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***Notes***

On Counterplans
A Consult Korea CP would work well with any of the Alliance/Withdrawal disadvantage scenarios. The 1NC link strong on why unilateral US decisions to withdraw would disturb South Korea.

However, I would advise against it. It’d just risk giving the aff delay-based solvency deficits and theory/perm ground, while consult-based disadvantages probably solve aff and neg offense. In addition, you can win links based on abrupt withdrawal, pin down the nature of the US’ decision withdrawal in cross-x, etc. I’m sure that some of their advantages hinder on a fairly quick commitment to troop withdrawal.

You can read an advantage counterplan or something instead, as long as it doesn’t involve US withdrawal from South Korea

If you are from GBN or otherwise intent on running the Consult CP, you can write your own Text and use the link from the 1NC and the Consult Key cards at the end of the file for your own purposes. If you are having difficulty writing a CP text by yourself you should give up because a) It is not worth the effort anyway or b) clearly you are already a traitor to your school.

Do not:

-Read  the alliance/withdrawal disads along with the Reunification case turn. 

-Read impact defense to Korean War alongside these Das unless you plan on going for other impact scenarios.

-Read the Korean econ impact and the Reunification DA together unless you are certain the other team doesn’t understand why it is a bad idea

-Feel the need to read every link down a sheet of paper. Pick what applies and leave it at that. Especially for the China CB/Anti-Americanism links.

-Read a ton of impacts if you aren’t sure if you can win the turn in the first place. NOOOOO.

That’d be atrocious.  

Other miscellaneous tips:

-BE AWARE of what impacts have already been read in the round so you don’t repeat yourself.

-Probably all of the scenarios can be read as case turns if you don’t feel like running the actual DA


-The Anti-Americanism link is great

-The DPRK Pre-Emption Scenario can be read in the 1NC because it does need an alliance link. However, I do not recommend this. Even though part of the link evidence allows you to argue that withdrawal hurts the alliance, it’s not that strong. So, unless you read a better link card in the 2NC, you can’t read the other scenarios. 

-The DPRK Pre-Emption Scenario links to (human) troop presence only. It applies to withdrawal in general, withdrawal from bases in Seoul, or a withdrawal of forces near the DMZ. Read the card for info.

-There’s nothing particularly special about the Aggression scenario.

Words, phrases, and FYIs:

ROK- Republic of Korea. South Korea.

DPRK – Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. North Korea.

USFK = United States Forces stationed in Korea

The past Korean administration was led by President Roh of the Democratic Party. He tried to make the ROK more independent from the US.

The current Korean administration led by President Lee Myung-Bak of the conservative Grand National Party. His policies are much more pro-US. There won’t be another presidential election until 2013.

You can supplement the file with China Influence DA cards and whatnot.
Hopefully this file is useful to you folks. 

PS for SoKo aff people: You’ll have to do the bulk of the work in terms of cutting answers. Sorry. I recommend “Anti-Americanism Inevitable” arguments.

1NC: Uniqueness and Link [1/2]

Obama and Leading General Sharp have just committed to long-term presence in Korea as part of furthering the US-ROK alliance

American Forces Press Service 9.  July 15. "North Korean provocations underscore importance of U.S., South Korean alliance" http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123158762
But noting North Korea's recent short-range missile launches, he said he's "absolutely confident" U.S. and South Korean forces are prepared to intercept North Korean missiles, if necessary. Strengthening the South Korea-U.S. alliance has been one of General Sharp's top priorities since taking command just over a year ago. He said it's been the central theme of his U.S. visit, which included meetings with the Council on Foreign Relations, the Korea Society and U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Citing positive developments, he said, "I am convinced the next several years will see an even stronger ROK-U.S. alliance." General Sharp reported progress in two other areas he's made priorities: "to be prepared to fight and win" and to improve the quality of life for U.S. servicemembers, Defense Department civilian employees and their families in Korea. Describing both the challenges and opportunities in Korea, General Sharp contrasted North Korea's defiance of the U.N. Security Council and President Barack Obama's recent summit with South Korean President Lee Myung-bak. "As President Obama recently reaffirmed, the Republic of Korea is one of America's closes allies. Our friendship has been forged through a history of shared sacrifice, and it is anchored in our shared democratic values," General Sharp said, echoing his sentiments. General Sharp pointed to the alliance's effectiveness during the past 60 years in deterring aggression, maintaining peace on the Korean peninsula and promoting regional security and stability. But, he noted, "The world, and the region of Northeast Asia, has changed since the ROK-U.S. alliance was forged in the Korean War. And the opportunities and challenges facing it have also changed." In addition to South Korea's success as a leader in advanced technology and a model of democracy, General Sharp said its military has evolved to become "one of the most capable and professional defense organizations in the world." As a sign of that capability, General Sharp is focused on transitioning wartime operational control of South Korean military forces from the United States to South Korea in April 2012. "Wartime operational control transition is the next logical step in the natural evolution of the alliance," he said. "The ROK military is trained, professional and will be ready to accept this role in 2012." After the transition is complete, the United States will remain committed to a long-term presence in Korea and the region, he said. In support of that commitment, General Sharp said he's moving forward with other transformational efforts that will normalize U.S. military tours in Korea and repositioning U.S. forces in Korea into first-class, enduring military facilities. "The future will see a Republic of Korea-led defense structure with U.S. forces -- operating with the current troop and capability levels -- consolidated in two hubs at Pyongtaek and Daegu," he told reporters. "The majority of those forces will be in Korea on three-year accompanied tours."
A unilateral decision to withdraw would collapse the ROK-US alliance – alienates public, spurs political backlash and anti-Americanism – empirics prove

Bruce Klingner 7 - Senior Research Fellow at Heritage Foundation's Asia Studies center. 20 years of intelligence research for the CIA and DIA. Deputy Chief for Korea in CIA Directorate of Intelligence.  Master's in National Security Strategy @ National War College. Master's in strategic intelligence @ Defense Intelligence College. BA in Poli Sci @ Middlebury. Third degree black belt in TKD, first degree black belt in hapkido and tauk kong moo sool, watch out. Asia Times. "Confusion in the South Korean Ranks". June 17.  http://agonist.org/story/2004/6/16/95220/2051Klingner
A litany of US announcements on the future of its military forces on the Korean Peninsula, apparently made without consultations with Seoul, have led to skepticism over Washington's continuing commitment to South Korea's defense and the future nature of the alliance. The South Korean opposition has lambasted President Roh Moo-hyun's administration for being at least partly responsible for the situation by its quest to pursue a policy more "independent" of Washington. Seoul now stands poised, much like the ancient mariner Ulysses seeking to navigate between the threats of the Scylla and Charybdis, to confront its own twin dangers of either changing course to renew its commitment to the US or to continue drifting further away from the alliance, while the North Korea Sirens beckon the South toward engagement. Questioning the alliance South Korean officials and citizens, reeling from the initial surprise announcement of the removal of a US combat brigade comprising 12,500 US troops out of the total 37,000 stationed there, reacted with shock and dismay to subsequent statements of additional downgrades and revisions to the structure of US Forces, Korea (USFK). South Korean media universally interpreted Washington's lack of prior consultation on an issue of such strategic importance to the country as a clear indication of severe troubles in Seoul's relationship with Washington. The unilateral nature of the US decisions is also being interpreted as punishment for Seoul's foot-dragging over its deployment of 3,000 soldiers to Iraq. US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's comments on the inevitability of a fundamental change in the deployment of USFK and that the alliance was at a "critical juncture" affirmed to South Koreans that they faced a sudden, fundamental shift in their security paradigm. South Korea forcefully rejected an apparent US policy trial balloon that called for US-South Korean joint humanitarian and peacekeeping military operations in the region, dismissing the proposal as "burdensome". Seoul immediately sought to play down concerns over the transition, stressing that the two countries would work together to strengthen the "future-oriented alliance in line with the new security environment and status of Korea". South Korean officials, however, have grown increasingly concerned that the United States has begun to marginalize South Korea in its Asia policies. Policymakers, perhaps fearful of a repeat of secretary of state Dean Acheson's infamous 1950 speech delineating Korea as "outside our defense perimeter", cited a recent speech by the head of the US State Department Policy Planning staff that failed to include South Korea among "key bilateral relationships" as indicative of a fundamental shift away from the bilateral alliance and toward a broader focus on China and Japan. Reviving the opposition The Grand National Party (GNP) had adopted a more muted and conciliatory tone after its losses in April's national legislative elections but, after the recent US announcements, seized upon the opportunity to criticize Roh for jeopardizing the bilateral alliance. GNP lawmaker Lee Sang-deuk, chairman of the Special Committee for Security Policies and Troop Deployment to Iraq, said "there is a serious problem in the allied diplomacy between the US and Korea" and accused the Roh administration of causing the situation by "procrastinating on the troop dispatch". Another GNP legislator characterized it as a "manifestation of accumulated conflict between the US and South Korea". Conservative media speculated that the US would not have considered withdrawing the brigade if the alliance had not already been weakened by Roh's pursuit of more "progressive and independent" policies. Political analysts have speculated on the potential for a total withdrawal of US troops, with references made to the US departure from its previously sacrosanct bases in the Philippines. Manning the pumps The Roh government now is engaged in frantic damage control, responding to criticism both for being blind-sided by the announcements, as well as conspiratorial allegations that Seoul knew of Washington's plans for a year and kept them secret from the general populace. The media have similarly clamored for Roh to accelerate improvements to South Korea's independent military capabilities to offset the US losses while, at the same time, complaining that the president's quest for a policy CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

