U.S. troops are deployed in the northern part of the country, between the capital, Seoul, and the Demilitarized Zone that separates South Korea from communist North Korea. The redeployment would entail moving those forces farther south. Wolfowitz offered only a vague justification for such a move, contending that repositioning forces would make them more effective in meeting the threat posed by North Korea. That is a curious argument. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, the principal rationale for stationing the troops near the DMZ has been that they would serve as a tripwire in case of a North Korean attack, guaranteeing U.S. involvement in any conflict. North Korea, knowing that it would then face war not only with South Korea but also with the United States, would be deterred from taking such a reckless gamble. Why is the Bush administration proposing to abandon the long-standing tripwire function of U.S. forces in South Korea? There is one unsettling possibility: The administration is considering a preemptive military attack on North Korea's nuclear installations and wants to move American troops out of harm's way. Even most hawkish U.S. experts on Korea concede that if the United States did launch such an attack, the North would likely respond with an intense artillery and missile barrage of the Seoul metropolitan area and, possibly, with a ground attack through the DMZ. American troops stationed between Seoul and the DMZ could easily end up being dead tripwire forces. True, Bush administration officials have stated that they want to solve through diplomacy the crisis created by North Korea's resumption of its nuclear weapons program. But those same officials have stressed that all options, including the use of military force, remain on the table. When South Korean President Roh Moo-hyun came to the United States in May, he sought an assurance that the controversial doctrine of preemptive war embedded in the administration's national security strategy would not apply to North Korea.. U.S. officials rebuffed his request. Indeed, the national security strategy document approved in September 2002 clearly would seem to apply to the North Korean situation. "We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends," the document affirmed. The administration's policy on combating weapons of mass destruction, adopted in December 2002, stated the point even more succinctly, emphasizing that the United States would not "permit the world's more dangerous regimes" to pose a threat "with the world's most destructive weapons." Nuclear weapons in the hands of secretive, Stalinist North Korea fill that category.
1. US would still be in South Korea and 2. ROK still dependent on US for military support means US would have to intervene
 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.
Nuclear North ( US Pulled In

An attack on South Korea in the squo would require an immediate response by the US

Chang-hee 06, Chang-hee Nam is Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University,

Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
The relocation of U.S. bases in South Korea was not driven by the Pentagon’s military transformation efforts alone. A need for consolidation and relocation had already been identiﬁed with a different agreement by both parties long be- fore participants in the FOTA started their negotiations in 2003.1 In fact, a plan for major return and consolidation of small installations had been drafted and ratiﬁed in the form of the Land Partnership Plan (LPP) in 2002. The most obvi- ous internal problem behind the need for relocating U.S. military bases in Korea was that large military posts and training facilities are concentrated in the vicin- ity of Seoul. In contrast, most U.S. troops in Japan are stationed on Okinawa— an island far removed from Tokyo––whereas very few bases (e.g., only Yokota, Zama, and Atsugi) are located near the capital. This difference is related pri- marily to the fact that the U.S. ground forces in Korea have needed to enhance deterrence by serving as a metaphorical “tripwire.” In other words, an attack from North Korea to the South would automatically and immediately trigger U.S. military intervention. 

The US troops act as a “Tripwire” drawing us into any future conflict

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

However, the continued presence of U.S. soldiers in the ROK acted as a tripwire that would make American participation in combat automatic. One infantry division—all the American ground Forces likely to be present in the event of a surprise North Korean attack—adds little to the ability of the ROK’s 56O,OOO-man army in stopping an invasion. Observed General John Bahnsen,,  the chief of staff of the ROKJUPS. Combined Field Army during the early ... ,v,.  1980s, “The wisdom of maintaining any U.S. infantry in a country so rich in manpower is purely politicaL”26 ‘What those soldiers, wherever they are based in South Korea, do is guarantee immediate American casualties, making it unl ikely that any U.S administration would fail to order full-scale participation.  :1 :.  It is equally unlikely that any Congress would challenge such a decision. Thus,  while the treaty gives a perfunctory nod to the operation of Americas consti-. cUflOnal processes, particularly the requirement that Congress declare war and fund military operations, the practical implementation of the treaty would eff actively short-circuit these requirements. Proliferation

Nuclear North ( China

ROK security relationship with US influenced by China

Scott Snyder 09, Scott Snyder is senior associate in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation and director of the foundation's Center for US-Korean Policy. Chinas Rise and the Two Koreas pg. 164

South Korea has not yet had to make a strategic choice between China and the United States, but China's economic influence in South Korea has arguably influenced South Korean attitudes in ways that chal​lenge US-South Korean political and security coordination. For instance, on the day that Lee Myung Bak arrived in Beijing to establish a Sino-South Korean "strategic partnership," the spokesman for the Chinese foreign ministry remarked, ''The Korean-U.S. alliance is a his​torical relic .... We should not approach current security issues with military alliances left over from the past Cold War era."2 How to deal with China is a newly emerging issue in the US-South Korean alliance relationship, especially because the economic and security benefits of the alliance, which had been closely aligned during the Cold War, are now potentially at cross-purposes. During the Cold War, not only was South Korea dependent on the United States for security, but the United States was the primary consumer of South Korean goods. Today, the establishment of a multilateral framework for addressing the North Korean nuclear issue and the economic role of China as South Korea's most important economic partner constitute new developments that may influence the nature and limits of cooperation in South Korea's security relationship with the United States. 

Triangular Relationship formed by modern politics, changes constantly 

Scott Snyder 09, Chinas Rise and the Two Koreas, Scott Snyder is senior associate in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation and director of the foundation's Center for US-Korean Policy. Pg. 166

The China-South Korea-United States security triangle has arguably only become relevant within the past decade, following China's normal​ization with South Korea and in the context of a South Korean foreign policy (especially toward North Korea) that exhibits greater indepen​dence from the US-South Korean security alliance. These developments mark a transition from what Dittmer calls a "stable marriage," in which the United States and South Korea are allies and China remains on the outside of the relationship, to a "romantic triangle," a more dynamic interaction in which "wing" players compete for attention from the "pivot" player. One puzzle is that while the United States may be consid​ered the "pivot" player in aggregate power terms, South Korea, as the weakest actor, is likely to be the independent variable in the triangular relationship, while China might be viewed as the most influential "pivot" player in issue-specific terms, involving questions of how to deal with North Korea, with the United States and South Korea's competing to influence China's position. The ambiguity regarding which party is the "pivot" player in the romantic triangle introduces greater complexity regarding the dynamics of interaction among the three members.
North Korea ( Terrorism
North Korea will sell nuclear weapons to terrorists – they are broke
Scott Stossel, graduate of Harvard Law and Atlantic magazine editor August 2005, The Game Plan http://www.washingtonspeakers.com/prod_images/pdfs/KayDavid.NorthKoreaTheWarGame.07.05.pdf
All-out war, however, is not the only—or even the gravest—threat North Korea currently poses to U.S. security. For some years now the fear that has kept homeland-defense experts awake at night is that terrorists will detonate a nuclear bomb in an American city. In fact, the danger that Saddam Hussein would sell nukes to terrorists was a basic rationale for invading Iraq in at least some of the Bush administration's iterations of it. But North Korea is, if anything, more likely than Saddam to do so, if it hasn't already. The country's weak economy has owed its continued functioning in part to the income from vast smuggling networks (primarily for drugs and counterfeit foreign currency) and sales of missiles and other arms to such fellow outlaw nations as Libya, Iran, Syria, and Iraq. At some point the North Koreans may decide they have more than enough nuclear weapons for their own purposes and sell the extras for cash. The longer North Korea keeps producing nukes, in other words, the greater the likelihood that one will find its way to New York or Washington.

North Korea sells its nuclear tech to other unstable countries

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

with DPRK officials, Kelly presented evidence from U.S. intelligence sources that North Korea had been pursuing a secret uranium enrichment program .9.5udi a program violated at least the spirit, if not the letter, of the 1994 Agreed Framework as well as Pyongyang s other commitments on nuclear issues. Indeed, it appears that the North had been pursuing the uranium enrichment program for several years, apparently assisted in that effort through a barter arrangement with Pakistan. North Korea sent Pakistan missile components that helped Islamabad build a nuclear-capable force to match India’s. In turn, Pakistan supplied North Korea with designs for gas centrifuges and much of the machinery needed to make highly enriched uranium for a nuclear- weapons program.t05 It is not certain when the enriched uranium program began, but several prominent experts on North Korea believe that it started as early as 1997 or 1998.106 If true, that is a very important point, for it suggests that the resumption of Pyongyang’s nuclear ambitions was not merely a res ponse to Washington’s chilly policies and belligerent rhetoric since George W. Bush became president.

North Korea sponsors terrorism

Brendan I. Koerner 07, “North Korea Sponsors Terrorism” pg. 38

Once again, the State Department has officially cited North Korea as one of seven “designated state sponsors of terrorism.” Yet the Stalinist “Hermit Kingdom” is certainly no breeding ground for the likes of al-Qaida or Hezbollah. How exactly does North Korea sponsor terrorism? According to the State Department, mainly by selling missile technology to the likes of Libya and Syria, two other members of the ominous list. There is also ample evidence that Kim Jong-il’s regime has knowingly sold smaller weapons to separatist groups; ... the Philippines publicly alleged that North Korea did an arms deal with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front. Such sales are believed to be one of North Korea’s few sources of hard currency, along with counterfeiting and other criminal activities. 
North Korea ( Terrorism

North Korea ready to sell nuclear weapons to al-Qaeda, expert warns

Bob Roberts 09, The Daily Record, http://www.dailyrecord.co.uk/news/uk-world-news/2009/05/27/north-korea-ready-to-sell-nuclear-weapons-to-al-qaeda-expert-warns-86908-21392451/
NORTH Korea is ready to sell nuclear bombs to al-Qaeda, experts warned yesterday. As the crisis over the rogue regime's nuclear bomb explosion deepened, former diplomats said there was a clear and present danger from the Pyongyang government. Graham Allison, former US defence minister under Bill Clinton, said the international community regularly underestimated North Korean leader Kim Jong Il's willingness to do the unexpected. Sanctions Allinson, now an expert on international affairs at Harvard University, said: "Could this guy believe he could sell a nuclear bomb to Osama bin Laden? Why not?" The warning came as North Korea said it was ready for war over the threat of sanctions from the United Nations. In a statement on the official news agency KCNA, the rogue regime said America was pursuing a "hostile policy", adding: "Our army and people are fully ready for battle against any reckless US attempt for a pre-emptive attack." South Korea said it would join US attempts to intercept North Korean ships which could be carrying nuclear weapons. North Korea said it would regard the move as an act of war. And it also fired two more test missiles to prove its readiness for conflict. UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon - a South Korean - said he was "most deeply disturbed" by the move. Yesterday, UN diplomats began work on a resolution to punish North Korea for its underground nuclear test. Diplomats said they were seeking "tough measures", including further sanctions. In an emergency session of the UN Security Council, countries condemned the latest test. The US ambassador to the UN Susan Rice said: "The US thinks that this is a grave violation of international law and a threat to regional and international peace and security." Blockade The UN will now have to decide how tough the sanctions will be. A blockade could spark military clashes in south east Asia and lead to a fullscale war. But failure to take action could encourage other states like Iran and Syria to develop nuclear weapons. Monday's nuclear bomb test came after North Korea walked away from long-runnindisarmament talks. The country agreed in 2007 to abandon its nuclear ambitions in return for aid and diplomatic concessions. But it accused the US, South Korea, Japan, China and Russia of failing to meet agreed obligations.
They’ll mass produce and sell to a third party
William Perry 07, North Korea Poses a Serious Nuclear Threat Pg 25-6

The first danger is that North Korea will sell some of their bombs or plutonium to a third party. The administration established some years ago an international initiative (Proliferation Security Initiative) designed to prevent the illegal transfer of nuclear material. This is a good program, but we should never believe that it has a high probability of preventing an experienced smuggler like North Korea from transferring enough plutonium to make a bomb, which is about the size of a grapefruit. lb deal with the danger of selling nuclear material, the United States should issue a statement warning North Korea of the grave consequences to North Korea if a North Korean bomb is detonated in the United States, Japan, or South Korea, whether the bomb is delivered by North Korea or a third party. The statement should be as unambiguous as the one Kennedy made at the time of the Cuban miss ile crisis. The second danger is that North Korea will finish work on their large reactor, which would give them the capability of making about 10 nuclear bombs a year. We should be prepared to take coercive actions to keep that from happening. The best venue for coercive diplomacy would be the 6-party talks. But we have spent more than three years in those talks with no results, so the talks are a necessary but not a sufficient condition for success. Indeed, the most recent 6-party talks were held [in December 2006] with no apparent progress. 

North Korea ( Terrorism

North Korea is part of a black market nuclear program selling to terrorists.

