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U.S.-ROK Relations DA – 1nc
U.S. will maintain a credible commitment to the ROK 

CQ, 10 [3/25/10, Congressional Quarterly, “FISCAL 2011 BUDGET U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND, U.S. FORCES KOREA;  COMMITTEE: HOUSE ARMED SERVICES,” Lexis]
The relocation of U.S. forces in Korea will occur in two distinct phases: consolidation and relocation. Phase I - consolidation - is currently underway. The current U.S. troop level of 28,500 personnel will remain on the Peninsula. The Command has returned 37 installations to the ROK so far, in the process giving thousands of acres of land back to the Korean people. In turn, the ROK has purchased land that is needed to accommodate USFK relocation.  The ROK government has granted land at USAG Humphreys, an action that has enabled the ROK-U.S. Alliance to begin designing, planning, and construction of what will become one of the best Army installations in the world. The major facilities that will be constructed include medical 11 The two primary hubs are centered on Osan Air Base/United States Army Garrison (USAG) Humphreys and USAG Daegu. The five enduring sites are Osan Air Base, USAG Humphreys, USAG Daegu, Chinhae Naval Base, and Kunsan Air Base. facilities, headquarters buildings, family housing, schools, a communications center, and other operational and support infrastructure needed to accommodate the relocation of 2nd Infantry Division.  Phase II of USFK relocation will involve the movement of Army forces to one of the two enduring hubs that will be located south of Seoul. Once this phase is completed, USFK forces will utilize 48 separate sites, well below the 104 facilities USFK maintained in 2002. The success of the relocation initiative will sustain USFK's "fight tonight" readiness. Unit moves in the relocation plan will be packaged and executed in manageable components, which will allow units to maintain their full spectrum of operational and support capabilities. Completion of the relocation initiative will be a great boon for the ROK-U.S. Alliance because it improves readiness and soldier quality of life, realizes stationing efficiencies, signals continued U.S. commitment to the region, improves the combined capability to deter and defend against aggression directed at the ROK, and optimizes use of Korean land by creating a less intrusive military footprint, thus enhancing force protection for USFK.
Withdrawal will crush U.S.-South Korean relations 

Dujarric, 04 – Visiting Scholar at the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry (7/12/04, International Herald Tribune, “Japan's Security Needs U.S. Troops in S. Korea,” http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/02.html, JMP)

Though it is possible that these moves will be reversed, as things change right now the United States is poised to permanently downgrade its presence on the Korean Peninsula.

If these changes do take place, they will have a dramatic impact on Japan.

The Seoul-Washington military relationship is a critical element of the ties that bind South Korea to the United States. A decline in the U.S. presence on the peninsula will weaken the alliance between Seoul and Washington. The militaries of the two countries will stop enjoying the close relationship that a large U.S. presence creates and South Koreans will doubt the credibility of the American commitment.
The U.S. ability to influence South Korea will decline while the South Korean capacity to make itself heard in Washington will also diminish. American deterrence will also decline.

A North Korean attack is unlikely but one must be ready for low-probability events. North Korea will interpret the U.S. move as a sign that the United States does not care about North Korea. Moreover, as events in Iraq have demonstrated, heavy ground forces are still very relevant to fighting a war. A USFK shorn of most of its army forces will be less potent.

U.S.-ROK Relations DA – 1nc
Turns the case – key to solve North Korean aggression and regional stability
Levin, 4 – Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)
In short, security cooperation with the ROK advances a wide range of U.S. defense policy goals and strategic objectives. It is critical to rolling back North Korea’s WMD activities. It is essential for dealing with the twin dangers of North Korean aggression and violent collapse. And it not only deters North Korean attacks and reassures key U.S. allies but also inhibits arms races that could undermine regional stability. In addition, the military-to-military relationship ensures U.S. access and provides a basis for expanding both intelligence cooperation and military interoperability. It also links South Korea’s own military transformation to that of the U.S., while creating the potential over time for reallocating more tailored U.S. forces to other missions. 

U.S.-ROK security cooperation advances many broader goals of current U.S. strategy as well. It aids in projecting U.S. power by ensuring access to and through Korea, while reducing pressures on U.S. bases and facilities elsewhere in the region. It also increases options for countering coercive threats and favorably prosecuting war on U.S. terms by reinforcing South Korean confidence and resolve, enhancing ROK capabilities and responsibilities in its own defense, and facilitating expanded South Korean roles in regional and global security. If or as inter-Korean reconciliation takes place, U.S.-ROK security cooperation will support the spread of democratic institutions and freemarket economies to North Korea and beyond. It also will help reduce potential suspicions between Korea and its neighbors, while ensconcing the U.S. at the core of a critical region. 

Independently, U.S. ground forces key to maintain a credible nuclear guarantee for Seoul

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

Forward deployment of forces, then, is one of the principal ways in which the United States assures the South Koreans of its commitment to their defense. Forward-deployed forces are the embodiment of that commitment and the mechanism by which the United States would become engaged in any new Korean war. In certain circumstances, the direct engagement of American conventional forces in such a conflict could increase the prospect of U.S. nuclear use. This connection reinforces the nuclear guarantee to Seoul. For these purposes, the presence of some not-insignificant U.S. ground force in South Korea is more important than the specific number of troops or their disposition. While U.S. nuclear weapons in the past were forward deployed in South Korea, a nuclear presence on the peninsula has not been essential to the nuclear guarantee. 
Prevents South Korean prolif
Hughes, 2007

[Christopher W., PhD University of Sheffield, 1997, Reader/Associate Professor, University of Warwick. “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan,” January, Asia Policy No 3, http://www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf]