1NC: Uniqueness and Link [1/2]
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

less dependent on Washington was a primary impetus for the US withdrawal. As South Korean officials clamor to postpone the US troop withdrawals until 2007, the Korea Times concluded that the military alliance had already "crumbled to an irreparable level". Several newspapers called for Seoul to immediately assess the effect the US withdrawal would have on South Korean security; determine how to offset the decreased deterrent capabilities through an independent defense strategy; and articulate how it would prevent the cuts from affecting the nation's credit ratings. Donga Ilbo called on Roh to "finally face up to the reality of the Korea-US alliance" and dispense with his "clumsy independent line". Fueling anti-Americanism? Amid attacks on the Roh administration, the South Korean media have reported on issues that will likely resonate with resurging anti-American sentiment in the populace and cause additional strains in the bilateral relationship. Lim Dong-won, former head of the National Intelligence Service and minister of Unification, told the press that North Korean leader Kim Jong-il canceled planning for a visit to Seoul in the 
spring of 2001 due to the US administration's emerging hardline policy toward Pyongyang. Although Lim's role as the principal architect of former president Kim Dae-jung's "Sunshine Policy" of engaging the North clearly gives him a vested interest in the policy's legacy, his role as the chief negotiator with North Korea provided him direct access to Kim Jong-il. Conservative critics have used Kim Jong-il's refusal to a reciprocal visit to the South, as agreed to during the inter-Korean summit, as a means to lambaste the engagement policy as naive and one-sided. If Lim's claims are correct, they could undermine, to some degree, criticism of Kim Dae-jung's and Roh Moo-hyun's efforts to secure transformation of the North Korean regime through engagement. Lim's comments may, therefore, engender resentment in the South, which may perceive a missed chance to have maintained momentum from the summit to attain progress in inter-Korean negotiations prior to efforts being subsequently derailed by revelations of North Korea's covert uranium-based nuclear-weapons program. The South Korean public may interpret Lim's announcement, along with the US administration's recent rejection of Kim Jong-il's request for a bilateral meeting, conveyed through Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, as additional indicators that the US is placing its own policy considerations over a resolution of the inter-Korean impasse. Missed opportunity Although Washington's decision to withdraw troops from the peninsula was likely driven primarily by pressing security needs in Iraq brought on by an overextension of the US military, the nature of the US announcement has strained the already tense relationship. One wonders why the administration of US President George W Bush didn't seek to gain a public relations coup by emulating former Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev's masterly speech to the United Nations in the late 1980s in which he pledged to remove 500,000 troops and six tank divisions from Eastern Europe. US retorts at the time, that such a move still left the Warsaw Pact with an overwhelming military superiority, were drowned out in the ecstatic European applause of Gorbachev as a "man of peace" and left Washington stumbling to regain the initiative. Washington would have been better served by presenting its Korean downgrade plans as a joint effort with its stalwart South Korean ally to stimulate confidence-building measures on the peninsula and challenge Pyongyang to respond in kind. Although the gesture would likely have been transparent, it may have gained some support in the South rather than undermining the Roh administration and alienating the full spectrum of the populace. Looking to the horizon As South Korea ponders its policy future, including the need for an increased defense budget necessitated by the US withdrawal, Washington would be well served to incorporate its ally in decisions that so fundamentally affect it. Regardless of differences over policy toward North Korea, unilateral US decisions on security issues exacerbate existing misperceptions and risk resurrecting the wave of anti-Americanism that damaged bilateral relations during the presidential election. Discussions that are truly consultative in nature would defray criticism over Washington's unilateral policymaking tendencies and reduce the inherent tensions brought about by the maturing nature of the alliance, with Seoul seeking to play a larger role.  

Extend – 1NC Alliance Uniqueness
Extend American Forces Press Service 9:

Obama is officially bolstering the US-South Korean alliance now—

1) Reaffirmed South Korea as a close ally 

2) Committed to long-term US military presence in the ROK

3) Transferring command over USFK forces to the ROK military as recognition for Korea’s military sophistication

4) Sharp is working towards normalizing US military presence in South Korea by, for example, stationing troops in permanent military facilities.

2NC Alliance Uniqueness - Cheonan

US is strengthening it’s alliance with South Korea through o long-term US commitments post-Cheonan incident

1) US-ROK Military Meetings

Jim Garamone 10 "Cheonan Tragedy Strengthens U.S.-South Korean Alliance." American Forces Press Service.  July 21. http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/07/mil-100721-afps01.htm
The fact that the United States is a steadfast ally of South Korea is one of the messages carried by U.S. Navy
[image: image1.png]




Adm. Mike Mullen, who today visited with U.S. troops stationed here. Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, spoke to 2nd Infantry Division soldiers and airmen. The servicemembers had a chance to ask the admiral about the situation in Korea and other topics. Mullen earlier met with senior South Korean defense and Foreign Affairs officials in Seoul, the national capital. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates also are visiting South Korea. They, too, met with their counterparts, Minister of National Defense Kin Tae-young and Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade Yu Myung-hwan. Mullen then took a helicopter flight to Camp Red Cloud and spoke to more than 200 servicemembers in the base gym. The meetings marked the 60th anniversary of the start of the Korean War – a war in which 32,000 American servicemembers died from 1950-1953. The meetings also highlighted the continuing U.S. commitment to South Korea following North Korea’s March attack on the frigate Cheonan that killed 46 South Korean sailors. “What has happened since the sinking has validated the U.S.-South Korean alliance,” Mullen told the servicemembers. He related how a senior South Korean leader told him that the Republic of Korea now really knows who its friends are in wake of the tragedy. The alliance between the U.S. and South Korea has grown stronger since the Cheonan attack, Mullen said, noting that’s probably not the result the North Koreans neither wanted nor expected.
2) US’ Security Council Statement

Hillary Rodham Clinton 10 - Secretary of State. "UN Security Council Statement on the Cheonan Attack." July 9. http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2010/07/144407.htm
The UN Security Council’s condemnation of North Korea’s attack on the South Korean ship Cheonan sends a clear message that such irresponsible and provocative behavior is a threat to peace and security in the region and will not be tolerated. Attacks on the Republic of Korea are unacceptable and the United States joins the Security Council in calling for North Korea to uphold the Korean Armistice Agreement.

Today’s Security Council action underscores the unity of the international community and the reality that a peaceful resolution of the issues on the Korean Peninsula will only be possible if North Korea fundamentally changes its behavior. It must comply with international law and obligations, live up to its commitments in the Six-Party Joint Statement of 2005, and refrain from provocative behavior.

The commitment of the United States to South Korea’s security and sovereignty is unwavering. Later this month, I will travel to Seoul for further consultations with our South Korean allies. We applaud the Republic of Korea’s careful handling of this situation and we join the Security Council in again expressing our deepest condolences to the families and friends of the victims of this tragic attack.
3) Military drills

US-ROK military drills key to Korean-US alliance

New York Post 10 "North Korea vows physical response to US moves" New York Post. July 23. http://www.nypost.com/p/news/international/north_korea_vows_physical_response_Sn22ZisMZjphMJ1juiR0YK
Pentagon spokesman Col. Dave Lapham said Friday, "We have made it very clear that these U.S. South Korean exercises are aimed at deterring war and maintaining peace on the peninsula while demonstrating our commitment to the U.S./ ROK alliance in the face of North Korean threats. The latest threats from North Korea do nothing to change that situation or our plans to conduct these exercises

2NC Ext- 1NC Alliance Link

A unilateral decision to withdraw would collapse ROK-US alliance – 

Ths US would be going back on its recently-announced long-term security commitments and reversing its moves towards permanent basing.

And it sends the signal that the Korean military is not competent enough to operate US forces.

That’s from our 1NC uniqueness evidence.

Now extend 1NC link Klingner 7-

The US’ unilateral announcement of its withdraw BY ITSELF  was enough to signal the collapse of relations and induce widespread panic.  The plan would NOT be perceived well by South Korea—

1) Political Fallout proves—

The Roh administration was lambasted by the opposition party for putting the alliance at stake-

The pro-US opposition party then won the presidency by a landslide

Klingner 8 "New South Korean President Brings Conservative Policy Change" April 1.  http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/04/New-South-Korean-President-Brings-Conservative-Policy-
The February 25 inauguration of conservative Lee Myung-bak as South Korea's president will do much to repair the damage wrought by five years of the pro​gressive Roh Moo-hyun administration. Under Roh, Seoul's relations with the U.S. and Japan deteriorated, its outreach to North Korea was counterproductive, and domestic and foreign investors were driven over​seas by vacillating economic policies and South Korea's declining competitiveness. Lee is expected to improve strained relations with Washington, implement a more pragmatic policy toward North Korea, and establish a business-friendly environment. President Roh's departure also sets the stage for greater integration with the U.S. on security policy and more effective multilateral efforts to denu​clearize North Korea. The result should be a firm foundation for realizing the full potential of the bilat​eral relationship. President-elect Lee will enjoy a honeymoon period of positive U.S. opinion, especially during an early summit meeting with President George W. Bush. However, to maintain U.S. support, Lee will have to avoid political landmines. He must describe his North Korean policy more fully, continue a vigorous out​reach to the foreign business community, and deliver on his economic promises. An Ideological Mandate Lee Myung-bak's landslide victory was a decisive mandate from the voters, who gave him almost as many votes as all of the other candidates combined. Lee defeated his closest competitor by the largest mar​gin since the reintroduction of direct elections in South Korea in 1987. Because Lee positioned him​self as a centrist alternative to conservative Lee Hoi-chang and progressive Chung Dong-young, his vic​tory is perceived as a rejection of both progressive and conservative ideology. Many U.S. and South Korean pundits assume that Lee's policies, particu​larly toward North Korea, will not differ signifi​cantly from those of President Roh.