Sheena Chestnut master of philosophy from the University of Oxford in 2007, incoming doctoral student in the Department of Government at Harvard University 2007 http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/isec.2007.32.1.80
Since public disclosure by the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) of its uranium enrichment program in 2002 and the subsequent restarting of its plutonium reactor, policymakers and academics have expressed concern that the DPRK will one day export nuclear material or components. An examination of North Korea's involvement in nonnuclear criminal activities shows that the DPRK has established sophisticated transnational smuggling networks, some of which involve terrorist groups and others that have been able to distribute counterfeit currency and goods on U.S. territory. These networks provide North Korea with a significant amount of much-needed hard currency, but the DPRK regime's control over them has decreased over time. These developments suggest that North Korea has both the means and motivation for exporting nuclear material, and that concerns over nuclear export from the DPRK, authorized or not, are well founded. When placed in the context of the global nuclear black market, the North Korea case suggests that criminal networks are likely to play an increased role in future proliferation. In addition, it raises the concern that proliferation conducted through illicit networks will not always be well controlled by the supplier state. It is therefore imperative to track and curtail illicit networks not only because of the costs they impose, but also because of the deterrent value of counter smuggling efforts. New strategies that integrate law enforcement, counter proliferation, and nonproliferation tools are likely to have the greatest success in addressing the risks posed by illicit proliferation networks.
There is a dire threat of nuclear terrorism facing America due to North Korea selling nuclear weapons to terrorists.

Michael A. Levi Professor of Science and Technology, Spring 2004. http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/levi/20040401.pdf 

Yet in confronting the prospect of nuclear terrorism—and there is no more dire threat facing America today—this logic is flawed. Its purported truth in addressing nuclear terror relies almost entirely on its assumption that rogue states could provide nuclear weapons “secretly” to terrorists. But were such now-secret links to be exposed, deterrence could largely be restored. The United States would threaten unacceptable retaliation were a state to provide the seeds of a terrorist nuclear attack; unable to use terrorists for clandestine delivery, rogue states would be returned to the grim reality of massive retaliation. Most policymakers have assumed that exposing such links would be impossible. It is not. Building on scientific techniques developed during the Cold War, the United States stands a good chance of developing the tools needed to attribute terrorist nuclear attacks to their state sponsors. If it can put those tools in place and let its enemies know of their existence, deterrence could become one of the most valuable tools in the war on terror. Terrorists cannot build nuclear weapons without first acquiring fissile materials— plutonium or highly-enriched uranium—from a state source. They might steal materials from poorly secured stockpiles in the former Soviet Union, but with the right investment in cooperative threat reduction, that possibility can be precluded. Alternatively, they could acquire fissile materials from a sympathetic, or desperate, state source. North Korea presented this threat most acutely when it threatened in May 2003 to sell plutonium to the highest bidder. The Bush administration appears to be acutely aware of such a possibility and is trying to prevent it by fighting state-based nuclear proliferation and by attempting to eliminate terrorist groups. Yet it has taken few effective steps to break direct connections between terrorists and nuclear rogues. Elimination of terrorist networks and prevention of nuclear proliferation should be top goals, but a robust policy cannot be predicated on assuming universal success in those two endeavors. Two basic lines of attack might help break any connection. In the one currently favored by the administration, militaries attempt to break the terrorist-state link physically by focusing on interdiction of nuclear weapons transfers. But the technical barriers to such a strategy’s success are high. A grapefruit-sized ball of plutonium or a cantaloupe worth of highly-enriched uranium is enough for a crude nuclear weapon that would flatten much of a city, and detecting such a shipment would be extremely difficult. Like missile defense, interdiction is a useful tool in preventing nuclear attack, but also like missile defense, it is far from sufficient in itself. Inconfronting the threat of missile attack, the United States ultimately relies on deterrence, threatening any would-be attacker with unacceptable punishment. It will need the same tool to prevent nuclear terrorism.

***CHINA ADVANTAGE***

Harms – Troops Too Expensive

The U.S. can’t afford to police other nations- tremendous debt and constitutional obligations.

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at Cato Institute, formal presidential advisor, 4/19/10, The National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23256.

The United States government is effectively bankrupt. Washington no longer can afford to micromanage the world. International social engineering is a dubious venture under the best of circumstances. It is folly to attempt while drowning in red ink. Traditional military threats against America have largely disappeared. There’s no more Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact, Maoist China is distant history and Washington is allied with virtually every industrialized state. As Colin Powell famously put it while Chairman of the Joint Chiefs: “I’m running out of enemies. . . . I’m down to Kim Il-Sung and Castro.” However, the United States continues to act as the globe’s 911 number. Unfortunately, a hyperactive foreign policy requires a big military. America accounts for roughly half of global military outlays. In real terms Washington spends more on “defense” today than it during the Cold War, Korean War and Vietnam War. U.S. military expenditures are extraordinary by any measure. My Cato Institute colleagues Chris Preble and Charles Zakaib recently compared American and European military outlays. U.S. expenditures have been trending upward and now approach five percent of GDP. In contrast, European outlays have consistently fallen as a percentage of GDP, to an average of less than two percent. The difference is even starker when comparing per capita GDP military expenditures. The U.S. is around $2,200. Most European states fall well below $1,000. Adding in non-Pentagon defense spending—Homeland Security, Veterans Affairs, and Department of Energy (nuclear weapons)—yields American military outlays of $835.1 billion in 2008, which represented 5.9 percent of GDP and $2,700 per capita. Max Boot of the Council on Foreign Relations worries that the increased financial obligations (forget unrealistic estimates about cutting the deficit) resulting from health-care legislation will preclude maintaining such oversize expenditures in the future, thereby threatening America’s “global standing.” He asks: Who will “police the sea lanes, stop the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, combat terrorism, respond to genocide and other unconscionable human rights violations, and deter rogue states from aggression?” Of course, nobody is threatening to close the sea lanes these days. Washington has found it hard to stop nuclear proliferation without initiating war, yet promiscuous U.S. military intervention creates a powerful incentive for nations to seek nuclear weapons. Armored divisions and carrier groups aren’t useful in confronting terrorists. Iraq demonstrates how the brutality of war often is more inhumane than the depredations of dictators. And there are lots of other nations capable of deterring rogue states. The United States should not attempt to do everything even if it could afford to do so. But it can’t. When it comes to the federal Treasury, there’s nothing there. If Uncle Sam was a real person, he would declare bankruptcy. The current national debt is $12.7 trillion. The Congressional Budget Office figures that current policy—unrealistically assuming no new spending increases—will run up $10 trillion in deficits over the coming decade. But more spending—a lot more spending—is on the way. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac remain as active as ever, underwriting $5.4 trillion worth of mortgages while running up additional losses. The Federal Housing Administration’s portfolio of insured mortgages continues to rise along with defaults. Exposure for Ginnie Mae, which issues guaranteed mortgage-backed securities, also is jumping skyward. The FDIC shut down a record 140 banks last year and is running low on cash. Last year the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation figured its fund was running a $34 billion deficit. Federal pensions are underfunded by $1 trillion. State and local retirement funds are short about $3 trillion. Outlays for the Iraq war will persist decades after the troops return as the government cares for seriously injured military personnel; total expenditures will hit $2 trillion or more. Extending and expanding the war in Afghanistan will further bloat federal outlays. Worst of all, last year the combined Social Security/Medicare unfunded liability was estimated to be $107 trillion. Social Security, originally expected to go negative in 2016, will spend more than it collects this year, and the “trust fund” is an accounting fiction. Medicaid, a joint federal-state program, also is breaking budgets. At their current growth rate, CBO says that by 2050 these three programs alone will consume virtually the entire federal budget. Uncle Sam’s current net liabilities exceed Americans’ net worth. Yet the debt-to-GDP ratio will continue rising and could eventually hit World War II levels. Net interest is expected to more than quadruple to $840 billion annually by 2020. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke says: “It’s not something that is ten years away. It affects the markets currently.” In March, Treasury notes commanded a yield of 3.5 basis points higher than those for Warren Buffett’s Berkshire Hathaway. Moody’s recently threatened to downgrade federal debt: “Although AAA governments benefit from an unusual degree of balance sheet flexibility, that flexibility is not infinite.” In 2008, Tom Lemmon of Moody’s warned: “The underlying credit rating of the U.S. government faces the risk of downgrading in the next ten years if solutions are not found to our growing Medicare and Social Security unfunded obligations.” This is all without counting a dollar of increased federal spending due to federalizing American medicine. The United States faces a fiscal crisis. If America’s survival was at stake, extraordinary military expenditures would still be justified. But not to protect other nations, especially prosperous and populous states well able to defend themselves. Boot warns: “it will be increasingly hard to be globocop and nanny state at the same time.” America should be neither. The issue is not just money. The Constitution envisions a limited government focused on defending Americans, not transforming the rest of the world. Moreover, if Washington continues to act as globocop, America’s friends and allies will never have an incentive to do more. The United States will be a world power for decades. But it can not afford to act as if it is the only power. America must begin the process of becoming a normal nation with a normal foreign policy.
Harms – Disagreement on Alliance Now

Entanglement fears encourage South Korean independence from U.S.
Daniel Sneider, Associate Director for Research, Stanford University, ‘08, (Toward Sustainable Economic & Security Relations in East Asia: U.S. & ROK Policy Options) The Korea Economic Institute. Pg. 3

Historically, and it remains true today, fears of abandonment by the United States have been paired with the fear of entanglement. Koreans and Japanese have worried about being drawn into wider conflicts by their U.S. ally as a result of their security commitments. That has been a persistent issue in Japan, for example, in the use of the U.S. bases on Okinawa to support combat operations in Vietnam, Taiwan, and Korea. More recently this issue emerged in Korea in response to the U.S. desire for “strategic flexibility” in using Korea-based forces for regional or global operations.

Entanglement fears draw upon the natural desire of both allies, and elites in both countries, to free themselves from excessive dependency on the United States and to assert greater independence in the formation of foreign and security policies. This has been more evident in Korea in the past seven years, a time when Koreans have felt a growing separation between their approach to containing North Korea and the policies of the George W. Bush administration. But even in Japan, during a time when the security alliance has been closer than ever before, Japanese policymakers have pushed for more autonomy.
South Korea shifts away from U.S. due to fears of U.S. unilateralism.

David Kerr, staff writer, 05. (International studies quarterly (0020-8833)). EBSCOhost. Pg. 411.


In the case of South Korea, democratization and the confidence that came with achieving developed nation status had already weakened the unthinking dependence on the U.S. alliance. This process was further accelerated by inter-Korean rapprochement: The improving relations between the two Koreas since the late 1990s has irreversibly changed the perception of America among ordinary South Korean citizens. The decisive impetus for change was the engagement policy (‘‘sunshine policy’’) toward North Korea initiated by President Kim Dae-jung in 1998. Once the engagement policy set out to change the image of North Korea from that of ‘‘devil’’ into the other half of the single-yet-divided Korean nation that shared a common goal of reunification, the sentimental identification with America, which had been bred from the belief that communist North Korea was their common enemy, began to loosen. (Gweon, 2004:170–171) Nor was this to change under Kim’s successor, Roh Moo-hyun. The nature of the U.S.–ROK relationship was a central issue in the election of December 2002, with the reformist, pro-engagement Roh winning out over his conservative, pro-U.S. rival Lee Hoi-chang, who Roh described in campaigning as ‘‘war prone’’ (Lee, 2004:267, fn). Gweon argues that this victory reflected a fundamental shift in favor of a younger generation that views the U.S. role in the peninsula in an increasingly critical light (Gweon, 2004:160). This does not imply that Roh is a left-wing anti-American. His main concern has been with the increasing unilateralism of the U.S. and the subordination of Korean interests to U.S. strategic interests rather than a questioning of the premises of the alliance itself (Moon, 2004:22–23). As Moon notes, as the crisis has unfolded, the hard line position [of the U.S.] has left South Korea with the impression that the U.S. might have been intentionally delaying its diplomatic action in order to trap North Korea, so that it could justify hard-line options, including a military one. (Moon, 2004:26)

Harms – Disagreement on Alliance

US’ plan of overthrowing DPRK is causing DPRK disfavor of US-ROK alliance and ROK’s anti-Americanism

Wayne Steves, colonel of the United States Army, March 15, 6, IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA? http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA448328; internet (accessed in June 25, 2010)
The U.S. was given perhaps the strongest evidence in recent years of just how deep anti- American sentiment goes when the 2004 survey results conducted by JoongAng Ilbo were released. The general opinion of the Korean people toward Americans is steadily declining. According to the survey of 1200 men and women over the age of 20, 54% of the Koreans who responded wanted U.S. forces out of Korea; only 42% of the respondents were concerned about an attack from North Korea; only 17% of the respondents admired the U.S. the most; and 37% of the respondents viewed China as being the most important country to the South Korean economy. Upon digesting the survey data and recognizing the fact that “times have changed” an objective observer would be inclined to question the usefulness of American armed forces on the peninsula. But when considering the question of whether the USFK is still needed, the entire Asian region must be considered, and there are at least three areas of concern.

First, strategically and masterfully the North Korean regime has managed to negatively impact the U.S. – ROK Alliance. The DPRK always appears to dangle the unification issue in front of the ROK as a way to achieve some specific objective. Since the ROK Government views unification as the country’s number one priority and national interest, the sensitivity of any issue affecting that priority can easily cause the ROK to over react. The South Korean people are more concerned over issues affecting reunification cooperation and coordination than the possibility of war with North Korea. The political relationship between the two Koreas has come a long way since 1950. In 1992 the political relationship grew further with the two Koreas agreeing to a non-aggressive reconciliation and exchange program between the two countries. The two Koreas’ political relationships advanced to a new level when South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North Korean leader Kim Jong il signed the “North – South Joint Declaration” on 15 June 2000 in Pyongyang, North Korea. The accord focused on:

Resolving the country’s reunification independently; work to resolve common elements pertaining to reunification; settle problems with separated families and long-term prisoners; promote economic, social, cultural, public health sports, and environmental cooperation; and maintain continued dialogue to ensure the implementation of the Declaration. 