2) Plan eliminates the possibility for Governmental Damage Control because it would unconditionally withdraw.

Whereas, before the National Assembly defused the conflict by demanding the US stay

NYT 3 – New York Times"South Korea, in Surprise, Demands U.S. Forces Stay in Place" March 7. http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/international/asia/08CND-KORE.html
Indeed, said Mr. Cho, talking to members of South Korea's fractious National Assembly, American and South Korean officials "will not discuss any possibility of movement of U.S. troops before the nuclear issue is resolved." 
The demand for American troops to stay comes as a shock to United States officials, who had assumed they were responding to commonly held Korean thinking by pushing ahead with plans for shifting the American military posture. 
3)  The plan causes Anti-Americanism 

South Korean officials would feel that the US is marginalizing their interests  by not consulting on an issue fundamental to their budget decisions and national security 

The ROK media would begin reporting on issues that would stir up anti-US sentiments among the population 
2NC Link- Anti-Americanism 

Extend 1NC Klingner 7 - 

South Korean officials and civilians would feel the US is marginalizing their interests  by not consulting on an issue fundamental to their security and military budget decisions

The ROK media would begin reporting on issues that would stir up anti-US sentiments among the population 
South Koreans don’t want an abrupt withdrawal]]]

Growth in anti-Americanism spurs anti-Koreanism, and the tensions kill the alliance

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."
Even worse, Korean attitudes toward the United States in turn reverberate back through U.S. attitudes toward South Korea. The rise of anti-American sentiment in South Korea only means that U.S. resentment toward South Korea will likely grow in response to negative Korean attitudes and policies. This dynamic has the potential to become a dangerous, downward spiral of increasing tensions between populations and even governments. An escalating clash between anti-Americanism in South Korea and antiKoreanism in the United States could undermine the U.S.-Korean alliance— exactly what the North Korean leadership would like to see. Some U.S. citizens feel that the Korean public has unfairly blamed the United States for no apparent reason, as was the case in the gold medal controversy in Utah. In recent years, benign U.S. policies seem to have gone unappreciated in South Korea. The United States has served as a shield to protect South Korea over the past five decades in accordance with the 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty. Yet, when terrorists threatened U.S. security, South Korea’s political leadership and the Korean people provided lukewarm support in response to the U.S. request for help. The future of the U.S.-Korean alliance is too important for Washington and Seoul to overlook this current trend of rising anti-Americanism and the potential rise of anti-Koreanism, as they directly threaten the special U.S.ROK symbiotic relationship. 

And, Rebuilding the alliance would take decades, while collapse would happen quickly 

Eberstadt, et al. 7 - Nicholas Eberstadt: American Enterprise Institute and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Richard J. Ellings: The National Bureau of Asian Research, Aaron L. Friedberg: Princeton University and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Christopher Griffin: American Enterprise Institute, Roy D. Kamphausen: The National Bureau of Asian Research, Travis Tanner: The National Bureau of Asian Research "A World without the U.S.‑ROK Alliance: Thinking about “Alternative Futures”" September 10-11. National Bureau of Asian Research.

•The alliance constitutes an important “support beam” in the edifice of the broader U.S.ROK relationship and fosters the emergence of knowledgeable and experienced policymakers, producing long-term effects independent of regional security threats.

Policy Implications •The time frame and manner in which the alliance ends would be an important determinant of the consequences. An abrupt and acrimonious severance of the alliance would increase the risk of miscalculation in a period of rapid change.
•Though the alliance might conclude in relatively short order, reconstructing the alliance could take years or decades.

•Consideration of the role of the U.S., the flexibility it would gain, and the challenges it would face will be central to determining post-alliance U.S. interests and what they would likewise mean for South Korea

2NC Alliance Link – Pre-Emptive Strike

US presence assures to South Korea that they won’t unilaterally attack NK- key to alliance

David L. Steinberg 6 - Director of the Asian Studies Program @ Georgetown U.International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall/Winter 2006. "The U.S.-ROK Alliance: American Perspectives."

To some in South Korea, the alliance and the presence of U.S. forces in the south may be viewed as insurance policies. One is positive: against the contingency of a North Korean attack.25 The other is negative: U.S. forces, along the DMZ, were originally conceived as a “trip-wire” that would effectively force the U.S. to respond immediately to any North Korean invasion, even before the defense treaty became effective, as the treaty requires congressional approval. Without such a close relationship, some Koreans fear that the U.S. might unilaterally take military action against the North to eliminate its nuclear threat.26 But, Seoul city is effectively held hostage to any such act, and although knowledgeable observers recognize that U.S. military action is thus neither militarily nor politically feasible, some in Korea may believe that maintaining the alliance places an additional restraint on the U.S., for the catalogue of U.S. foreign interventions in recent U.S. history does not provide reassurance that it could not happen again.

Ext – Alliance Link - Pre-Emptive Strike 

Extend Steinberg 6 –

US presence in South Korea is key to the US-ROK alliance because it ensures the ROK government two things:

1) That the US won’t unilaterally strike North Korea, risking massive South Korean casualties in the event of the North’s reprisal because the US’ own troops stationed in the South would get hosed as well.

2) Immediate response to a North Korean invasion for the same reason

2NC AT: Link = Empirically Denied  

Our 1NC Klingner evidence indicates that the US’ unilateral announcement of its withdraw BY ITSELF  was enough to signal induce widespread panic over US-ROK relations. The South Korean government was in a position to contest and delay US withdrawal. 

The plan would definitively rupture relations because the US would follow through unconditionally,

And, Rebuilding the alliance would take decades, while collapse would happen quickly

Eberstadt, et al. 7 - Nicholas Eberstadt: American Enterprise Institute and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Richard J. Ellings: The National Bureau of Asian Research, Aaron L. Friedberg: Princeton University and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Christopher Griffin: American Enterprise Institute, Roy D. Kamphausen: The National Bureau of Asian Research, Travis Tanner: The National Bureau of Asian Research "A World without the U.S.‑ROK Alliance: Thinking about “Alternative Futures”" September 10-11. National Bureau of Asian Research.

•The alliance constitutes an important “support beam” in the edifice of the broader U.S.ROK relationship and fosters the emergence of knowledgeable and experienced policymakers, producing long-term effects independent of regional security threats.

Policy Implications •The time frame and manner in which the alliance ends would be an important determinant of the consequences. An abrupt and acrimonious severance of the alliance would increase the risk of miscalculation in a period of rapid change.
•Though the alliance might conclude in relatively short order, reconstructing the alliance could take years or decades.

•Consideration of the role of the U.S., the flexibility it would gain, and the challenges it would face will be central to determining post-alliance U.S. interests and what they would likewise mean for South Korea

2NC – Military Alliance Key

The military alliance is key to US-ROK relations as a whole – 

Extend Klingner 7 – the US’ announcement of its to withdraw by itself was enough to signal the collapse of relations and induce widespread panic.

And, it induced anti-Americanism in South Korea because officials and the public fear their interests had been shafted

Growth in anti-Americanism spurs anti-Koreanism, and the tensions kill the alliance

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

Even worse, Korean attitudes toward the United States in turn reverberate back through U.S. attitudes toward South Korea. The rise of anti-American sentiment in South Korea only means that U.S. resentment toward South Korea will likely grow in response to negative Korean attitudes and policies. This dynamic has the potential to become a dangerous, downward spiral of increasing tensions between populations and even governments. An escalating clash between anti-Americanism in South Korea and antiKoreanism in the United States could undermine the U.S.-Korean alliance— exactly what the North Korean leadership would like to see. Some U.S. citizens feel that the Korean public has unfairly blamed the United States for no apparent reason, as was the case in the gold medal controversy in Utah. In recent years, benign U.S. policies seem to have gone unappreciated in South Korea. The United States has served as a shield to protect South Korea over the past five decades in accordance with the 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty. Yet, when terrorists threatened U.S. security, South Korea’s political leadership and the Korean people provided lukewarm support in response to the U.S. request for help. The future of the U.S.-Korean alliance is too important for Washington and Seoul to overlook this current trend of rising anti-Americanism and the potential rise of anti-Koreanism, as they directly threaten the special U.S.ROK symbiotic relationship.
Other security agreements themselves aren’t enough- threat perception and nationalism cause escalation into  into nuclear war

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances.
For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China

AT: US Navy and Air Forces solve Alliance

Other security agreements themselves aren’t enough- threat perception and nationalism cause escalation into  into nuclear war

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances.
For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China

AT: Presence Increases Anti-Americanism 

Unilateral withdrawal would make it worse-

The US’ past unilateral announcement of its withdraw BY ITSELF  was enough to signal the collapse of relations and induce widespread panic.  

South Korean officials would feel that the US is marginalizing their interests  by not consulting on an issue fundamental to their budget decisions and national security 

The ROK media would begin reporting on issues that would stir up anti-US sentiments among the population – that’s Klingner 7

Anti-Americanism isn’t the majority opinion- protests have been against the US army abusing privileges, not presence itself

Kim Byung-kook 2k - Professor of Political Science @ Korea University. Korea Focus. "Public Sentiment Not Anti-Americanism." http://www.koreafocus.or.kr/design1/layout/content_print.asp?group_id=1068
To be sure, there are anti-U.S. groups in Korea. But this is hardly unusual, given that no country where U.S. troops are stationed in large numbers is totally free from anti-American sentiment. Such a culture gap cannot be bridged even when a majority of the people agree on the need for U.S. forces for the sake of national security. When opinions differ, misunderstanding may occur, which in turn can lead to ill-feeling. Moreover, many Koreans suffer from wounded pride in that its country cannot provide for its own security without help from the U.S. military. The extent of such sentiment is bound to intensify if the U.S. military in the country, while indifferent to this situation, continues to make a show of its power and insists on maintaining certain privileges. In any event, those in the anti-U.S. camp do not reflect a majority of Korean opinion, while Koreans in general do not support such extreme anti-U.S. demonstrations. Even the civic campaign calling for amendment of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) is not part of any anti-U.S. bent. Amending the SOFA is premised on the continued presence of U.S. forces in Korea, not on their withdrawal. Indeed, without the U.S. military, there would be no SOFA. Similarly, the residents of Maehyang-ri, worried about the possibility of pilot error and "friendly fire" while suffering from constant noise pollution, have called on the government to help in their relocation and to protest the U.S. military operations in their neighborhood - requests that are centered on their personal well-being. These residents simply want to be compensated properly and lead normal lives. The SOFA and Maehyang-ri issues, which have stirred Korean emotions for several weeks, were not related to any "anti-U.S." versus "pro-U.S." confrontation. Some sectors of the Korean government and U.S. military may choose to see the situation through such old-fashioned glasses, but these citizens have long since changed the basic thrust of their argument. Now, they are demanding their legal rights while calling on the Korean and U.S. governments to assume proper responsibility. It is not that Koreans are asking for an amendment to SOFA because they dislike the United States. Rather, they are clamoring to have the SOFA changed to reflect the country's democratization process through which it has sought to eliminate legal loopholes and special privileges that can be abused, while asserting the basic rights of citizens. The target of all this is not the U.S. military per se. If any privileged class has been enjoying special treatment, this should be done away with, in all cases. And if the U.S. military thinks that its existing privileges should be exempted from such democratization, it is sadly mistaken. Just look at what has happened to the country's business conglomerates. It is also time for the Korean government to develop a more mature viewpoint. Maehyang-ri is more a domestic problem than a source of friction between Korea and the United States. If the U.S. military is stationed in Korea on the basis of mutual concurrence, then Korea must shoulder a portion of the cost and related burden of the U.S. military presence. Maehyang-ri is simply one incident that needs to be considered when deciding on the allocation of these costs. In the past, sacrificing minority interests was a matter of course under the overriding concern for national security. Today, however, local groups have acquired a broader sense of justice and are urgently calling for equitable treatment. The time has passed when the U.S. military could enjoy special privileges and have their obligations overlooked in return for providing military deterrence. Moreover, the time has passed as well for the Korean government to expect unreasonable sacrifices from local residents for the sake of national security. It is not anti-U.S. sentiment on the rise, but rather a growing sense of legal rights and fair treatment.

And that’s clearly not enough to trigger the link— riots have been happening for 10 years

Anti-Americanism CP [1/2]

Text: The United States Federal Government should fire and replace the USFK commander responsible for the Maehyang-ri incident. The United States Federal Government should agree to amend the US-South Korean Status of Forces Agreement to: 

-place the USFK under South Korea's criminal jurisdiction when they are outside of US bases. 

-remove the USFK right to violate South Korean’s property rights without compensation 

-include USFK supplies in South Korean customs inspections. 

-include an obligation for US forces to at least partially restore military bases to their original state upon departure

-protect Koreans employed by the USFK under South Korea’s local labor laws

-have the US share the costs of USFK base inhabitance with the South Korean government

-obligate the USFK to disclose the nature of weapons brought into Korea

Solves the case 

Green Left 2k "SOUTH KOREA: Growing calls for revision of US troops' status" Australian International news. http://www.greenleft.org.au/node/21818
SEOUL — As relations between the two Koreas change, the presence of 37,000 US troops in South Korea is being questioned. Ruling-class politicians have moved to control and contain this growing scepticism. On July 24, the National Assembly's Unification, Foreign Affairs and Trade Committee adopted a resolution calling for a complete overhaul of the 1967 Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), following similar calls by President Kim Dae-Jung. SOFA provides privileges to US Forces Korea (USFK) that include indefinite and free use of the 96 USFK bases throughout the country, jurisdiction of criminal cases involving US personnel even when crimes are committed against Koreans outside US bases, annulment of local labour laws for Koreans employed by USFK, the right to violate Koreans' private property rights without compensation, exception of USFK supplies from customs inspections, and the USFK not being required to disclose the nature of weapons brought into Korea. The agreement also explicitly states that the US has no obligation to restore the bases to their original state upon departure. The push for the revision of SOFA has gathered momentum due to a number of revelations and incidents. Last August, the revelation of a massacre by US troops of hundreds of civilians in the village of Nogun-ri during the Korean War made international news. Testimony from some of the US troops involved, as well as recently declassified Pentagon documents, shed light on a coldly executed operation in which men, women and children were gathered in two tunnels beneath a railway bridge and systematically murdered. PictureA committee of survivors and victims' relatives is determinedly campaigning for compensation. It held a memorial service on July 25 at the now-infamous twin tunnels. In the euphoria surrounding the North-South summit in June, the long-held grievances of the village of Maehyang-ri became public. Next to this coastal village is Koon-ni, a US Air Force bombing range that is the largest in Asia. Since the Korean War, the residents of Maehyang-ri have endured massive, daily firing and bombing practice by screaming jet fighters at all hours. Huge explosions and tremors are a part of everyday life around Koon-ni. The result is grave medical and mental suffering, suicide and direct physical injury from the air force exercises. On June 17, 3000 protesters at Koon-ni clashed with a large number of riot cops. Contingents from the Korean Confederation of Trade Unions, student groups and progressive organisations were out in force, including the radical Power of the Working Class group and the moderate Democratic Labour Party. On July 13, an environmental organisation, Green Korea United (GKU), revealed that one of the US military bases in Seoul had dumped toxic waste into the Han River which runs through the capital. Calls mounted for the resignation of the commander of USFK. On July 24, the US 8th Army issued its first official apology in its 55-year occupation of the peninsula. Demands have focussed on a revision of the terms of SOFA, not a full withdrawal of troops. However, with South Korea's ruling class driving towards reunification with North Korea on its terms, it needs to control the anti-SOFA campaign. If peace is achieved between the Koreas, there is a strong potential for the anti-SOFA sentiment to grow over into demands for the full withdrawal of US troops. The USFK's presence is about US imperialism's permanent control of the strategic north-east Asian region. This was demonstrated with brutal frankness by President Kim Dae-Jung after the June inter-Korean summit: in reply to the North's renewed call for USFK's withdrawal, Kim made it clear that US troops would remain even after unification. South Korea's ruling class is reformulating the rationale for the US presence, highlighting the need for "regional security". Its most far-sighted political representatives have embarked on tactics to contain anti-US sentiment in order to protect its alliance with US imperialism. In mid-July, the liberal Joong-Ang Ilbo newspaper ran a front-page cartoon mocking US troops' exemption from Korea's criminal jurisdiction. At the same time, Kim in an interview warned of the volatility of the mass resentment toward the current terms of the SOFA. On July 25, seven National Assembly deputies inspected Koon-ni as part of their push for SOFA's revision, and 48 deputies joined the call for the USFK commander's resignation over the toxic dumping incident. The US understands the danger of this agitation. This explains the 8th Army's historic apology and murmurs that Washington may agree to SOFA's revision at talks next month. The US has previously stalled on such talk 

Anti-Americanism CP [2/2]

Solves anti-Americanism— anti-US resentment is due to US human rights violations on South Koreans, not US presence itself  