North Korea has used the Declaration as a mechanism to express their concerns with South Korea for continuing to allow U.S. forces to remain in the ROK and to express the DPRK’s alleged fear of a U.S. invasion of the North to overthrow the regime. A sympathetic ear by the South Korean people of North Korea’s allegations and the potential for damaging the unification plan can easily fuel anti-Americanism on the peninsula.

Harms – China Rising

China’s unprecedented economic growth may challenge established world order.

Jing Gu, Political economist, Institute of Development Studies. John Humphrey, Professor, sociologist, Institute of Development Studies. Dirk Messner, German Development Institute. February 08. (World development (0305-750X)). ScienceDirect Journals.

The extent of China’s impact on the global economy has been widely documented. The size and rapid growth of China, together with its increasing assertiveness, represent a challenge to the established order. If current growth rates are projected forward a further 20 years, and if the rapid growth of India and the other Asian economies are put into the equation, then clearly we are witnessing a fundamental shift in power centers in the global economy, with its consequences for global governance.

China’s impact on the world economy has been both rapid and remarkably broad: 

• The Chinese economy accounted for 2.9% of global income in 1978, reached 4.7% of global income in 2004 and is predicted to reach 7.9% by 2020. Comparing China’s growth process with other success stories in history (such as the United States, United Kingdom and Germany), Winter and Yusuf conclude that “In terms of an expanding share of world output, China’s growth spurt has been much greater than any other yet seen” (Winters & Yusuf, 2007, p. 6). It is not China’s rate of growth which is unprecedented, but rather the size of its economy, which means that its impact is much greater than the previous rapidly-growing Asian economies—Japan, Taiwan, and Korea. 

• China contributed 28% to the increase of global GDP during 1990–2005 (the United States: 19%; Rest of OECD: 18%). If rapid growth is maintained, it is estimated that China could account for 37% of global GDP increase during 2005–20—more than all the OECD countries together (Dollar, 2007).

• The OECD Economic Survey of China predicted that it will overtake Germany and the United States to become the world’s largest exporter by 2010 (reported in the press, 17 Sept 2005).

China’s economic growth brings it global political influence.

Jing Gu, Political economist, Institute of Development Studies. John Humphrey, Professor, sociologist, Institute of Development Studies. Dirk Messner, German Development Institute. February 08. (World development (0305-750X)). ScienceDirect Journals.

The economic rise of China also results in large-scale changes in important global governance arenas. China’s increasing economic weight, its importance to other actors in the global economy (notably the transnational companies and global buyers that have contributed so much to the expansion of the Chinese economy), and the economic policy driven decisions of the Chinese government are already having a huge impact on various global governance arenas. Whether China wishes to be an important global governance actor or not, it already has this role: 

• The rapidly-growing energy and resources imports of China are shifting global prices and have already started an international debate on the “renaissance of geopolitical conflicts” between the United States, Europe, Japan, and China ([Hale, 2005] and [Umbach, 2005]). China appears now as a major competitor in the struggle for access to strategic resources from Africa to Central Asia, to Latin America. 

• Its enormous currency reserves potentially convert China into a major global governance actor in the field of international financial markets. Chinese internal decisions on monetary policies automatically have global impacts. China has already played an important role in regional financial stability following the 1997 Asian crisis and is making significant contributions to the initiatives for regional cooperation around finance, starting with the Chiang Mai Initiative but now developing rapidly (Hefeker & Nabor, 2006).

• As a result of its growing trade, China is perceived de facto as a significant actor in the WTO. Furthermore, trade and investment decisions in China have a widespread impact on development strategies in almost every developing country.

Harms – Tied Down Troops Can’t Fight Terrorism

The US must move away from the, inefficient, Korean threat based warfare to stop terrorism elsewhere

Chang-hee, Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University, 2006, 
Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
The foremost factor behind this realignment is the so-called military trans- formation initiative, which has gained more salience during the Pentagon’s war on terrorism after the September 11 attacks. U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld strongly argued that the U.S. military should adapt to new challenges coming from terrorist groups that might use weapons of mass destruction to launch attacks at unexpected times and places. He explained that “[t]he Pentagon decided to move away from the old ‘threat-based’ strategy that had dominated our country’s defense planning for the early half a century and adopt a new ‘capabilities-based’ approach—one that focuses less on who might threaten us, or where, and more on how we might be threatened and what is needed to deter and defend against such threats.”

Harms – Overstretch Bad

The US is squandering expenses and valuable lives every year

Cato Institute, 1996, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v18n4-7.html
When the worldwide Soviet threat disintegrated, any need for a strong U.S. presence in South Korea went with it. However, instead of gradually disengaging itself, the United States has pursued a strategy of expanded involvement under the pretext of maintaining regional stability. Bandow examines the various justifications for continued involvement and concludes that the "chimera of stability is likely to lead Washington to risk thousands of lives day in and day out, and to spend tens of billions of dollars year after year, in hopes of preventing events that are not only purely speculative but also tangential to U.S. security."
Harms – Overstretch Kills Heg

Troop pullout saves taxpayer money and reduce imperial overstretch.

Paul Starobin, Staff Writer, December 2, 06. (National Journal). EBSCOhost. 
As a culturally diverse country, with immigrants from every corner of the planet, America conceivably could thrive in a post-Eurocentric, multipolar world. With its security responsibilities scaled back from global to hemispheric, with hundreds of thousands of troops returning to U.S. soil from Europe, the Middle East, and South Korea (which alone hosts 30,000 American soldiers), the imperial-overstretch problem might be solved. For the U.S. taxpayer, a "Come Home, America" strategy would mean several hundred billion dollars of annual savings -- at least half of the Pentagon budget, now totaling some $500 billion, according to Eugene Gholz, an advocate of this tack who teaches at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas (Austin). "The world is not likely to blow up" if America opts out of its role as global cop, Gholz said in an interview.

Harms – Primacy Leads to Clash with China

U.S. military presence causes China to build up own military, increasing risks of war.

Jonathan Pollack, Chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 02. Asia-Pacific review (1343-9006) http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=13&sid=c233b304-6f41-43a5-a519-309ab8013271%40sessionmgr10

American military preponderance remains a fact of life for Chinese defense planners. US-Chinese strategic ties are not deeply rooted in either system. The PLA leadership lacks long-term confidence in relations with the United States, remains exceedingly wary of potential US unilateralism, and retains abiding anxieties about the US capacity to intervene in what China deems areas of vital interest, especially Taiwan. At the same time, the increasing US focus on information warfare, long range precision strike, and a capability to operate unimpeded in the East Asian littoral all have major implications for Chinese security.

 Chinese analysts do not speak with one voice on these issues. One especially discerning assessment, marking the thirtieth anniversary of President Nixon’s visit to China, advocated a policy of “cooperation amidst struggle,” especially given the profound asymmetries in Chinese and American power, and what the authors characterized as the disproportionate importance of stable US-China relations for China’s future development. A mature, durable policy toward the US required China to recognize that the United States “has its own reasonable interests…as befits a large nation.” China needed to grasp the complexity and diversity of American interests; zero-sum calculations in bilateral relations were no longer relevant. A more discriminating Chinese approach had to undertake appropriate defense preparations and “maintain a certain wariness” toward US military actions along China’s periphery, while avoiding the easy lure of an “America threat theory” to counter a “China threat theory.” 

China hopes to constrain the exercise of US military power by political and diplomatic means in the near to mid-term. It also seeks to acquire capabilities over the longer run that would ultimately raise the perceived military costs and risks to US forces deployed near China. Developing capabilities that will complicate or inhibit the US ability to operate in areas contiguous to Chinese territory therefore ranks very high among China’s long term defense priorities. Without clearer rules of the road and explicit understandings between the American and Chinese militaries, such an “area denial” capability by China seems all but certain to emerge over the coming decade and a half, immeasurably increasing the potential risks to both countries in any future political-military crisis. Hence the irony: both countries appear intent on deterring actions deemed highly threatening to their respective security interests, thereby raising the costs and risks to both in a future confrontation. But security planners in both countries are operating autonomously and independently; neither side yet seems willing or able to explore the possibilities for mitigating these potential dangers. 

Harms – No Flexibility Bad

After reduction, troops will actually be more effective.

Chang-hee 06, Chang-hee Nam is Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University,

Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
The stationing structure of U.S. forces is likely to change signiﬁcantly if the USFK serves as a regional security force in the broader Asia-Paciﬁc region in addition to acting as a deterrent against North Korea. If troops are realigned to enhance mobility, some of the forces currently located near the interior DMZ will necessarily be transferred close to air bases or seaports in the rear. The USFK structure is currently centered around heavily armored ground forces, and this structure will probably change as a result of the assessment that light expeditionary force successfully plays an ever-greater role in the initial stages of war as illustrated in the Afghan conﬂict and the war in Iraq.
Harms – Offshore Balancing Good

Offshore balancing is historically proven as effective.
Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the University of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
So what would it look like? As an offshore balancer, the United States would keep its military forces—especially its ground and air forces—outside the Middle East, not smack in the center of it. Hence the term "offshore." As for "balancing," that would mean relying on regional powers like Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia to check each other. Washington would remain diplomatically engaged, and when necessary would assist the weaker side in a conflict. It would also use its air and naval power to signal a continued U.S. commitment to the region and would retain the capacity to respond quickly to unexpected threats, like Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990. But—and this is the key point—the United States would put boots on the ground in the Middle East only if the local balance of power seriously broke down and one country threatened to dominate the others. Short of that, America would keep its soldiers and pilots "over the horizon"—namely at sea, in bases outside the region or back home in the United States.  This approach might strike some as cynical after Bush's lofty rhetoric. It would do little to foster democracy or promote human rights. But Bush couldn't deliver on those promises anyway, and it is ultimately up to individual countries, not Washington, to determine their political systems. It is hardly cynical to base U.S. strategy on a realistic appraisal of American interests and a clear-eyed sense of what U.S. power cannot accomplish.  Offshore balancing, moreover, is nothing new: the United States pursued such a strategy in the Middle East very successfully during much of the cold war. It never tried to garrison the region or transform it along democratic lines. Instead, Washington sought to maintain a regional balance of power by backing various local allies and by developing the capacity—in the form of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), which brought together five Army and Marine divisions, seven tactical fighter wings and three aircraft-carrier battle groups—to deter or intervene directly if the Soviet Union, Iraq or Iran threatened to upend the balance. The United States helped Iraq contain revolutionary Iran in the 1980s, but when Iraq's conquest of Kuwait in 1990 threatened to tilt things in Baghdad's favor, the United States assembled a multinational coalition centered on the RDF and smashed Saddam Hussein's military machine.

Offshore balancing keeps us out of bloody regional conflicts, keeping the regions stable.
Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the University of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
 Offshore balancing has three particular virtues that would be especially appealing today. First, it would significantly reduce (though not eliminate) the chances that the United States would get involved in another bloody and costly war like Iraq. America doesn't need to control the Middle East with its own forces; it merely needs to ensure that no other country does. Toward that end, offshore balancing would reject the use of military force to reshape the politics of the region and would rely instead on local allies to contain their dangerous neighbors. As an offshore balancer, the United States would husband its own resources and intervene only as a last resort. And when it did, it would finish quickly and then move back offshore.

OSB is incredibly cost effective

Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the Universoty of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
The relative inexpensiveness of this approach is particularly attractive in the current climate. The U.S. financial bailout has been hugely expensive, and it's not clear when the economy will recover. In this environment, America simply cannot afford to be fighting endless wars across the Middle East, or anywhere else. Remember that Washington has already spent $600 billion on the Iraq War, and the tally is likely to hit more than $1 trillion before that conflict is over. Imagine the added economic consequences of a war with Iran. Offshore balancing would not be free—the United States would still have to maintain a sizable expeditionary force and the capacity to move it quickly—but would be a lot cheaper than the alternative.

Offshore Balancing Good

OSB solves for terrorism

Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the Universoty of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
Second, offshore balancing would ameliorate America's terrorism problem. One of the key lessons of the past century is that nationalism and other forms of local identity remain intensely powerful, and foreign occupiers generate fierce local resentment. That resentment often manifests itself in terrorism or even large-scale insurgencies directed at the United States. When the Reagan administration put U.S. troops in Beirut following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982, local terrorists responded by suicide-bombing the U.S. Embassy in April 1983 and the U.S. Marine barracks in October, killing more than 300. Keeping U.S. military forces out of sight until they are needed would minimize the anger created by having them permanently stationed on Arab soil. 