Kim Byung-kook 2k - Professor of Political Science @ Korea University. Korea Focus. "Public Sentiment Not Anti-Americanism." http://www.koreafocus.or.kr/design1/layout/content_print.asp?group_id=1068
To be sure, there are anti-U.S. groups in Korea. But this is hardly unusual, given that no country where U.S. troops are stationed in large numbers is totally free from anti-American sentiment. Such a culture gap cannot be bridged even when a majority of the people agree on the need for U.S. forces for the sake of national security. When opinions differ, misunderstanding may occur, which in turn can lead to ill-feeling. Moreover, many Koreans suffer from wounded pride in that its country cannot provide for its own security without help from the U.S. military. The extent of such sentiment is bound to intensify if the U.S. military in the country, while indifferent to this situation, continues to make a show of its power and insists on maintaining certain privileges. In any event, those in the anti-U.S. camp do not reflect a majority of Korean opinion, while Koreans in general do not support such extreme anti-U.S. demonstrations. Even the civic campaign calling for amendment of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) is not part of any anti-U.S. bent. Amending the SOFA is premised on the continued presence of U.S. forces in Korea, not on their withdrawal. Indeed, without the U.S. military, there would be no SOFA. Similarly, the residents of Maehyang-ri, worried about the possibility of pilot error and "friendly fire" while suffering from constant noise pollution, have called on the government to help in their relocation and to protest the U.S. military operations in their neighborhood - requests that are centered on their personal well-being. These residents simply want to be compensated properly and lead normal lives. The SOFA and Maehyang-ri issues, which have stirred Korean emotions for several weeks, were not related to any "anti-U.S." versus "pro-U.S." confrontation. Some sectors of the Korean government and U.S. military may choose to see the situation through such old-fashioned glasses, but these citizens have long since changed the basic thrust of their argument. Now, they are demanding their legal rights while calling on the Korean and U.S. governments to assume proper responsibility. It is not that Koreans are asking for an amendment to SOFA because they dislike the United States. Rather, they are clamoring to have the SOFA changed to reflect the country's democratization process through which it has sought to eliminate legal loopholes and special privileges that can be abused, while asserting the basic rights of citizens. The target of all this is not the U.S. military per se. If any privileged class has been enjoying special treatment, this should be done away with, in all cases. And if the U.S. military thinks that its existing privileges should be exempted from such democratization, it is sadly mistaken. Just look at what has happened to the country's business conglomerates. It is also time for the Korean government to develop a more mature viewpoint. Maehyang-ri is more a domestic problem than a source of friction between Korea and the United States. If the U.S. military is stationed in Korea on the basis of mutual concurrence, then Korea must shoulder a portion of the cost and related burden of the U.S. military presence. Maehyang-ri is simply one incident that needs to be considered when deciding on the allocation of these costs. In the past, sacrificing minority interests was a matter of course under the overriding concern for national security. Today, however, local groups have acquired a broader sense of justice and are urgently calling for equitable treatment. The time has passed when the U.S. military could enjoy special privileges and have their obligations overlooked in return for providing military deterrence. Moreover, the time has passed as well for the Korean government to expect unreasonable sacrifices from local residents for the sake of national security. It is not anti-U.S. sentiment on the rise, but rather a growing sense of legal rights and fair treatment.

AT: Perm

The permutation links to the withdrawal DA net benefit(s)-  (explain)

And, the permutation is impossible- the US-ROK SOFA agreement is based on continued forward US presence, not withdrawal- that’s Byung-Book 2k.  US withdrawal would require the nullification of the SOFA whereas the counterplan amends it—you can’t do both.
***Korean War Scenarios***

2NC Internal Links – DPRK Miscalc

Turn- A weakened alliance or military presence increases the chance of a North Korean strike

Michael O'Hanlon 6- MA and MSE in Physical Sciences; Ph.D in public and international affairs. Senior Fellow on Foreign Policy. "South Korea: A Disunited Allied Force?" Brookings Institute.
The decision on changing the command should, in my judgment, be based on military efficiency. Despite all of our aspirations for peace, the U.S.-South Korean alliance still focuses on a clear and present North Korean threat. The North's military maintains most of its forces within easy firing range of Seoul, has developed nuclear weapons in recent years, and continues spending about 30 percent of its nation's gross domestic product -- by far the highest percentage in the world. War is very unlikely, and would be hugely undesirable -- but it is not out of the question. Moreover, the chances for war could increase if North Korea sensed a weakening of the alliance or its military fighting power.
Some in the Bush Administration, the US military, and the US Congress argue for US military withdrawal away from the DMZ that separates North and South Korea followed eventually by a withdrawal from South Korea entirely.

"It's a no-lose proposition," noted one conservative congressional staffer. "If we get our troops out of range of the North's guns, our freedom of action for acting against the North is greater. And if Roh gets worried about being left to the tender mercies of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong-il, that gives us more influence." 

Such a withdrawal would fulfill a long-term ambition of North Korea to get the United States out of South Korea. The North Korean regime thinks it could then finally invade and unite the Korean Peninsula under Northern rule thus assuring the survival of the Northern regime. While the regime probably would lose in a conventional war against the South it might be able to win if it has nuclear weapons or if it can first convince the South to reduce the size of its military. The North Korean regime believes the existence of two separate governments on the Peninsula is not sustainable. Its view is basically that it has to win the unification struggle or the regime will cease to exist.
US Withdrawal causes North Korea to initiate war due to miscalculation- no US deterrent

Corey Richardson 6 - A Korean meeting of the minds (Aug 24, '06) Missiles and madness (Aug 18, '06) Yankees don't go home, yet (Aug 15, '06) (Asia Times Online :: Korea News - South Korea must choose sides, www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html) 

Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea. Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations. Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea. The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong.
2NC Internal Link - North Korean Pre-Emption

Sudden US withdrawal signals to North Korea the imminence of a pre-emptive strike

NYT 3 - "South Korea, in Surprise, Demands U.S. Forces Stay in Place" March 7. http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/international/asia/08CND-KORE.html
Against this background, Mr. Rumsfeld said on Thursday that he envisioned a plan under which American forces would provide mainly air and naval support while South Korean troops guarded against North Korean forces massed above the line between the two Koreas. Mr. Rumsfeld, at the Pentagon, suggested that the alternatives were between pulling American troops to positions south of Seoul, reducing the number of United States troops in Korea, or both. Those choices, he said, were "the kinds of things that are being sorted out." South Korean officials, however, viewed Mr. Rumsfeld's remarks as an unsettling revelation that was entirely news to them. All they know about, they said, was a plan announced last year for American troops to leave some minor bases in the interests of tactical efficiency. "Rumsfeld made some wording that was not discussed fully," said a foreign ministry spokesman, in understated politeness. "We should understand each other. There will be more intense discussions." The South Korean response appeared to represent a swing of the pendulum away from suggestions in recent months that the United States scale back its forces and reconsider basic defense arrangements. "Anything that would leave the impression the United States was backing out would send the wrong signal," said Ralph Cossa, president of the Pacific Forum of the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "At this point it doesn't make sense either to do it or talk about it." South Koreans have not altered their pleas for a "more mature, equal partnership," as demanded by President Roh, but are turning that demand into another reason for the United States to keep all 37,000 troops in Korea, the majority between here and the North Korean frontier. "We agree it's a critical issue," said Song Young Gil, a National Assembly member from Mr. Roh's Millennium Democratic Party. "After the nuclear crisis is solved, at that time we will consult on this problem." Mr. Song shared a view, increasingly heard here, that any American proposal to move troops from near the line with North Korea may mean that the United States intends to attack North Korean nuclear facilities against the wishes of the South Korean government. The logic behind this thinking is that the United States would want its troops out of harm's way in case North Korean ground forces retaliated by striking across the demilitarized zone. "American troops are something like hostages to attack by North Korea," said Mr. Song. "Maybe this kind of action means some kind of signal for a pre-emptive strike against North Korea." For much the same reason, Mr. Song also opposed proposals to withdraw American forces from the large headquarters area that they have occupied in Seoul since the Korean War.  

If North Korea perceives a threat it will strike first

BBC 3 "US shrugs off N Korea threat" February 6. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/2733839.stm
Growing alarm The threat to strike first against US troops in the region came from North Korea's foreign ministry deputy director, Ri Pyong-gap. Speaking to the BBC's Mike Thompson in Pyongyang, Mr Ri said his government was becoming increasingly alarmed at signs that Washington planned to send more aircraft carriers, bombers and troops to the region. He said such actions would mean that the US was either planning to invade the North or launch attacks against it. In response, he insisted, Pyongyang would not just sit and wait and could decide to strike first if necessary. 

This leads to all-out nuclear and conventional war

Han Ho Suk 3 - director @ Center for Korean Affairs. "N Korea Military TacticsIn A War With US" Director Center for Korean Affairs. April 24. http://www.rense.com/general37/nkorr.htm
North Korea's war plan in case of an US attack is total war, not the 'low-intensity limited warfare' or 'regional conflict' talked about among the Western analysts. North Korea will mount a total war if attacked by the US. There are three aspects to this war plan. First, total war is North Korea's avowed strategy in case of US preemptive attacks. The US war on Iraq shows that the US can and will mount preemptive strikes in clear violation of international laws, and the United Nations is powerless to stop the US. Any nation that is weak militarily may be attacked by the US at will. It is reasonable for North Korea to deter US attacks with threats of total war. Second, North Korea expects no help from China, Russia, or other nations in case of war with the US. It knows that it will be fighting the superpower alone. Nominally, China and Russia are North Korea's allies but neither ally is expected to provide any assistance to North Korea in case of war. Neither nation can or is willing to protect North Korea from attacks by the US, and North Korea alone can and will protect itself from US attacks. This principle of self-defense applies to all nations. Third, North Korea's total war plan has two components: massive conventional warfare and weapons of mass destruction. If the US mounts a preemptive strike on North Korea's Yongbyon nuclear plants, North Korea will retaliate with weapons of mass destruction: North Korea will mount strategic nuclear attacks on the US targets. The US war planners know this and have drawn up their own nuclear war plan. In a nuclear exchange, there is no front or rear areas, no defensive positions or attack formations as in conventional warfare. Nuclear weapons are offensive weapons and there is no defense against nuclear attacks except retaliatory nuclear attacks. For this reason, North Korea's war plan is offensive in nature: North Korea's war plan goes beyond repulsing US attackers and calls for destruction of the United State
Ext- Pre-Emption link

Extend Steinberg 6—Withdrawal from south korea will lead to the withdrawal from Japan as well- 

Japan wants to gain control over its own military forces now due to increasing nationalism- US withdrawal from South Korea would  eliminate Japan’s rationale for keeping US forces and pressure their withdrawal because:

1) One main purpose of US presence in Japan is to back up its forces in South Korea

2) The other major purpose of US presence in Japan is to reassure both South Korea and Japan that they will be protected from each other’s military independence and influence –  removal from South Korea would eliminate Japan’s strategic incentive to keeping US presence*** 

2NC Internals- DPRK Aggression 

Turn- US-Korean alliance is key to North Korean deterrence and checking aggression

Col. Wayne Stevens 6 -     *   Deputy Chief of Staff (Colonel) at United States Army* Division Manager, Finance Services Division at Training & Doctrine Command, Resource Management Office* Battalion Commander and Finance Officer at US Army, BA in Business Administration, MS in Business Org Management @ U of La Verne, MS in Militart Studies. "Is US Forces Korea Still Needed on the Korean Peninsula?"
When discussing the costs of the U.S.-Korean alliance, there is a natural tendency to jump into bean counting in terms of the dollars, personnel, and equipment required to maintain U.S. Forces in Korea (USFK). But the most logical starting point in evaluating the costs is to examine the goals of the alliance. Before concluding whether one has “paid too much for the whistle,” one should ask whether the purchase meets one’s desire. What, then, are the goals of the alliance? More precisely, what does Washington want from it? As stated in the 1953 Mutual Defense Treaty and manifested in the numerous cases of combined defense against the common threat, the alliance is primarily intended to protect the integrity of South Korea.1 It provides deterrence to maintain the armistice on the peninsula and, should deterrence fail, the war-fighting capacity to

defeat North Korean aggression. Defeating Pyongyang’s aggression does not necessarily mean winning the war to the extent of achieving unification through military means. Instead, Washington maintains its security relationship with Seoul for the purpose of preserving peace and stability on the Korean peninsula. 
North Korean aggression causes U.S. nuclear retaliation---sparks global conflict –

[that’s their 1AC Horween evidence]

Horween 9 - Matt ,certified public accountant and former commissioned U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development,  , “Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html accessed july 18 2010. 

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  

***Korean War Scenario - Impact Add-Ons***

2NC Impact – Korean War- US Economy 

North Korean attack on the ROK causes U.S. nuclear retaliation---sparks global conflict –

[that’s their 1AC Horween evidence]

Horween 9 - Matt ,certified public accountant and former commissioned U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development,  , “Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html accessed july 18 2010. 

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  

Inter-Korean War would hurt the US economy

Pravda, 06,War against North Korea would cost USA 100 billion dollars and 100,000 lives,http://english.pravda.ru/world/asia/20-10-2006/85148-Korea_war-0, accessed july 18 2010. 

On the other hand, the USA is seriously considering a military method of solving the N.Korean problem when experts of many countries confirmed the fact of nuclear weapons test. In this connected US journalists recollected that ex-president Bill Clinton used to ask for a detailed report from the US government regarding all the numbers to study an opportunity of declaring war on North Korea. As it turns out, this war would have cost the US Treasury $100 billion. More importantly, the USA would have sacrificed the lives of its 100,000 soldiers during the battles.

And, the US  economy is key to the world economy

Mead 4 (Walter Russell, Kissinger senior fellow in U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations,

"America's Sticky Power," Foreign Policy, March/April, p. ebscohost)

Similarly, in the last 60 years, as foreigners have acquired a greater value in the United States-government and

private bonds, direct and portfolio private investments-more and more of them have acquired an interest in

maintaining the strength of the U.S.-led system. A collapse of the U.S. economy and the ruin of the dollar would do

more than dent the prosperity of the United States. Without their best customer, countries including China and Japan

would fall into depressions. The financial strength of every country would be severely shaken should the United

States collapse. Under those circumstances, debt becomes a strength, not a weakness, and other countries fear to

break with the United States because they need its market and own its securities. Of course, pressed too far, a large

national debt can turn from a source of strength to a crippling liability, and the United States must continue to justify

other countries' faith by maintaining its long-term record of meeting its financial obligations. But, like Samson in the

temple of the Philistines, a collapsing U.S. economy would inflict enormous, unacceptable damage on the rest

of the world. That is sticky power with a vengeance.
Global nuclear war

Mead 92 (Walter Russell, fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, New perspectives quarterly, summer pp. 28)

But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates - or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of

international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India - these countries with their billions

of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did

in the '30s 

2NC Impact – Korean War- Japanese Economy [1/2] 

North Korean attack on the ROK causes U.S. nuclear retaliation---sparks global conflict –

[that’s their 1AC Horween evidence]

Horween 9 - Matt ,certified public accountant and former commissioned U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development,  , “Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, 

http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html accessed july 18 2010. 

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  

Inter-Korean conflict would devastate Japan’s economy

Edward A. Olson 1- BA @ UC Los Angeles, MA @ UC Berkeley, Oh.D @ American U. Adjunct Professor of National Security Affairs @ Naval Postgrad School. Japan-South Korea analyst for the US Department of State.  "Japan-South Korea Security Ties" July 26. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1981/may-jun/olsen.htm#olsen
Japan’s primary strategic stake in the Korean peninsula today is avoiding major power confrontations—a very high priority on Tokyo’s foreign policy agenda. Any war in Korea could engulf the region. While unattractive, Tokyo probably could live with a communist-dominated peninsula as long as it is not the result of a destructive war. However, Japan likes the givens associated with the status quo. The weakness of a divided Korea makes that sometimes-fractious nation easier to cope with from Tokyo’s viewpoint. Moreover, well-cultivated Japanese economic interests in South Korea almost certainly would be seriously disrupted by conflict or communist conquest in Korea. Increasingly, Japanese leaders also appear to have a genuine interest in the fate of their newly developed friends in South Korea. Finally, there is the shopworn "dagger" thesis—the threat potential posed to Japan if Korea should fall into the hands of an enemy. Though the nuclear age makes a land-based invasion of Japan via Korea almost moot, that thesis cannot cavalierly be discarded.

That’s key to global econ recovery

Baruzzi ‘9 (Cara, 12/27, Register Business Editor, “Japan’s deflation could have global ripple effect”, p. lexis)
JAPAN has the second-largest economy in the world, and many countries including the U.S. and U.K. are inextricably linked to it. What happens there today will likely have long-term consequences for us.  So how much should we worry about Japan’s current economic difficulties? Are they big enough and serious enough to merit the attention that the world media are showing?  If Japan’s Finance Minister Hirohisa Fuji is to be believed, yes.  He argues that the strength of the yen is creating serious problems for the export market — Japan’s economic engine — and threatening the nation’s recovery from the worst recession since the end of World War II.  The situation, Fuji said, is “one sided” and harmful to the economy.  If unchecked, he fears some of the largest global creditors will succumb to a dangerous spiral of deflation, falling prices and ever cheaper imports and raw materials.  Japan’s deflation rate during October seemed to pass almost unnoticed at — 2.5 percent — the worst deflation in Japanese history.  The new government of Yukio Hatoyama has been driven to acknowledge that all is not well. What the Hatoyama administration does not appear willing to do is tackle this renewed specter of deflation head-on.  The hesitation could prove catastrophic for Japan and for global recovery in general.  Prices are, to be fair, not yet completely out of control. However, if the Bank of Japan is right and the trend continues for a few more years, the situation could easily become unmanageable.  What makes this particularly concerning is that circumstances today are very different than those Japan faced between 2001 and 2006. Then the world economy was thriving, and Japan’s powerful export industry was able to kick-start the economy. Today, world economies are significantly weaker, and the yen is among the world’s stronger currencies.  On the slightly positive side, unemployment figures are down for the first time in months. A great many commentators maintain, however, that the risk of deflation is too great to ignore and that if something isn’t done to reduce the growing pressure on exporters such as Sony, Toyota and Honda, the employment progress may be little more than a blip.  The Bank of Japan now has the opportunity to lead from the front and to at least consider initiatives such as increasing government-bond purchases and setting new monetary targets. Japan is in an unenviable position since almost every course of action would likely weaken the yen. Internally this would create all sorts of headaches for the Hatoyama administration, and governance would be even trickier than usual.  Internationally the ramifications would be just as prickly — particularly when it comes to Japan’s trading partners. Still, the current wait-and-see policy cannot continue, and action of some sort must inevitably occur. Japan’s debt situation is indeed grim.  According to statisticians, Japan’s rate of debt growth compared with GDP should reach 218 percent this year, 227 percent next year and 246 percent in five years.  Japan’s future prosperity rests on the decisions it will make in the coming months. Not all the decisions will be welcomed, at least in the short term, but there is a growing call for the government to do more than observe.  The risk of deflation must be challenged and beaten if Japan is to reverse the slide in its future growth. The question the Bank of Japan and Yukio Hatoyama’s administration must consider is whether a weaker yen today is a price worth paying for a stronger and healthier economy tomorrow.