OSB solves for Middle-Eastern nuclear proliferation
Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the Universoty of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
Third, offshore balancing would reduce fears in Iran and Syria that the United States aims to attack them and remove their regimes—a key reason these states are currently seeking weapons of mass destruction. Persuading Tehran to abandon its nuclear program will require Washington to address Iran's legitimate security concerns and to refrain from issuing overt threats. Removing U.S. troops from the neighborhood would be a good start. The United States can't afford to completely disengage from the Middle East, but offshore balancing would make U.S. involvement there less threatening. Instead of lumping potential foes together and encouraging them to join forces against America, this strategy would encourage contending regional powers to compete for the United States' favor, thereby facilitating a strategy of divide-and-conquer.

OSB is our only choice left, the squo has failed countless times

Mearsheimer, 08, John. J, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service professor of political Science, the Universoty of Chicago, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, “Pull Those boots off the Ground”  
 A final, compelling reason to adopt this approach to the Middle East is that nothing else has worked. In the early 1990s, the Clinton administration pursued a "dual containment" strategy: instead of using Iraq and Iran to check each other, the United States began trying to contain both. This policy guaranteed only that each country came to view the United States as a bitter enemy. It also required the United States to deploy large numbers of troops in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The policy fueled local resentment, helped persuade Osama bin Laden to declare war on America and led to the bombing of the Khobar Towers in 1996, the attack on the USS Cole in 2000 and, eventually, 9/11. Shortly after 9/11, the Bush administration jettisoned dual containment in favor of regional transformation. When Baghdad fell, it briefly seemed that Bush just might succeed. But the occupation soon faltered, and America's position in the region went from bad to worse.  The new president's only hope for extricating America from the resultant mess is to return to the one Middle East strategy that's worked well in the past. In practical terms, an offshore-balancing strategy would mean ending the Iraq War as quickly as possible while working to minimize the bloodshed there and throughout the region. Instead of threatening Iran with preventive war—an approach that's only fueled Tehran's desire for nuclear weapons and increased the popularity of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad—the new administration should try to cut a deal by offering Iran security guarantees in return for significant and veri-fiable limits on its nuclear-enrichment program. The United States should also take its sights off the Assad regime in Syria and push both it and Israel to reach a peace agreement.  This strategy wouldn't eliminate all the problems the United States faces in the Middle East. But it would reduce the likelihood of future disasters like Iraq, significantly reduce America's terrorism problem and maximize Washington's prospects of thwarting nuclear proliferation. It would also be considerably less expensive in both human and financial terms. There are no foolproof strategies in international politics, but offshore balancing is probably as close as we can get.

Offshore Balancing Good

Offshore balancing reduces tripwire possibility and increases soft power.

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University, 97. (International Security, Vol.22 No.1) JSTOR Pg. 112

Offshore balancing is a strategy for the multipolar world that already is emerging. Its underlying premise is that it will become increasingly more difficult, dangerous, and costly for the United States to maintain order in, and control over, the international political system as called for by the strategy of preponderance. Offshore balancing would define U.S. interests narrowly in terms of defending the United States' territorial integrity and preventing the rise of a Eurasian hegemon. As an offshore balancer, the United States would disengage from its military commitments in Europe, Japan, and South Korea. The overriding objectives of an offshore balancing strategy would be to insulate the United States from future great power wars and maximize its relative power position in the international system. Offshore balancing would reject the strategy of preponderance's commitment to economic interdependence because interdependence has negative strategic consequences. Offshore balancing also would eschew any ambition of perpetuating U.S. hegemony and would abandon the ideological pretensions embedded in the strategy of preponderance. As an offshore balancer, the United States would not assertively export democracy, engage directly in peace enforcement operations, attempt to save "failed states" (like Somalia and Haiti), or use military power for the purpose of humanitarian intervention.

Offshore balancing cost efficiency allows increasing strategic flexibility.

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University, 97. (International Security, Vol.22 No.1) JSTOR Pg. 113
An offshore balancing strategy would be considerably less expensive than the strategy of preponderance. It would require defense budgets in the range of 2-2.5 percent of GNP. American military strategy for possible interventions would be based on the principle of limited liability. In contrast to the force structure currently underpinning the strategy of preponderance, offshore balancing would sharply reduce the size and role of U.S. ground forces. The strategy's backbone would be robust nuclear deterrence, air power, and-most important-overwhelming naval power. In the latter respect, an offshore balancing strategy would stress sea-based ballistic missile defense (crucial in the event the United States has to wage coalitional warfare in the early twenty-first century) and sea-based precision, standoff weapons systems (enabling the United States to bring its military power to bear without committing ground forces to combat). The United States also could use naval power as a lever against others' economic interests to achieve its political objectives. As an offshore balancer, the United States would seek simultaneously to maximize its comparative military-technological advantages and its strategic flexibility.

***SOLVENCY***
US = Root Cause of Tension
Korean Peninsula under great tension, US aggression may be the problem 

CNN
Wire
Staff
6-25-10 http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/06/25/korean.war/index.html?eref=igoogle_cnn

 North and South Korea marked  the 60th anniversary of the Korean War with sober commemorations and sharp rhetoric as tensions continued to ripple between the two countries over the sinking in March of a South Korean warship. North Korea -- which took the opportunity to blame the United States for causing nearly $65 trillion in "human and material damage" over the last six decades -- continued to ramp up its rhetoric, accusing America of "persistently antagonizing" the country over the sinking of the Cheonan. South Korea blames North Korea for the sinking, which left 46 people dead, but Pyongyang hotly denies the claim. Top South Korean officials on Friday urged the North to stop its provocations as they honored the war dead at ceremonies. The North Korean People's Army invaded South Korea on June 25, 1950, in what would become known as the Korean War. The fighting ended on July 27, 1953, when an armistice agreement was signed. Since there has never been a peace treaty, the Korean War has technically never ended. While there have been efforts over the years to defuse hostilities and pursue peace and stability, great anguish has emerged over the Cheonan, which South Korea says was sunk by a torpedo. At a national ceremony on Friday commemorating the start of the war, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak urged North Korea to stop what he says are military provocations. The Yonhap news agency quoted him as saying "our ultimate goal is not a military confrontation but peaceful reunification." In another ceremony in South Korea, Defense Minister Kim Tae-young said, "the Cheonan incident reminded us of the sad reality of the divided South and North." Yonhap quoted Gen. Walter Sharp, the top U.S. commander in South Korea said North Korean provocations would be deterred. "True peace cannot exist when North Korea resorts to force and violence," Sharp is quoted as saying. "The North Korean leadership must know that any further provocations will be dealt with swiftly and decisively." North Korea's Korean Central News Agency, meanwhile, cited an article in the North's ruling party newspaper, Rodong Sinmun, that said the South Korean gove, as saying rnment is trying to escalate a confrontation with North Korea. "They are working with bloodshot eyes to ignite a war while crying out for 'retaliation' and 'punishment' of someone with the 'Cheonan' case as a momentum," KCNA said, citing the article. North and South Korea presented their cases to the United Nations over the Cheonan sinking recently, with South Korea urging the Security Council to take "timely and appropriate measures." 
The tripwire is the only reason that North Korea causes problems, because the ROK can handle itself

Bandow 03 Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, “Cutting the tripwire”

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. 
US = Root Cause of Tension – Treaty

America is holding back Korea’s need and want for a peace treaty

DAVID E. SANGER Political researcher May 18, 2006 U.S. Said to Weigh a New Approach on North Korea http://www.genocidewatch.org/images/North_Korea_18_May_06_U.S._Said_to_Weigh_a_New_Approach_on_North_Korea_.pdf

President Bush's top advisers have recommended a broad new approach to dealing with North Korea that would include beginning negotiations on a peace treaty, even while efforts to dismantle the country's nuclear program are still under way, senior administration officials and Asian diplomats say. Aides say Mr. Bush is very likely to approve the new approach, which has been hotly debated among different factions within the administration. But he will not do so unless North Korea returns to multinational negotiations over its nuclear program. The talks have been stalled since September. North Koreans have long demanded a peace treaty, which would replace the 1953 armistice ending the Korean War. For several years after he first took office, Mr. Bush vowed not to end North Korea's economic and diplomatic isolation until it entirely dismantled its nuclear program. That stance later softened, and the administration said some benefits to North Korea could begin to flow as significant dismantlement took place. Now, if the president allows talks about a peace treaty to take place on a parallel track with six-nation talks on disarmament, it will signal another major change of tactics. The decision to consider a change may have been influenced in part by growing concerns about Iran's nuclear program. One senior Asian official who has been briefed on the administration's discussions about what to do next said, "There is a sense that they can't leave Korea out there as a model for what the Iranians hope to become — a nuclear state that can say no to outside pressure." But it is far from clear that North Korea would engage in any new discussions, especially if they included talk of political change, human rights, terrorism and more independence in their country, topics that the Bush administration has insisted would have to be part of any comprehensive discussions with North Korea. With the war in Iraq and the nuclear dispute with Iran as distractions, many top officials have all but given up hope that North Korea's government will either disarm or collapse during Mr. Bush's remaining time in office. 

US = Root Cause of Nuclearization
US sanctions provoked North Korean defensive nuclearization

Gregory Elich, “The United States Provoked the North Korean Nuclear Threat” pg. 31

Any hope for a resumption of the six-party talks had vanished. The Bush Administration wanted regime change in North Korea and could be expected to increase tensions. The North Koreans had earned a reputation for their proclivity for responding in kind: by negotiating when approached diplomatically, and with toughness when threatened. North Korea decided to proceed with a nuclear test so as to discourage any thoughts in Washington of military action. A statement was issued by the DPRK Foreign Ministry, in which it was said that the US was trying to “internationalize the sanctions and blockade against the DPRK.” A nuclear test would be a countermeasure “to defend the sovereignty of the country” against the Bush Administration’s “hostile actions.” 

Treaties Will Happen

Korean peace treaties will happen when US pulls out of South Korea

Bandow 09, 8/31/09, Doug Bandow, “Individual Liberty, Free markets, and Peace” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10492

Withdraw U.S. forces from South Korea. The Republic of Korea has a vast economic and technological lead over its northern antagonist and is fully capable of defending itself.  Nor do American conventional forces help resolve the nuclear issue; to the contrary, by putting U.S. military personnel within reach of the North, Washington has created 28,000 nuclear hostages.  Moreover, eliminating America's military presence on the peninsula would be the strongest possible signal to Beijing that it need not fear pressing the North to deal and reform, even at the risk of the latter's collapse.  The North's coming leadership transition will yield both opportunities and dangers. The Obama administration should recognize the limitations inherent to any policy toward the North, while doing its best to promote a peaceful resolution of the Korean confrontation.
North Korea will comply with a peace treaty without the presence of U.S. forces and imperial domination

Ku, Lee Seok. Professor of Korean History, Relations between the U.S. and North Korea, 2010 http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=north+Korea+%22peace+treaty%22&btnG=Search&as_sdt=4000000000&as_ylo=2000&as_vis=0
In June 1950, North Korea launched a full-scale invasion of South Korea to communize the country. In July 1950, the United States responded militarily, engaging in battle against North Korea. Since then, maintaining a strong alliance with South Korea, the U.S. has consistently refused to normalize its relations with North Korea. From the perspective of the U.S., North Korea' repeated military provocations, and terrorist acts against the U.S. and its ally in the wake of the Korean War were the main factors in America's hostility toward North Korea. From the North Korean point of view, the continuing U.S.-South Korean alliance and U.S. sanctions against Pyongyang fueled North Korea's longstanding anti-American policy. Defining Washington-Seoul relations as imperialist domination, North Korea repeatedly demanded the withdrawal of the U.S. forces from South Korea and the replacement of the Armistice Agreement of the Korean War with a North Korea-U.S. peace treaty. 

North Korea will negotiate Peace if US starts

By Chris Buckley and Benjamin Kang Lim 1/12/2010 05:21:31 GMT, North Korea digs in on U.S. peace talks demand, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/TOE60B03N.htm 

BEIJING, Jan 12 (Reuters) - North Korea will not return to nuclear disarmament negotiations unless the United States agrees to peace treaty talks and lifts sanctions, a senior North Korean diplomat said on Tuesday, leaving the two sides no closer to progress. Pyonyang has called for talks with the United States and other powers to end formally the 1950-53 Korean War, but the White House has made clear North Korea must first resume long-stalled six-party nuclear negotiations before such proposals can be considered. [ID:nTOE60A047] North Korea's ambassador to China, Choe Jin-su, said in a rare news briefing in Beijing there could be immediate progress if the reclusive state's demands were met. But in a sign Pyongyang remains insistent, Choe also said the six-party negotiations could resume only with the lifting of sanctions on North Korea and acceptance of its latest proposal for peace treaty talks. "Only concluding a peace treaty can eradicate the hostile relations between the DPRK and the United States and rapidly and actively advance denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula," Choe told a small group of reporters, speaking through English and Chinese translators. The DPRK, or Democratic People's Republic of Korea, is the formal name for North Korea, which staged its second-ever nuclear test in May 2009, drawing international condemnation and a fresh round of U.N. sanctions. "Only if the sanctions on the DPRK -- these barriers expressing discrimination and distrust -- are removed can the six-party talks resume," said Choe. "If the sanctions on the DPRK are lifted, then the six-party talks can resume immediately. The key word is immediately." CONCESSIONS, THEN TALKS Choe's demands echoed his government's often-repeated calls for other powers to make concessions before it returns to the disarmament talks, which bring together North and South Korea, host China, the United States, Japan and Russia. But the rare briefing by the ambassador suggested North Korea is digging in on its demands that agreement to peace treaty talks must come before any renewed six-party negotiations. He also repeatedly stressed bilateral negotiations between Washington and Pyongyang were the key to progress. "The best thing would be for the DPRK and the United States bilaterally to first sit down together for talks," said Choe. The administrations of presidents Barack Obama and George W. Bush have said Washington can discuss a peace treaty once the North ends its nuclear arms programme, considered one of the biggest security risks to economically vital North Asia. This year marks 60 years since the start of the Korean War, which also drew China and the United States and their allies into the conflict that ended with an armistice in 1953. No full peace treaty to end hostilities formally has been signed. South Korea was not a party to the armistice. Choe said he did not know whether Seoul would be a part of any peace treaty. Japanese and South Korean news reports recently have cited claims North Korea's secretive top leader, Kim Jong-il, may visit China soon, his nation's neighbour and key economic backer. But neither Beijing nor Pyongyang has announced any trip by Kim, and Choe did not answer a question about the role any such visit could play.

South Korea Will Grow
For South Korea to develop militarily, US must get out  

 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
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.
US Pullout Good

US overstretch weakening military, needs to prioritize 

 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
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.
Plan’s Approach Solves

The Sunshine Policy was bad because it only disarmed the South – plan requires both sides to act
Eui-gak Hwang 08, professor emeritus of economics @ Korea Univerity and Senior Research Professor of the International Centre for the Study of East Asian Development, “The Strain Policy vs. the Sunshine Policy: Which will be a short-cut to Korean Reunification?” October 2008, http://www.icsead.or.jp/7publication/workingpp/wp2008/2008-24.pdf
Some over wealthy people and left-ideological sympathizers in the South have been pouring money for the North in an effort to save the North leaders faces and to support the communist regime for the last decade Their excise for extending aids to the failing regime in the North is “to keep peace and national reconciliation” in the peninsula. Ex-Presidents Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hvun and many political liberists have pursued this line, insisting that DJ’s sun-shine policy is the only option to induce North Korea to unclothe her naiments A decade of the sw, shine policy only teaches US. hoveiE. that it has p’eatly coninbuted to disama the southerners instead, while it has not lEcloched the northerners at all. A good diorama as the real stor that a de-facio woman ,y named Won Juna-hwa (34 ean old) who has settled down in Seoul ih thsuise as a legal statas of defector from the North was offiaa]lv eniplo3ed by ROK army to conduct oop infomiation and education lectures in man Souths military cas. and an due cornse she collected confidential information sometimes an exchange of sexes with a dozen of amy othcers for several ye.is4 Against the South’s news report North Korea’s spokesman of the National Peaceful Uniflcaüon Comminee said in its statement on September 3, 2008 that the story is a third class false manipulated by the Sou&’ 1 North denounced her not as North Korean ageI but as a human garbage who abandoued her fatherland in seat of indecent sexes, money. and fraudulence an the rotten South. The incident, whether tii or not real ,y story. is a case aikistiating that even nuhtaiy sector has been mentally eroding in the South Not swpnngly. she is the only espionage case ever inwstgaled mthe past lOvearsmSouthKcrea

A “give and take” policy is necessary for Korean peninsula
Gerdes 2007, Louise I Gerdes, “North and South Korea” Greenhaven Press 

One of the most revealing interpretations of the dynamics that led to the crisis and its resolution was made by Leon Sigal. In a counter¬reading of U.S. nuclear diplomacy toward North Korea in the years leading up to the crisis, Sigal documents how coercive diplomacy brought Korea to the brink of war. He writes of a U.S. foreign policy pattern that discouraged cooperation and instead promoted a "crime¬and punishment approach" that constituted North Korea as, above all, a threatening rogue state. While acknowledging the numerous instances that would, indeed, give rise to such an image, Sigal also deals with the interactive nature of the conflict. In a crucial pas¬sage he asks why, if North Korea was so keen on developing nuclear weapons and had numerous opportunities to do so, did it not simply go ahead and build bombs? Sigal's answers highlight Washington's inability to recognize that North Korea was playing "tit for tat in nuclear diplomacy."28 Some of Sigal's arguments have become controversial. He has, for instance, been accused of downplaying North Korea's failure to uphold its obligations. That may well be the case, but at a more fundamental level Sigal is nevertheless able to reveal a striking empirical pattern: each time the United States used an aggressive policy to pressure North Korea into concessions, the latter became more recalcitrant. By contrast, when Washington adopted a more cooperative attitude, Pyongyang usually responded with concessions. Thus tension on the Korean peninsula decreased only when the United States adopted a "give and take" diplomacy that recognized how Pyongyang's recalcitrance can, and should, be read as a bargaining tactic to get something in return for giving up the nuclear option.
North Korea Regime Change Necessary
Changing North Korea’s regime is essential to end brinkmanship

James Hackett, “The Regime in North Korea Must Be Changed” pg. 64

The North Korean launches show the need for accelerated deployment of U.S. and regional missile defenses. More interceptors and improved radars should be made operational more quickly in Alaska and California. Production of sea- based SM-3 interceptors should be increased, and more Aegis ships equipped with them. PAC-3 interceptors are needed in Japan, and missile defenses should be considered for Hawaii. The only real solution to North Korea’s brinkmanship is to change the regime. That requires continued financial pressure, sanctions to cut off outside aid, leaning hard on China to cooperate, and strengthening missile defenses. 

Bennett and Hachigian conclude that only regime change solves

Bruce Bennett and Nina Hachigian, “Regime Change in North Korea Will Not Make the World Safer” pg 69-70

It is certainly true that in the long run, regime change leading to reunification is the only way to halt North Korea’s horrible human rights abuses, guarantee stability, and secure the North’s weapons of mass destruction. But forcing regime change now instead of working toward peaceful reunification over the long term, is very unlikely to make the United States or the world any safer.
Solvency – Peace

Withdrawal will reduce Korea’s veto of multilateral security mechanisms – creates a peace system which solves great power war.

Geun Lee, Seoul National University, December 2009, “The Nexus between Korea’s Regional Security Options and Domestic Politics,” www.cfr.org
The idea of multilateral security cooperation in Northeast Asia is not a recent one. Since 1988, Korea has advocated regional security cooperation, and in 1994, Korea officially proposed the Northeast Asia Security Dialogue (NEASED) at the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). Serious discussion of multilateral security cooperation in Northeast Asia started in 2005 during the Six Party Talks to resolve the nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula. In fact, the Six Party Talks have been an important generator of innovative ideas, and participants in the Six Party Talks have gradually realized the importance of a multilateral security mechanism in Northeast Asia, even if they do not share identical interests in such a mechanism.6 From Korea’s perspective, a semi-regional arrangement like the Six Party Talks produces five main benefits.7 First, a multilateral security arrangement in Northeast Asia composed of the United States, China, Japan, Russia, North Korea, and South Korea will provide insurance to the concerned parties that the agreements struck at the Six Party Talks will not be violated by the participants. Cheating and lack of trust are among the fundamental problems in solving the Korean nuclear crisis, and a multilateral binding of agreements can help solve the problems by increasing transparency and the transaction costs of violating the agreements. Second, a multilateral security arrangement in Northeast Asia is fundamentally a global security arrangement, as it includes all the global powers except the European Union. The United States and China unofficially form the Group of Two (G2), Japan is an economic superpower, and Russia used to be the leader of the Eastern bloc. The high concentration of superpowers in Northeast Asia poses a threat to Korea because an outbreak of great-power conflict in the region will definitely devastate Korea, if not the world. Therefore, Korea has reason to promote a multilateral security mechanism that increases transparency among global powers and functions as a confidence-building measure. 4 Third, voluntary or involuntary betrayal by the United States has preoccupied many Koreans and security experts. Some Koreans felt betrayed when the United States agreed to the division of the Korean peninsula. The Park Chung-hee government felt abandoned when the United States withdrew a significant portion of U.S. soldiers from Korea, and was taken aback by rapprochement between the United States and China. Many Koreans got upset when the United States supported the authoritarian Korean government and kept silent during the Kwangju massacre in 1980. They again felt betrayed when it was rumored that the Clinton administration planned air strikes against North Korea without informing South Korea. And they were upset with the unilateral foreign policy stance of the George W. Bush administration, including its decision to pull the second infantry division out of Korea. A multilateral security arrangement in Northeast Asia will mitigate the security concern of Korea when the United States either voluntarily or involuntarily defects from its commitment to Korea. Fourth, multilateral security cooperation in Northeast Asia is necessary to establish a peace system on the Korean peninsula and ultimately unify Korea. Many Korean people doubt that the major powers, including the United States, want the unification of the Korean peninsula. Korea wants to deal with these powers transparently through a multilateral security cooperation mechanism. Fifth, seeing the latest global financial crisis and the rise of China, many Koreans recognize the need to adjust Korea’s external strategy to the changing geoeconomic world. Making exclusive ties with the United States may be a high-risk investment in a past hegemon, while exclusive ties with China would be a high-risk investment in an uncertain future. In this transitional period for geoeconomics, multilateral security cooperation is an attractive partial exit option for Korea. A multilateral security mechanism in Northeast Asia appeals to Korea, so if voice and loyalty in the U.S.-Korea relationship do not reveal positive correlations, then Korea will pay more attention to multilateral regional options. Moreover, if the U.S. capability and credibility in delivering its security promises to alliance partners are questioned, there will be fewer veto powers in Korean politics against a multilateral security mechanism in Northeast Asia, particularly when such an option still maintains a loose form of the U.S.-Korea alliance. 
Solvency – South Korea Can Build its Military

US tripwire is the only thing preventing the South Koreans from getting a larger force.

Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, 03, “Cutting the tripwire”
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.
US military’s role has changed and South Korea should protect itself with its own army

Gordon Cucullu, former Special Forces Lieutenant Colonel and Vietnam veteran, October 27, 2005, Military.com
That said, it is critical to recognize that the power balance has shifted on the peninsula, dramatically enough to require a reevaluation of America's roles and responsibilities. Furthermore, the South Korean military is as strong as it has ever been in manpower, equipment, and training. With its booming economy South Korean outspends the North in actual dollars while committing a significantly smaller percentage of its GNP to defense. It has approximately 600,000 regulars backed by large reserves and modern equipment. In a fight the South Korean military ought to be able to defend the country with air and naval augmentation from America and allies. At some point ground forces might need to be committed to the fight too, but the decades-long tripwire rationale for continued forward deployed American units seems to have faded.
U.S. should stop defending ROK as ROK can defend itself.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan, 06-19-09. National Interest Online. http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21606; 
South Korea’s foreign minister reports that Washington plans to guarantee his nation’s defense against a nuclear-armed North Korea in writing. The promise reportedly will be formalized when South Korean President Lee Myung-bak visits the United States this week. It’s a bad idea. Washington should be shedding defense responsibilities, not increasing them.
More than a half century after the Korean War, the Republic of Korea (ROK) remains surprisingly dependent on America. It’s as if the United States was cowering before the Mexican military, begging its friends in Europe for help. In fact, the ROK requires no assistance to defend itself from conventional attack.

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.
Solvency – Offshore Balancing
Accelerating U.S. withdrawal is key to catalyze a multipolar balance of power in the region and pave the way for an off-shore balancing strategy.

Emilson M. Espiritu, Commander, U.S. Navy 3/15/6, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for The Asia-Pacific Region,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448817&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Can the U.S. live with the risk of an unstable Korean Peninsula? The obvious answer is “no.” It is clear that a stable Korean peninsula is more beneficial to the United States. Clearly North Korea is a major player to determining whether the Korean Peninsula remains stable. One would argue as long as the current regime of Kim Jung Il remains in power and continue to pursue WMD (i.e. Nuclear weapons) there will be a permanent unstable scenario in the region.62 On the other hand, as long as the United States remains in the region and continues to be forward deployed in South Korea, that the U.S. is contributing to such instability in the region. According to Revere, if there is an unstable region (Korean Peninsula), the U.S. goals become harder to achieve.63 Should an unstable Korean Peninsula exist, this could possibly lead to conflicts in the region, most obvious between the Koreas; promote unhealthy economic competition in the region, whereas more developed nations (Japan, China) do not provide any form of economic assistance to the Koreas; and more dangerously a weapons/arms race (maybe to include more nuclear weapons in the region) to maintain a power balance. In order to strengthen regional stability, the U.S. would need to succeed in countering terrorism, enhancing economic prosperity, eliminating weapons of mass destruction, promoting democracy, and addressing transnational issues.64 At what cost and risks is the U.S. willing to accept in order to achieve stability in the region? Conclusion The United States cannot live with the risks involved in an unstable region. The Korean Peninsula and the East-Asia Pacific region are home to many of the economic giants worldwide. Additionally, with the rising cost of economic commitments in Afghanistan and Iraq, the U.S. must rethink alternatives to bring stability in the East-Asia Pacific region more specifically, the Korean Peninsula. The U.S. must continue to pursue peace and stability using all elements of national power certainly using less emphasis on a military solution. Additionally, the U.S. must selectively engage the Koreas to bring stability to the Korean Peninsula by pursuing a combined strategy of isolationism and off-shore balancing. Diplomatic, Informational, and Economic solutions take time. Perhaps by using other countries particularly in the region would be beneficial to the United States but also to the other countries as well. Strategic positioning of U.S. troops not only around the Korean Peninsula but throughout the world is the key to pursuing the National Objectives. 13 By pursuing a stable Korean Peninsula without heavy U.S. involvement is beneficial both internationally and economically. Accelerating the withdrawal of U.S. troops, could lead to a multi-polar balance of power in the region.65 Obviously, this would require a significant change in foreign policy and power position in the region; it would certainly cause other nations to reconsider their national security strategy. All in all, in a speech given by James A. Kelley, stated that “Regional stability remains our overarching strategic goal and provides the underpinnings for achievement of other key goals and objectives.”66 Finally, as stated in the 2006 QDR, “Victory can only be achieved through the patient accumulation of quiet successes and the orchestration of all elements of national and international power.” 67 Perhaps by completely withdrawing all U.S. troops from South Korea could potentially lead to one of these successes and bring stabilization to the region without heavy U.S. involvement. It is possible by taking the “let them work it out” (the Koreas) approach would certainly be advantageous to the U.S. The time is now for the Eagle to head home. 
Solvency – Regional Security Good

U.S. alliance relationships are unsustainable – Asian powers should develop a regional security strategy that does not rely on the U.S. – solves WMD terrorism, tame China, prevents Sino-Japan conflict, Japan imperialism, solve resource conflicts and stop major power domination.