2NC Impact – Korean War- Japanese Economy [2/2] 

Global economic collapse causes extinction-

Thomas Bearden 2k- Association of Distinguished American Scientists and LTC, U.S. Army (Retired), 2000 ("The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly", http://www.seaspower.com/EnergyCrisis-Bearden.htm) )
History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released.~ As an example, suppose a starving North Korea {[7]} launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China--whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States--attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch [nukes]on perception of preparations by one's adversary.~ The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself {[8]}. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
2NC Impact- Regional Stability

An abrupt and large-scale US withdrawal from South korea creates a power vacuum and arms races between Japan, China, and Korea. 

Sung-Han Kim 99 - Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade, Seoul, Korea. Associate Professor, Institute of Foreign Affairs & National Security. "Stability and Security on the Korean Peninsula: Developing a Research Agenda. U.S. Military Presence in a Unified Korea" @ UC San Diego.
One common view that seems to be shared by all states in the region is that the security commitment of the United States is the indispensable anchor for East Asian security, insofar as it is conducive to peace and stability as well as to preventing an arms race in the region.  There is virtually no country that would not like to see a continued U.S. presence in this region.  An abrupt and large-scale American withdrawal would leave a power vacuum that would likely produce intense and destabilizing competition among the regional powers.  Japan, which would have no  US. security umbrella, inevitably would expand its military forces, which would escalate into an arms race between China and Japan, and also Korea.
Nuclear war

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."
Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. 
While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. 
East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.
***East Asia Influence Scenario***

2NC Internal Link - East Asia Influence - ROK

The US’ military presence and alliance with the ROK alliance is key to both nation’s economies- key trade interests and millions of US jobs – and preserves regional stability and US’ leadership in East Asia
Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."
US presence in SK is key to Korean trade, US trade, The alliance with the United States is critical for South Korea to preserve stability on the peninsula and in the region. In addition, Korean instability that could arise in the absence of a U.S. security commitment would complicate Korean efforts to sustain current and expected levels of foreign investments throughout the country, thus threatening continued economic progress. Regional stability is also critical for South Korea because it conducts more than two-thirds of its trade in the Asia-Pacific region, with the volume of current South Korean trade through Asian naval transport routes exceeding 40 percent of its total trade. Even after unification, South Korea’s alliance with the United States will continue to be important to protect the peninsula from once again becoming the political, if not the military, battleground where the major Asian powers have historically sought regional hegemony.

The alliance with South Korea is also critical for the United States to maintain its leadership position in the Asia-Pacific region. The partnership helps prevent the eruption of hostilities on the Korean peninsula, which could otherwise draw China into a reenactment of the Korean War. It helps preserve a stable balance of power in the region by hedging against the rise of an aggressive regional power and regional rivalries, and it helps protect U.S. economic interests. More than one-third of total U.S. trade is conducted with the Asia-Pacific region, and millions of U.S. jobs would be at stake if continued regional growth and development were jeopardized. 

2NC Internal Link – East Asia Influence – Japan

Withdrawal from SK would trigger withdrawal from Japan
David L. Steinberg 6 - Director of the Asian Studies Program @ Georgetown U.International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall/Winter 2006. "The U.S.-ROK Alliance: American Perspectives."
If we are to consider the alliance, we should also contemplate the potential effects of a “non-alliance” peninsula, one in which the U.S. has perceptibly withdrawn from a forward military, if not diplomatic, presence there. The core relationship in East Asia, as the U.S. administration has indicated, is that of the alliance with Japan, which in itself raises nationalistic issues with Koreans as to U.S. regional priorities (and translates into frustration over U.S. neutrality over the disputed claims of each to Tokdo/Takashima). Yet, if the Koreans seem more volatile and antagonistic toward the U.S. presence in their country as their nationalistic sentiments have grown, nationalism is also more evident in Japan, although it is less vociferous and usually does not spill into the streets.12 As former foreign minister and ambassador to the U.S. Han Sung Joo indicated, the U.S. regards Japan as the ally “prepared to fill any vacuum” in the region, thus diminishing the Korean-U.S. relationship.13
The new Japanese government under Prime Minister Abe, former governor of Tokyo, and many others has made it clear that Japan intends to become a more “normal” state, which will mean increased pressures to reinterpret the Japanese constitution (Article IX) and allow for increasing Japanese rearmament. The new prime minister has made it clear that he wants the Japanese educational system to reflect a more positive view of Japanese history, one that would create pride in Japanese children but one with which many foreign states would markedly disagree. Former Prime Minister Nakasone has been quoted as saying that Japan should consider having nuclear weapons.14The American alliance with Korea and its influence on that society are both reassurances to the Japanese that they will not be unprotected, but it is equally a reassurance to Korea (and to China) that a Japanese state rearmed will be at least delayed, if it cannot eventually be avoided, and kept under some moderating influence. In this connection, it is important to remember that the rationale for U.S. forces in Japan is as backup to U.S. forces on the peninsula. It is likely that the virtual elimination of U.S. forces on the peninsula will increase pressures for their reduction or withdrawal from Japan as well.
AT: US Presence in Japan Solves East Asia Influence

Japan  has been replaced by South Korea as the keystone of the US’ East Asia influence

Peter Lee 10- MBA/MA @ Wharton School/U of Penn in Entrepreneurial Management &International Affairs, AB in government @ Harvard. East Asian analyst for 30 years. CEO of DataSynapse. "South Korea reels as US backpedals. Asia Times Online. July 24. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/LG24Dg01.html
The United States further raised Chinese suspicions by promoting the ROK as the virtual successor to Japan's role as keystone of the US security architecture in East Asia. While Japan's Democratic Party of Japan-led government antagonized the Obama administration with attempts to renegotiate the fate of the Futenma Marine air base on Okinawa, President Lee aggressively wooed the United States.
Withdrawal from SK would trigger withdrawal from Japan– regional fears and nationalism would cause it to take up its own arms

David L. Steinberg 6 - Director of the Asian Studies Program @ Georgetown U.International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall/Winter 2006. "The U.S.-ROK Alliance: American Perspectives."
If we are to consider the alliance, we should also contemplate the potential effects of a “non-alliance” peninsula, one in which the U.S. has perceptibly withdrawn from a forward military, if not diplomatic, presence there. The core relationship in East Asia, as the U.S. administration has indicated, is that of the alliance with Japan, which in itself raises nationalistic issues with Koreans as to U.S. regional priorities (and translates into frustration over U.S. neutrality over the disputed claims of each to Tokdo/Takashima). Yet, if the Koreans seem more volatile and antagonistic toward the U.S. presence in their country as their nationalistic sentiments have grown, nationalism is also more evident in Japan, although it is less vociferous and usually does not spill into the streets.12 As former foreign minister and ambassador to the U.S. Han Sung Joo indicated, the U.S. regards Japan as the ally “prepared to fill any vacuum” in the region, thus diminishing the Korean-U.S. relationship.13
The new Japanese government under Prime Minister Abe, former governor of Tokyo, and many others has made it clear that Japan intends to become a more “normal” state, which will mean increased pressures to reinterpret the Japanese constitution (Article IX) and allow for increasing Japanese rearmament. The new prime minister has made it clear that he wants the Japanese educational system to reflect a more positive view of Japanese history, one that would create pride in Japanese children but one with which many foreign states would markedly disagree. Former Prime Minister Nakasone has been quoted as saying that Japan should consider having nuclear weapons.14The American alliance with Korea and its influence on that society are both reassurances to the Japanese that they will not be unprotected, but it is equally a reassurance to Korea (and to China) that a Japanese state rearmed will be at least delayed, if it cannot eventually be avoided, and kept under some moderating influence. In this connection, it is important to remember that the rationale for U.S. forces in Japan is as backup to U.S. forces on the peninsula. It is likely that the virtual elimination of U.S. forces on the peninsula will increase pressures for their reduction or withdrawal from Japan as well.
Ext – US Withdrawal from ROK leads to withdrawal from Japan

Extend Steinberg 6—Withdrawal from south korea will lead to the withdrawal from Japan as well- 

Japan wants to gain control over its own military forces now due to increasing nationalism- US withdrawal from South Korea would  eliminate Japan’s rationale for keeping US forces and pressure their withdrawal because:

1) One main purpose of US presence in Japan is to back up its forces in South Korea

2) The other major purpose of US presence in Japan is to reassure both South Korea and Japan that they will be protected from each other’s military independence and influence –  removal from South Korea would eliminate Japan’s strategic incentive to keeping US presence***
2NC Internal Links - China Counterbalancing 

Strong US-Korean alliance counterbalances the hegemonic rise of Japan and China-otherwise the ROK would side with China

David L. Steinberg 6 - Director of the Asian Studies Program @ Georgetown U.International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall/Winter 2006. "The U.S.-ROK Alliance: American Perspectives."