Neil Francis, former Australian Ambassador to Croatia and fellow at the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University from 05-06, fall 2006, Harvard International Review, “For an East Asian Union: Rethinking Asia's Cold War Alliances,” http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1586
At the conclusion of the Second World War, the United States established bilateral military alliances in the Asia-Pacific intended to contain Soviet and Chinese communist expansion in the region. US security strategy now focuses largely on combating terrorism and denying weapons of mass destruction to so-called rogue states. It is a strategy that cannot be implemented with geographic mutual defense treaties formed to address conventional military threats. Furthermore, the United States has demonstrated in Afghanistan and Iraq that it is prepared to pursue its global security interests unilaterally, even at the risk of its political relations with traditional alliance partners. What happened over Iraq between the United States and its European allies could equally happen between the United States and its Asian allies over Taiwan or North Korea with serious consequences for the interests of countries in that region. East Asian powers need to develop a collective security strategy for the region that does not rely on the United States’ participation. Prudence suggests that East Asian countries need to take the opportunity offered by the recently inaugurated East Asian Summit (EAS) to begin the process of developing an East Asian community as the first step toward the realization of an East Asian Union. This will occur only if led by a strong, proactive Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN).  China is now the world’s second-largest economy, almost two-thirds as large as the United States in terms of domestic purchasing power. In 2005 China overtook Japan to become the world’s third-largest exporter of goods and services. In 2004 it was the third-largest trading partner with ASEAN; the second largest with Japan, Australia, and India; and the largest with the Republic of Korea. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) has estimated that in 2004, in purchasing power parity dollar terms, China’s military expenditure was US$161.1 billion, the second highest in the world. The Pentagon has estimated that in 2005 China’s military expenditure was two to three times larger than its official figure of US$29.9 billion.  China’s growing economic and military strength along with the United States’ preoccupation with its new security agenda has made some East Asian countries increasingly apprehensive. Particularly since September 11, bilateral military alliances have become less relevant to US security interests, and the United States will likely reduce its military presence in the East Asian region. Parts of Asia believe that Chinese hegemonic aspirations for East Asia could emerge if the United States were to disengage from the region. Fear of China and the possibility that it harbors hegemonic aspirations were among the factors that led to the creation of ASEAN in 1967 and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1993. Engaging China in an East Asian union in the future would ensure it will pay a high price in loss of trade and investment if it acts against the interests of the union’s other members. Prospects for an East Asian Community  In December 2005 ASEAN hosted an inaugural East Asian Summit in Kuala Lumpur. The summit involved the 10 ASEAN countries; the ASEAN+3 countries of China, Japan, and South Korea; as well as Australia, New Zealand, and India. The summit declaration of December 14, 2005, described the meeting as a forum for “dialogue on broad strategic, political and economic issues of common interest and concern with the aim of promoting peace, stability and economic prosperity in East Asia.” The declaration also noted that the summit could “play a significant role in community building in this region.”  ASEAN would work “in partnership with the other participants of the East Asian Summit,” but ASEAN was to retain leadership, preventing control of East Asian community building by either the ASEAN+3 countries, which China could dominate, or the 16 EAS countries, which some felt could steer the EAS toward what would be an unwelcome “Western” agenda.  It remains to be seen whether an East Asian community can emerge under ASEAN leadership. ASEAN is an association: it is not a strong regional institution with common interests and objectives. It reflects the diversity of its membership, which has traditionally preferred an unstructured organization, a consensus approach to decision making, and avoidance of controversial issues or intervention in the affairs of its members. The ASEAN Way under Challenge  ASEAN’s ways, however, may be changing. Since the late 1990s ASEAN’s non-intervention principle has come under challenge. In 1997 ASEAN was faced with an Asian economic crisis triggered by currency speculators and in 1997 to 1998 with a regional pollution haze problem caused by illegal land-clearance fires in Indonesia. ASEAN’s ineffectiveness in these crises brought internal scrutiny to bear on ASEAN’s policy of non-intervention in domestic affairs. As a result, since 1999 ASEAN foreign ministers have discussed these and other transnational problems—illegal migration, terrorism, and the drug trade—that call for collective responses. They have also considered allowing ASEAN to oversee electoral and governance processes within member states.  In 1999 a number of ASEAN countries defied the long-standing ASEAN position that East Timor was an internal matter for Indonesia and sent peace-keeping forces to the island to help quell the violence instigated there by anti-independence militia backed by Indonesian armed forces. In 2005 ASEAN placed public pressure on the government of Myanmar to allow an ASEAN delegation to visit Myanmar and assess what progress had been made in human rights and democratization. With the aid of the United States and European Union, ASEAN also persuaded Myanmar to relinquish its role as ASEAN chair. ASEAN’s actions in the 1990s suggest increased sensitivity to the negative effects of individual member nations on the organization’s international standing as well as the beginning of openness toward intervention in the domestic affairs of its members. Toward Realization  At its December 2005 summit, ASEAN agreed to institute an ASEAN Charter by 2020 to provide what Malaysian Prime Minister Badawi has called a “mini-constitution,” a document that will establish an institutional framework for ASEAN as well as a legal identity recognized by the United Nations. The older members—Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand—want ASEAN to become something more than an association. Institutionally strong and mostly democratic, they might more readily welcome a rules-governed organization similar to the European Union. Others with institutionally weak, authoritarian governments, such as Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam, are wary of placing their domestic policies under greater international scrutiny and favor the status quo. If the former nations prevail it will augur well for the realization of an East Asian community with the potential to evolve into an East Asian Union. 
***ANSWERS TO***
Troops Unpopular – South Korea

The longer the US stays the more Korea thinks we are their enemy

Carpenter and Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties and vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, “The Korean Conundrum”

Even stranger was a 1999 poll, which found that 12.2 percent of South Koreans believed that America would be their nation’s 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 att empted to ignore the United States and United Nations Command in worki ng with Seoul, making the former appear to be obstructionists,6’  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 colon ial 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 chann el.) American soldiers are high-profile travelers at Seoul’s international airp ort, and many are based at the 630-acre Yongsan Army Garrison in downtown Seoul.63 Thus constant contact occurs, leading to purposeless viol ent altercations and tragic traffic deaths 
There is public opposition to the US presence in South Korea
Jane’s Intelligence Digest, the leading private intelligence agency in the world, 3/12/10, http://search.janes.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/Search/documentView.do?docId=/content1/janesdata/mags/jir/history/jir2010/jir10856.htm@current&pageSelected=allJanes&keyword=us%20troops&backPath=http://search.janes.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/Search&Prod_Name=JIR&
It is not only the US desire for strategic flexibility and reduced costs that drives the realignment plans. There is considerable domestic opposition to some aspects of the continued US presence in both South Korea  and Japan, although this is less so in the former.  In South Korea, the democratisation of the country since 1988 has allowed more critical voices to question what could be regarded as subordination to the US. With the country enjoying an increasingly significant relative military advantage over North Korea, and a history of imperial occupation, friction has grown. In 2005, local protests forced the US Air Force out of a bombing range at Maehyang-ri, 50 km southwest of Seoul, which it had used since the Korean War; no proper replacement has been found. Also, while the return of the long-time headquarters (even in Japanese times) at Yongsan, now prime Seoul real estate, is seen as overwhelmingly positive in South Korea, the concomitant expansion of Camp Humphreys near Pyongtaek led to fierce battles with evicted farmers and activists 

US and the ROK WANT to repair relations but can’t because of troop presence
Carpenter and Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties and vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, “The Korean Conundrum”

 Both governments have attempted to parch over their differences. The 2003  ROK defense white paper announced: “In the past, the domestic affairs of the  U.S. or changes in the international security environment resulted in one  sided decisions, which in turn caused the ROKU.S. alliance to undergo certain fluctuations. However, both countries agree that the alliance been the two sides should be coordinated in accordance with the common  “187  interests achieved through close cooperation.
Troops Unpopular – South Korea
South Korean public hate US troops – they dominate South Korean land
Chang-hee, Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University, 2006, 
Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
Secondly, Seoul—the capital of the ROK—is located close to the DMZ. This was not always the case, but the city of Seoul has rapidly expanded in size over time and has become connected to neighboring satellite cities. With the growth of Seoul, many U.S. bases that were once located on the outskirts of the city are now located within its immediate metropolitan area. For example, the ward of Yongsan, where the USFK Command is located, was once consid- ered to be on the periphery of Seoul. The cities of Uijeongbu, Dongducheon, and Paju, all of which have major U.S. installations north of the Han River, have also urbanized rapidly. These dynamic changes have strained the relations be- tween the U.S. military, on the one hand, and urban planning and housing and construction business interests in various South Korean locales, on the other. Urbanization, in fact, has not been conﬁned to the Seoul area but has also oc- curred nationwide. As a result, many U.S. military bases have obstructed the development of neighboring cities including impeding geographical expansion and disrupting trafﬁc ﬂows. For example, Camp Page in Chuncheon, Camp Market in Incheon, Camp Walker in Daegu, and Hialeah in Busan all fall into this category. There has been virtually no compensation for private landowners even though they own substantial portions of the grant land based on the SOFA.2  In 2002, privately owned land accounted for about 25% of the total land that the ROK granted to the USFK in the form of either exclusive-use land or restricted areas. Nonetheless, South Korea’s central government has been reluctant to pay rents for these lands because of the enormous expenditure it would entail to satisfy the landowners’ demands. Some landowners whose land was granted without compensation to the U.S. forces for exclusive use brought their complaints to the court system where they often won their cases. Some farmers who owned land included in the restricted SOFA grant land even encroached onto their claimed land for farming purposes, causing public safety concerns for local military commanders. This was why the USFK  commander asked Korean authorities to ensure public safety by establishing and enforcing safety ease- ments around his ammunition depots and rearming facilities.3  In contrast, the Japanese government pays landowners for the use of land granted to the U.S. Forces in Japan (USFJ) based on a certain proportion of the land value. For this reason, complaints from Japanese landowners about their right to private lands have not been as serious as in Korea. For example, according to a report by the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), the Korean government spent only $1.1 million in rent for the USFK facilities and grant lands, whereas the amount paid by the Japanese government for USFJ facilities and grant lands was $801 million in 2000.4 The problem in Korea has also worsened because of increased democratiza- tion in the country, which has reinforced a sense of land ownership among Korean citizens, causing increased friction with the U.S. military forces based there. The discussion starting in March 2000 regarding the LPP was based in part on the complaint that neither continued free use by USFK of privately owned land nor the compensation offered by the ROK Ministry of National Defense for this land use was acceptable.

Iraq War weakens U.S. military presence and image in Korea
Daniel Sneider, Associate Director for Research, Stanford University, ‘08, (Toward Sustainable Economic & Security Relations in East Asia: U.S. & ROK Policy Options) The Korea Economic Institute. Pg. 2

These two developments have been widely discussed among policymakers and experts in the region and in the United States. But there has been little examination of the dangerous dynamic between these events and the Iraq War. The deteriorating military and political situation in Iraq and in the Middle East more broadly has significantly weakened the United States in East Asia. It has swung public opinion against the United States and, as collateral damage, undermined support for the alliances. The focus of U.S. attention and resources on the Middle East feeds a perception that U.S. interest in East Asia is declining. More profoundly, it encourages powers such as China and Russia to assert more frequently and more boldly their desire for a more multipolar power structure.

The war has also depleted the U.S. force structure in the Pacific, drawing all the U.S. Army and Marine Corps ground forces committed to the Pacific theater into active deployment in Iraq. The global redeployment of U.S. forces has already produced a significant drop in force levels in Korea and plans are to move forces currently based in Japan to bases in Guam and elsewhere. Although U.S. naval and air forces in the Pacific remain at significant levels, it is not credible that the United States could commit large numbers to the defense of Korea in the event of a major conflict.

Troops Unpopular – US
Obama says US supports South Korea post ship sinking

Nichols and Goldman 6/28 (Hans and Julianna, Bloomberg, “Obama Says US Deficit-Cutting Goals Match G20 Targets”, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-28/obama-says-u-s-deficit-cutting-goals-match-g-20-targets.html)

Obama also said the world community must confront North Korea over its “belligerent behavior” in sinking a South Korean warship in March. At his meeting with South Korean President Lee Myung Bak at the G-20, Obama said that the U.S. will “stand foursquare behind him” in the response to the action.  Obama said he raised concerns about North Korea’s actions during his meeting with Hu yesterday.  “I was very blunt,” Obama said. “This is not an issue where you’ve got two parties of moral equivalence who are having an argument. This is a situation where you have a belligerent nation that engaged in provocative and deadly acts.”  Obama also reaffirmed U.S. support for Japan and South Korea, saying the U.S. will “always be there” for its allies in the Pacific region.  Asked about Afghanistan, Obama said he won’t commit to a firm timetable for a U.S. withdrawal and the choice isn’t between pulling out quickly or staying indefinitely.

Even US citizens are starting to become angry at our occupation
Chang-hee 06, Chang-hee Nam is Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University,

Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
Another psychological and cognitive impetus for change arose on the oppo- site side of the globe. Although Washington does not admit it publicly, many U.S. citizens took exception to large-scale anti-U.S. demonstrations triggered by the accident involving the American armored vehicle. During a major tele- vision broadcast, the commander of the Eighth U.S. Army of the USFK was infuriated when a Korean mob destroyed an American ﬂag. This incident also caused many American commentators to call for a reduction of the USFK. For instance, after the candlelit vigils were shown on television, leading opinion makers such as former U.S. National Security Council advisor Richard Allen, columnist Robert Novak, and Washington Post columnist Fred Hiatt opined that America should pull its troops out of Korea altogether if the “ungrateful” Koreans did not want U.S. troops protecting them from the North. Even though the USFK spokesman stated that the plan to relocate the 2nd ID had nothing to do with these types of sentiments, these events demonstrated that the USFK had not maintained harmonious relations with residents near camps located north of Seoul and that conditions surrounding the bases were deteriorating. Consequently, it would be fair to say that complaints about the U.S. military indirectly prompted the discussion about relocating the U.S. bases in Korea.
AT: South Korea Relations

South Korean agreement now on taking defense responsibilities
Robert Burns, Associated Press National Security Writer, 11/19/03, Associated Press, http://www.stripes.com/news/rumsfeld-time-for-s-korea-to-lessen-its-dependence-on-u-s-military-1.13768.

OSAN AIR BASE, South Korea — The United States and South Korea agree the time has come, 50 years after the Korean War, for the economically vibrant Asian country to lessen its dependence on the American military, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld said Tuesday. “It is time for them to set a goal for becoming somewhat more self-reliant,” Rumsfeld said during a question-and-answer session with several hundred U.S. troops at Osan Air Base. Banners lining the hangar where he spoke highlighted the immediacy of the North Korean military threat felt by 37,000 American troops stationed here and around the country. “Ready to Fight Tonight,” read the banner of the 51st Fighter Wing. “Take the Fight North,” read another. In an interview later, Rumsfeld told reporters he endorses President Roh Moo-hyun’s vision of a South Korea that takes more responsibility for its own defense. “That’s a correct direction,” Rumsfeld said, noting that defense officials in Seoul reaffirmed to him Monday their plan to shift 10 military missions now performed by Americans to their own forces, including security in the border area with the North. Rumsfeld’s comment also reflects his desire to see a major realignment of U.S. forces in South Korea — a change lthat likely will result in a sizable troop reduction. The Pentagon believes as many as 12,000 of the 37,000 troops could be brought home, although Rumsfeld and others said the scope and timing of any troop cuts have not been decided. South Korea has about 670,000 people under arms and its military has added technological prowess in recent years. The North Korean military, on the other hand, has deteriorated in important respects, due to a lack of resources that limits training and modernization. Although the size of the U.S. force stationed here since the war ended in 1953 is small by comparison, it has served to deter North Korea. And its positioning near the Demilitarized Zone separating the North and South has made it a “tripwire,” ensuring that any attack by the North would spill American as well as Korea blood. One of the messages Rumsfeld sought to convey during his two days in South Korea was that whatever changes are made in the size or positioning of U.S. forces, they will end up being more capable and credible — not less. This is so, he said, because technological advances, and improvements in the way U.S. air, land and sea forces fight together, mean numbers alone do not determine how effective an army, navy or air force can be.
AT: North Korean Aggression

Ground troops are no longer necessary on land to keep the peace.

Chang-hee 06, Chang-hee Nam is Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University,

Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
This new war-ﬁghting strategy envisions using America’s information supe- riority, including space-based surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities, to strategically paralyze the enemy’s command system and thus take the initia- tive at the earliest stages of war. After the success of long-range bombing cam- paigns in Kosovo and Afghanistan, the top American military leadership came to the conclusion that large-scale ground forces would no longer play a prom- inent conventional role in future warfare. This also led to the assessment that the number of ground troops could possibly be restructured. As a U.S. military analyst hypothesized almost 10 years ago, “When the system of systems is in place sometime in the ﬁrst decade of the 21st century, the actual personnel levels of the U.S. armed forces will no longer provide much indication of their ability to safeguard American interests.”9 Other striking changes envisioned in the RMA include enhanced airlift ca- pabilities and improved deployability of the Rapid Deployment Forces (RDF). Transport aircraft like the C-17 have allowed for the rapid airlifting of soldiers and equipment, thus reducing the need for advance deployment of large-scale ground troops. A Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT), which can dispatch light infantry troops and armored vehicles to any part of the world, has already replaced the 2nd ID’s brigade, which was withdrawn from Korea in 1992. This change attests to the Pentagon’s desire to reshape and restructure U.S. troops overseas to be smaller, modular, mobile, and network-centric. In fact, Rums- feld has emphasized speed noting that in order to defend the American cities, allies, and deployed forces the United States is required to have “rapidly de- ployable, fully-integrated, joint forces capable of reaching distant theaters quickly and working with our air and sea forces to strike adversaries swiftly and with devastating effect.”10
South Korea could easily defend itself from a north Korean invasion without US boots on the ground.

Chang-hee 06, Chang-hee Nam is Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha University,

Incheon, South Korea. “RELOCATING THE U.S. FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA” http://caliber.ucpress.net.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2006.46.4.615, Jstore
The technological innovation that has enhanced the war-ﬁghting effective- ness of the Combined Forces of South Korea and the United States has made the current relocation plan appear more feasible and acceptable. NCW theo- rists believe that the combat power of U.S. forces has dramatically increased as a result of high-quality shared awareness, dynamic self-synchronization, dis- persed and de-massed forces, deep sensor reach, compressed operations, and rapid speed of command.17   In the event of a North Korean invasion of the South, it is theorized that South Korean forces could emerge victorious in such a conﬂict even with smaller U.S. reinforcement levels because of the Ameri- can military’s overwhelming air superiority. This could paralyze North Korea’s central command and control system, isolate its armored units through massed close air support (CAS), and simultaneously interdict the enemy’s logistic support lines to the front. The U.S. Army could also lend assistance with ad- vanced air-delivered ﬁre and force protection capabilities (i.e., attack helicop- ters and artillery-detection radar), while the South Korean Army played a leading role in ground battles. This envisioned division of roles could help the South Korean military accept the reduction of U.S. ground forces currently based north of Seoul to positions further south in the country
AT: North Korean Aggression

U.S. credibility will not be supported by extended deterrence. 

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University, 97. (International Security, Vol.22 No.1) JSTOR Pg. 108

For example, it is unlikely that the United States would ever bolster the credibility of security guarantees (should they, in fact, be given) to states like Ukraine, the Baltics or even Taiwan—each of which is threatened potentially by a nuclear rival--by deploying ground forces as tokens of its resolve. Indeed, assuming NATO expansion goes forward, Washington has taken an ambivalent stance with respect to whether the United States will deploy troops or tactical nuclear weapons or both in Poland (which, because of its proximity to Russia, would be an expanded NATO's most vulnerable member state). At currently projected force levels, moreover, the American presence in Europe and East Asia probably will be too small to make extended deterrence credible in the early twenty-first century; a challenger, with good reason, may question whether the United States has either the capability or the intent to honor its deterrent commitments. U.S. forward-deployed forces could constitute the worst kind of trip wire—one that invites challenges rather than deterring them. The United States of course could attempt to enhance the robustness of extended deterrence by increasing the size of its conventional deployments in key regions; however, it is doubtful that this would be either feasible or effective. Significantly increasing the number of U.S. forward-deployed forces in Europe and East Asia would be expensive. And even then, the effect on the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence guarantees would be uncertain. After all, during the Cold War even the presence of over 300,000 U.S. troops in Europe was insufficient to reassure policymakers in the United States and Western Europe that extended deterrence was robust.

No need for military: Both countries want peace, not the war. 

Wayne Steves, colonel of the United States Army, 15 Mar 2006, IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA? http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA448328; internet (accessed in June 25, 2010)

Principle Differences Between the U.S. and ROK Defense Strategic Objectives An analysis of the U.S. and the ROK’s defense objectives reveals that; overall, there is no fundamental difference between the defense objectives of the two countries with respect to the Korean peninsula. The purpose of the defense capabilities (including other instruments of power) from the Cold War period through post 9/11 was to defend and deter aggression against the ROK. One can also argue that the successful deterrence of aggression led to another defense objective and that is a lasting peace with the potential to unify the two Koreas. Although the U.S. and ROK strategic defense objectives for the peninsula have remained in harmony over the years there are three issues that warrant concerns because they strain the alliance. To begin with, peace and coexistence between the North and South is the most important aspiration of Koreans.35 Korean people are strongly motivated to re-unite those families forcibly separated during the Korean War.

AT: North Korean Aggression

South Korea can maintain its own defense

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at Cato Institute, former assistant to Regan, author, 3/26/10, “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628.

However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.

Instead of focusing on national defense, Seoul has been expanding its ambitions. President Lee now talks about "Global Korea." His government's latest Defense White Paper spoke of "enhancing competence and status internationally." Seoul has begun regularly contributing to international peace-keeping missions. Washington has promoted this perspective, enlisting the ROK military in Afghanistan and Iraq, for instance. A new study from the Center for a New American Security argues that "the value of the alliance goes far beyond security in the Korean peninsula." Participants urged the South to create a capability "to provide assistance in more global contingencies. 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. 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.
AT: Don’t Solve for Japan

Withdrawing troops from South Korea sends a signal that the US is shifting its foreign policy strategy—even if Japan still has troops we remove the only troops on the continent.
China is nervous about the escalating U.S.-R.O.K powers in East Asia

Chris Buckley and John Ruwitch, Reuters staff writers, 6/22/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65L18720100622.

BEIJING (Reuters) - China said on Tuesday it was concerned about reports that a U.S. aircraft carrier may join a military exercise with South Korea amid a tense standoff with North Korea over the sinking of a warship from the South. The South Korean corvette the Cheonan was sunk off the peninsula's west coast in March, killing 46 sailors. South Korea has blamed the North for sinking the Cheonan with a torpedo fired from a submarine, a charge the North denies. The United States and South Korea have since said they will hold a joint anti-submarine drill. [ID:nTOE64N00Y] Some news reports, including one in the Washington Post newspaper, have said Pentagon officials are considering sending an aircraft carrier to take part in the exercise in the Yellow Sea off South Korea's western coast. Seoul says an international inquiry showed there was no doubt North Korea sank the Cheonan but Beijing, North Korea's only real ally and benefactor, has reacted much more cautiously. Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang said he had seen the reports about the U.S. aircraft carrier joining the drill. "We're extremely concerned about these reports and will closely follow developments," he told a news conference. He said China was worried the show of naval force could unsettle the region. "Under current circumstances, all the parties concerned should exercise calm and restraint and do nothing to escalate tensions and harm the interests of countries in this region," Qin said. North Korea said the planned exercises were part of a "dangerous scheme to disturb the peace," the state news agency KCNA quoted a major daily as saying on Tuesday. "The situation of the Korean Peninsula is now at the crucial phase in which an all-out war may break out any moment. Therefore, the reckless joint military exercises projected under such a situation cannot be construed otherwise than a scenario to ignite another Korean war." China has resisted calls from Seoul, Washington and Tokyo to join in condemning Pyongyang over the Cheonan sinking, instead saying it needed to assess the competing claims. Qin repeated that position on Tuesday. Beijing has also been irked by U.S. navy ships engaging in surveillance in waters close to China's southern coast.

China currently perceives its relations with Japan to be stable

Rediff News, 2/26/10, http://news.rediff.com/interview/2010/feb/26/china-asks-japan-to-be-prudent-over-us-alliance.htm.