The gradual decay of the alliance might well mean that South Korea could be “forced” into a dilemma. Without the U.S. South Korea might feel it has to align itself with either of the potential hegemonic powers in the region–China or Japan. There seems little doubt today that if this were to happen, Korea would choose China as its ally, with all the historic and potential issues that would raise. Parenthetically, the Roh administration hasParenthetically, the Roh administration has severely undermined the tenuous good relations that South Korea and Japan developed under the Kim Dae Jung administration, during which a Japanese senior foreign office official indicated that this was the most important accomplishment of President Kim. The Japanese, of course, have often been insensitive to Korean concerns, witness Prime Minister Koizumi’s visits to the Yasakuni Shrine, and so have contributed to the malaise.

Korean Anti-Americanism increases Pro-China sentiments – but the ROK won’t support China as long as there is a US-ROK alliance

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

Strikingly, a substantial increase in China’s popularity in Korean society has accompanied the rise in anti-Americanism. According to a public opinion poll, China is the most popular country among the four major Asian powers and is more popular than the United States.12 A majority of Koreans feels that South Korea’s relationship with China will be more important in the future than its relationship with the United States. 13 The causes for these opinions are inexplicable. They may result from more than just cultural affinities and economic complementarities. China has been extremely skillful in its diplomacy, as Koreans feel that, of the major Asian powers, China gives South Korea the most respect. 14 How long, deep, or lasting such a sentiment will prove over time is uncertain. Korea will probably not sacrifice the benefits of its special relationship with the United States for a closer relationship with China in the future, but these trends suggest that emotions influence the Korean public’s attitudes more than national interests do.
2NC Additional Internal Links - China Counterbalancing

Military presence in East Asia key to prevent Chinese influence

Marquardt, 3 (Erich,Senior Editor with the Combating Terrorism Center, “China's Distant Threat to U.S. Dominance in Asia,” Information Clearing House, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article4654.htm, NJ)

This realization has preoccupied members of the Bush administration, in addition to select members of the U.S. Congress, who consistently talk of the need to contain China. These individuals are pushing for an increase in military ties with various Asian states, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and the Philippines. They have also advocated the positioning of U.S. military bases and forces on China's western flank in Kyrgyzstan, Afghanistan, and Uzbekistan. In countries such as Taiwan and Japan -- which are dependent on U.S. economic and military aid -- these officials have called for allowing these two countries to further develop their military programs in order to act as a bulwark against the powerful China of the future. These policies are controversial as Japan previously had hegemonic ambitions in Asia. Supplying boosted amounts of military aid to Taiwan is also a divisive issue, as any such aid is an obvious threat to the Chinese leadership which considers Taiwan part of the mainland.  U.S. officials are aware that China's future economic and military might is inevitable. This is part of the reason why there are roughly 41,000 U.S. troops in Japan, 37,000 in South Korea, and 19,000 on naval vessels in East Asia. Yet as China's power grows, the U.S. will likely have to increase its military might in order to continue to rival China. But since U.S. troops are usually stretched thin, augmenting current U.S. forces in Asia to keep a growing China in check may not be feasible. Therefore, by building up the strength of U.S. allies in Asia, the United States can attempt to contain China's potential power projection without actually having to commit and risk U.S. forces. However, there is plenty of time before China would be able to rival the United States in power in Asia.
2NC Impact – China Counterbalancing  - War

The hegemonic rise of China makes war inevitable

Layne 7 (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, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415952034, p. 73-74)

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.
That leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)
The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
2NC Impact – South Korean Economy

Korean economic decline leads to an arms race, igniting nuclear conflict between major powers 

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances.
For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. 
One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. 
Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. 
Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. 
Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. 
While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. 
East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. 

2NC Impact- Regional Stability

An abrupt and large-scale US withdrawal from South korea creates a power vacuum and arms races between Japan, China, and Korea. 

Sung-Han Kim 99 - Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade, Seoul, Korea. Associate Professor, Institute of Foreign Affairs & National Security. "Stability and Security on the Korean Peninsula: Developing a Research Agenda. U.S. Military Presence in a Unified Korea" @ UC San Diego.

One common view that seems to be shared by all states in the region is that the security commitment of the United States is the indispensable anchor for East Asian security, insofar as it is conducive to peace and stability as well as to preventing an arms race in the region.  There is virtually no country that would not like to see a continued U.S. presence in this region.  An abrupt and large-scale American withdrawal would leave a power vacuum that would likely produce intense and destabilizing competition among the regional powers.  Japan, which would have no  US. security umbrella, inevitably would expand its military forces, which would escalate into an arms race between China and Japan, and also Korea.
Nuclear war

Seung-Hwan Kim 3 -  Professor of international affairs at Myongji University. The Washington Quarterly Winter 2003. "Anti-Americanism in Korea."

Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. 
While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. 
East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.
2NC Impact – East Asia Trade

East Asian trade prevents global war---collapse draws in the U.S. 

Auslin 9 – Michael Auslin, resident scholar at AEI, 2/6/09, “Averting Disaster”, The Daily Standard, online:  http://www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,pubID.29339/pub_detail.asp
As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation. Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia. Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country. Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean. The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.

***Miscellaneous***

2NC: Consultation is key


Consultation is key-
Michael O'Hanlon 6- MA and MSE in Physical Sciences; Ph.D in public and international affairs. Senior Fellow on Foreign Policy. "South Korea: A Disunited Allied Force?" Brookings Institute.

When all is said and done, this new proposed policy strikes me as a mistake. I would argue against dividing commands sharing a common, constrained, small battlespace. My own view is the United States should retain operational military command of combined forces in wartime into the indefinite future, even as Seoul and Washington clarify that the alliance's military commander is subordinate to their combined political control. But if we are to make the controversial decision to change command arrangements, we should work them out before committing to a new relationship.Otherwise, the U.S. and South Korea could face not only new dangers on the battlefield, but a weakening in North Korea's perception of the alliance's strength and of our most crucial commodity -- strong deterrence against the North.

East Asian War Draws in the US

East Asian war draws in the US – alliance obligations

Corey Richardson 6 - A Korean meeting of the minds (Aug 24, '06) Missiles and madness (Aug 18, '06) Yankees don't go home, yet (Aug 15, '06) (Asia Times Online :: Korea News - South Korea must choose sides, www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html) 

One could also argue that the US need not be involved in a future East Asian war. Like assuming there is no need for USFK since North Korea is considered less of a threat to Seoul, that is wishful thinking. The US has too many political and diplomatic ties, aside from alliance obligations, to ignore such a war.

***Aff***

AT: Alliance Link – Military Not Key/Solves Anti-Americanism
Missile defense and other security committments would continue and troop reductions solve anti-American tensions

Col. Wayne Stevens 6 -  Deputy Chief of Staff (Colonel) at United States Army* Division Manager, Finance Services Division at Training & Doctrine Command, Resource Management Office* Battalion Commander and Finance Officer at US Army, BA in Business Administration, MS in Business Org Management @ U of La Verne, MS in Militart Studies. "Is US Forces Korea Still Needed on the Korean Peninsula?"
Reduction of U.S. troops on the peninsula should not be viewed as a diminishing commitment to the alliance. A strong U.S. commitment to the alliance will continue as the U.S. enhances its missile defense capabilities and increases fire power.105 The U.S. plans to invest $11 billion in equipment and weapon systems for USFK troops.106 Strategically, the reductions will also aid in alleviating some of the anti-American tensions on the peninsula by reducing the American footprint and providing the U.S. with a forward deployed basing to fight the GWOT and respond to emergencies within Northeast Asia and possibly throughout Asia-Pacific. 107

US-ROK alliance not key - Japan would fill in 

Japan is the the US’ core East Asia alliance- Japan will fill in any regional vacuum caused by diminished US-ROK relations

David L. Steinberg 6 - Director of the Asian Studies Program @ Georgetown U.International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall/Winter 2006. "The U.S.-ROK Alliance: American Perspectives."
If we are to consider the alliance, we should also contemplate the potential effects of a “non-alliance” peninsula, one in which the U.S. has perceptibly withdrawn from a forward military, if not diplomatic, presence there. The core relationshi pin East Asia, as the U.S. administration has indicated, is that of the alliance with Japan, which in itself raises nationalistic issues with Koreans as to U.S. regional priorities (and translates into frustration over U.S. neutrality over the disputed claims of each to Tokdo/Takashima). Yet, if the Koreans seem more volatile and antagonistic toward the U.S. presence in their country as their nationalistic sentiments have grown, nationalism is also more evident in Japan, although it is less vociferous and usually does not spill into the streets.12 As former foreign minister and ambassador to the U.S. Han Sung Joo indicated, the U.S. regards Japan as the ally “prepared to fill any vacuum” in the region, thus diminishing the Korean-U.S. relationship.13
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