China hopes to see sound, stable and sustained development of relations with Japan, which is in the fundamental interests of the two peoples and the region, Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang said in Beijing on Tuesday. Qin made the remarks at a regular press briefing while commenting on Japan's new cabinet. The Cabinet of Japan's newly-elected Prime Minister Naoto Kan formally began Tuesday after an attestation ceremony at Japan's Imperial Palace. Qin said Kan attaches great importance to Japan-China relations and that China highly appreciates that. China hopes to work with Japan to continuously advance their strategic relationship of mutual benefit, Qin said. China hopes the two countries will fully implement the consensus reached during Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's recent visit to Japan, so as to realize the two nations' friendship for generations and to seek a win-win situation of mutual benefit and common development, Qin said. Qin said China and Japan enjoy increasingly integrated interests and close people-to-people exchanges. Quoting Premier Wen, Qin said the basis of China-Japan friendship is good relations between the two peoples. The two countries should further strengthen their bonds of interests, continue to deepen the friendship between their peoples, which is the fundamental guarantee for stable and long-term growth of China-Japan relations, he said. "We would like to make joint efforts with Japan in this regard," he said. Newly-elected Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) chief Naoto Kan became Japan's new prime minister after being approved by Japan's two-chamber Diet on June 4. Premier Wen sent a telegraph to Kan congratulating him on his election on the same day.

AT: Forward Deployment Bad - China

Trying to maintain hegemony over East Asia makes Chinese militarization and conflict inevitable. 

Reducing presence takes off pressure on Beijing to build up arms—that’s Bandow.

Chinese militarization causes Asian arms races—that ensures miscalc—countries will launch nuclear weapons—that’s Lin-Greenberg, Ogura and Oh.

If U.S. gives China room to grow, power transition will not cause war.

Jacek Kugler, Elisabeth Helm Rosecrans Professor of World Politics in School of Politics and Economics and Co-Editor of International Interactions, 06. International studies perspectives (1528-3577). EBSCOhost. Pg. 40 
Given the fundamental importance of demographic and economic forces in establishing the roster of states capable of fundamentally affecting the structure of world politics, whatever resolution there might be to the Global War on Terror will not alter the major challenge faced by the United States. In the long run, China’s demographic and hence economic power cannot be denied. By the same reasoning, the Middle East has no long-run demographic or economic power. The U.S. courts long-term peril by being obsessively distracted by short-term objectives. To ensure real peace, the U.S. would be much better advised to preserve strong links with the EU, maintain and improve cordial relations with Russia, and most importantly, open a sincere dialogue with India and China designed to maximize their support for the existing status quo. To be sure, positive, but limited, steps have been taken by the United States. American support for China’s entry into the World Trade Organization was important because it helps integrate China’s growing economy more fully into the capitalist world economy. Similar recognition for India, not to mention support for Indian membership on the United Nations Security Council, would also be beneficial. Because Taiwan and Korea have replaced the Cold War’s Berlin as focal points for potential Great Power conflict, finding an accommodation that meets the desires of the main parties with respect to them is central to the preservation of long-term peace. 

The economic, demographic, and political science research summarized above suggests that American foreign policy attention must center on China and India as the major future contenders for global leadership. Although China retains a political ideology inconsistent with democracy, there are good reasons to expect and thus to work toward change to a participatory system based on increasing prosperity (Feng 2003; Feng and Zak 2003). India is the largest democracy in the world, but like China it is still not a major partner of the Western world. While these relationships may develop and prosper on their own, the relative amount of attention paid to these rising giants compared with the Global War on Terror is simply insupportable.

Neither convergence arguments nor power transition theory suggests that future Great Power war between Asia and the West is inevitable. The research described here offers evidence about probabilistic relationships between parity and status quo evaluations on the one hand, and war on the other. Thus, while China’s overtaking of the U.S. may be relatively certain, the result of that overtaking is not. Power transition research supports claims that overtakings are dangerous when policy makers fail to accommodate them. A conflict between China or India and the United States as the Asian giants emerge from the shadows of underdevelopment is not inevitable. Rather, the political negotiations among contenders determine whether potential challengers can be made satisfied with the rules and norms governing world politics. If the declining dominant state is able to engineer a satisfactory compromise between the demands of the rising state and its own requirements (as Britain and the U.S. did when peacefully passing the mantle of international leadership), war is not expected. If the two sides remain intransigent, war is expected. It is clear that such a war in the twenty-first century would have a very high probability of involving nuclear weapons.

AT: Offshore Balancing Decreases Military Power

We control uniqueness:

First, we can’t keep up with China’s military growth

Second, we can’t afford to keep out own troops stationed in South Korea—there’s only a risk we create a better strategy.  

Offshore balancing makes the military more mobile—it can handle regional conflicts anywhere in the world before they escalate. That’s Bandow.

Offshore balancing cost efficiency allows increasing strategic flexibility.

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University, 97. (International Security, Vol.22 No.1) JSTOR Pg. 113
An offshore balancing strategy would be considerably less expensive than the strategy of preponderance. It would require defense budgets in the range of 2-2.5 percent of GNP. American military strategy for possible interventions would be based on the principle of limited liability. In contrast to the force structure currently underpinning the strategy of preponderance, offshore balancing would sharply reduce the size and role of U.S. ground forces. The strategy's backbone would be robust nuclear deterrence, air power, and-most important-overwhelming naval power. In the latter respect, an offshore balancing strategy would stress sea-based ballistic missile defense (crucial in the event the United States has to wage coalitional warfare in the early twenty-first century) and sea-based precision, standoff weapons systems (enabling the United States to bring its military power to bear without committing ground forces to combat). The United States also could use naval power as a lever against others' economic interests to achieve its political objectives. As an offshore balancer, the United States would seek simultaneously to maximize its comparative military-technological advantages and its strategic flexibility.
Offshore balancing increases soft power.

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University, 97. (International Security, Vol.22 No.1) JSTOR Pg. 112

Offshore balancing is a strategy for the multipolar world that already is emerging. Its underlying premise is that it will become increasingly more difficult, dangerous, and costly for the United States to maintain order in, and control over, the international political system as called for by the strategy of preponderance. Offshore balancing would define U.S. interests narrowly in terms of defending the United States' territorial integrity and preventing the rise of a Eurasian hegemon. As an offshore balancer, the United States would disengage from its military commitments in Europe, Japan, and South Korea. The overriding objectives of an offshore balancing strategy would be to insulate the United States from future great power wars and maximize its relative power position in the international system. Offshore balancing would reject the strategy of preponderance's commitment to economic interdependence because interdependence has negative strategic consequences. Offshore balancing also would eschew any ambition of perpetuating U.S. hegemony and would abandon the ideological pretensions embedded in the strategy of preponderance. As an offshore balancer, the United States would not assertively export democracy, engage directly in peace enforcement operations, attempt to save "failed states" (like Somalia and Haiti), or use military power for the purpose of humanitarian intervention. 

And soft power is key to hegemony

Joseph Nye Jr., He became Dean of the Kennedy School.  He has also worked in three government agencies. 2005, http://www.international.ucla.edu/print.asp?parentid=34734, “"Soft Power -The Means to Success in World Politics"”

U.S. has acted unilaterally, damaging international relations.  The type of unilateralism demonstrated in the Helms-Burton Act emerges from the U.S. position of hegemon in the post-Cold War era.  However, the feasibility of U.S. unipolarity and hegemony can be misleading because, in fact, for the world's power structure is complex and multilayered. The United States has unprecedented military power, but economic power is widely shared with Europe and East Asia.  Within the realm of a booming world of transnational relations, much lies outside Washington's control.  When the United States pursues a heavy-handed, unilateral foreign policy, it hastens the demise of its preponderance and destroys its ability to shape the global playing field. 

AT: China Conflict Inevitable

We solve the root cause of Chinese conflict—containing China guarantees clashes because China’s rise is inevitable.  They militarize in response to our attempts to keep our troops forward deployed—that’s Bandow and Layne.

South Korea solves war—they develop deterrent capabilities in response to American withdrawal which prevent Asian wars—that’s Bandow.

Offshore balancing solves East Asian conflict—US withdrawal encourages cooperation between nations and increases US military flexibility.

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at Cato Institute, former presidential advisor, author, 5/19/98, South Korea's Dual Dependence on America, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-308.html
Former assistant secretary of defense Joseph Nye made a bit more sense when he argued that pre-positioning equipment "is a terrific force multiplier" that allows one to "add tremendous additional capability in a very short time."(54) But only a bit more sense. The United States could maintain a cooperative relationship with South Korea even in the absence of a defense guarantee and U.S. units based on Korean soil. Moreover, it is hard to imagine an Asian conflict in which the United States would intervene with ground forces, which makes the lone division stationed in the ROK, and associated pre-positioned equipment, superfluous. China is, today at least, the most obvious potential military adversary of America in East Asia, and many U.S. officials now maintain that American forces should remain in a reunified Korea to help contain Beijing. "We're very hesitant to say the reason why our troops are still there is China," says James Lilley, former U.S. ambassador to both China and South Korea. "But nobody in Asia is necessarily fooled by this."(55) However, if Washington ended up going to war with China over, say, Taiwan, the Navy and Air Force would do the heavy lifting.(56) A sizable American presence in South Korea would merely turn that country into a military target and would be likely to make Seoul hesitate to support Washington in such a contingency, just as Japan lacked enthusiasm for U.S. saber rattling over Taiwan in early 1996. Moreover, the regional "stability" argument fails to distinguish between U.S. influence in East Asia and a defense commitment to the ROK. America would remain the region's largest trading partner; would retain significant cultural, historical, and political ties; and could cooperate militarily with allied states. It could even intervene militarily if it believed its vital interests were threatened--say, by a potential hegemon that could not be contained by allied powers. To do those things Washington need not maintain an alliance and force structure created in a different era to achieve different ends. Nor need it intervene promiscuously in response to every instance of instability in a world in which some instability is inevitable. Explains Ted Galen Carpenter of the Cato Institute, "A reasonable degree of order should not be confused with the need to micromanage the region's security affairs to ensure complete order."(57) Indeed, the United States will ultimately be more secure if other democratic countries take the lead in dealing with potential conflicts that have only minimal relevance to America. The Korean peninsula remains a flashpoint, the one spot on earth where substantial numbers of Americans could die. Letting manpower-rich South Korea take over its own defense would reduce the likelihood of America's finding itself at war. When it comes to disputes over the Paracel or Spratly Islands, Japan, Korea, and the Philippines should cooperate among themselves in responding to China; there is no reason for the United States to entangle itself in a quarrel so lacking in relevance to America.(58) If Seoul really fears the highly unlikely possibility of future Japanese aggression (Tokyo is the quintessential satisfied, status quo power), then better that the ROK develop the military wherewithal to deter an attack than demand that the United States take its side in a squabble over, say, Tokdo/Takeshima Island. It is even more important that the solutions to civil conflicts and insurgencies, like those in Cambodia and the Philippines, come from within rather than from outside the region. Turning South Korea's defense over to South Korea would also enhance U.S. flexibility elsewhere around the globe. America's early 1998 military buildup against Iraq in the Persian Gulf led one newspaper columnist to worry that North Korea might choose that moment to strike south, "while we are least able to respond effectively."(59) But why should the United States have to worry about responding when Seoul so greatly overmatches the DPRK?
AT: South Korean Economy

US withdrawal spurs South Korea to modernize its military—that creates jobs—solves economic dislocation—that’s Bandow.

South Korea has China in addition to U.S. as major trading partner; economy not tied to one country.

Guillaume Gaulier, economist at Centre d’Etudes Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales(CEPII), 07. CEPII: ProQuest. Pg. 28
Since 1980, China’s economy has grown at the rate of 9% a year and its foreign trade has expanded at the pace of almost 15% a year. Its share in world trade rose from less than 1% to about 5% in 2002.2 The emergence of China as a great economic and trade power is bringing far reaching changes in the world economy and in international economic relations. China’s now holds large world market shares in traditional industries (accounting for about one third of world exports in leather and shoes, one fifth in clothing), but is also rapidly enlarging its shares in electrical and electronic exports, the fastest growing segments of world trade. In 2002, China recorded one fifth of world exports of consumer electronics and of domestic appliance. For East Asian countries, China has become a major partner, their first partner in the region. In 2003, for Japan, China was the second export market, behind the US, and its first supplier. For South-Korea, China was the first export market and its second supplier behind the US. In 2003 and 2004, the accelerated increase of China’s import demand (+40% and 37% respectively) has been the engine of economic growth in East Asia. The aim of the paper is to help understand how China has achieved such outstanding trade performance and to bring to the fore the factors underlying China’s competitiveness in world markets. It shows China’s involvement in the international segmentation of production processes and its integration in Asian production networks are at the core of its rapid trade expansion.

China, not U.S., holds largest portion of ROK foreign direct investment.

Guillaume Gaulier, economist at Centre d’Etudes Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales(CEPII), 07. CEPII: ProQuest. Pg. 33
For South Korean firms, China has overtaken the US as the first host country for FDI in 2001. In a first stage, South Korean investment in China has been driven by cost considerations and has been mostly export-oriented. However in the late nineties, a new wave of FDI has been driven by large corporations (Chaebols) aimed at China’s domestic market. The recent rise of South Korean FDI in relatively capital and technology-intensive industries and in capital goods has raised the fear that the South Korean manufacturing industry may be facing the risk of hollowing out, as it has happened in Taiwan (Lee and Kim, 2004).
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