South Korea’s history of considering its nuclear options closely corresponds with and demonstrates well the four principal drivers governing the potential for nuclear proliferation. The national security consideration has clearly been paramount for South Korea. Its geographical situation at the intersection of the security interests of the major powers in Northeast Asia presents South Korea with a number of long-term security and related alliance dilemmas. During the Cold War, the most pressing of these security dilemmas was obviously the confrontation with North Korea, and Seoul, lacking confidence in its own national resource constraints to deter Pyongyang, turned to U.S. alliance conventional and nuclear security guarantees. Consequently, the possibility of the alliance dilemma of U.S. abandonment was what formed the prime driver for South Korea’s first attempt at acquiring nuclear weapons. South Korea’s perception of declining U.S. implacability in the face of North Korea provocations in the late 1960s, U.S. rapprochement with China in the early 1970s, and U.S. plans to scale back its troop deployments (under the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations) all galvanized President Park to begin to seek nuclear weapons. Park was only dissuaded from this option by U.S. threats to cease security and economic guarantees altogether. South Korea was then forced to return to the shelter of the U.S. nuclear umbrella in the absence of its own deterrent, thus enabling the reaffirmation of U.S. security guarantees.54

U.S.-ROK Relations DA – 1nc
Escalates to global nuclear war

Cirincione, 2000 – Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Spring 2000, Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain”, JStor)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 
***UNIQUENESS
2nc Relations Up Now
Relations are stronger than ever – quotes ambassadors

Yonhap News, 6/23 – (6/23/10, Kim Deok-hyun, Yonhap News Agency, South Korea’s only news agency, “Alliance between S. Korea, U.S. 'stronger than ever': U.S. ambassador,” http://english.

yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/06/23/6/0301000000AEN20100623006200315F.HTML) DH

The U.S. ambassador to Seoul on Wednesday called the South Korea-U.S. alliance "stronger than ever" as they continue their "unfinished" mission of defending the Asian ally.

"The enduring alliance between the two countries was rooted in shared sacrifice, common value and mutual respect," said Kathleen Stephens during her speech at a U.S military headquarters in Seoul. "It is an alliance that is stronger than ever."
Stephens made the speech at the unveiling ceremony for the statue of Gen. Walton Walker, the first commanding general of the 8th U.S. Army to serve in the 1950-1953 Korean War.

Shortly after North Korea invaded the South on June 25, 1950, the 8th Army arrived in Busan, the peninsula's southern port city, under the command of Gen. Walker.

At that time, the South Korean and U.S. forces were cornered into a defensive perimeter on the southeast side of the peninsula. As the 8th Army gradually solidified the defensive position, it eventually helped turn the tide of the Korean War.

Seoul, with the strong support of Washington, is seeking to punish North Korea at the U.N. Security Council for torpedoing the South Korean warship Cheonan. The deadly attack on March 26 near the Yellow Sea border killed 46 sailors. Pyongyang denies any responsibility for the incident.

Stephens didn't mention the Cheonan incident during her speech, but said the U.S. is committed to working to resolve "unfinished works" here six decades after the outbreak of the brutal conflict.

"Today, we work here on the Korean Peninsula on our unfinished works as we continue to defend the Republic of Korea," said the ambassador, using South Korea's official name.

US military commitment to South Korea strong now. 

Armacost, et. al., 10 (5/10, Michael H. Armacost, Distinguished Fellow at the Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, former U.S. Ambassador to Japan and the Philippines; and former under secretary of state for political affairs, other members of the New Beginnings Policy Research Study Group, a joint venture of The Korea Society and Stanford University’s Shorenstein Center, “‘New Beginnings’ in the U.S.-ROK Alliance: Recommendations to the Obama Administration,” iis-db.stanford.edu/evnts/6219/New_Beginnings_FINAL_May_2010.pdf) DH

The Obama administration has engaged in very close consultations and planning with South Korea on security matters. In the Joint Vision statement with President Lee, as well as on other occasions, President Obama himself reconfirmed the United States’ commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea, including the nuclear umbrella. At the 41st U.S.-ROK Security Consultative Meeting on October 22, 2009, the U.S. and South Korean defense ministers responded forcefully to the North Korean nuclear and missile tests a few months earlier. In their Joint Communiqué, Secretary Gates “reiterated the firm and unwavering U.S. commitment to the defense of the ROK using both capabilities postured on the Korean Peninsula and globally available U.S. forces and capabilities that are strategically flexible to deploy to augment the combined defense in case of crisis.”11 He also committed to maintain the current U.S. troop level (about 28,500) in Korea. He stressed that the United States will continue to “provide extended deterrence for the ROK, using the full range of military capabilities, to include the U.S. nuclear umbrella, conventional strike, and missile defense capabilities.”12 

We are pleased that the Obama administration has continued implementation of alliance reforms initiated by the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations. These include the consolidation and relocation southward of U.S. military bases; the transfer of USFK headquarters out of Seoul; and the movement from a U.S.-led to a ROK-led security structure on the peninsula, with continued full support by the United States. We are confident that the changes will not only make the alliance more sustainable over the long run in South Korean domestic political terms but will also enhance the alliance’s deterrent and defensive capabilities. 

2nc Relations Up Now
Relations high – support after the Cheonan incident proves.

Feulner, 10 (2/4/10, Edwin Feulner, PhD., President of the Heritage Foundation, “The Status of the U.S.-Korea Relationship in 2010,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-Status-of-the-US-Korea-Relationship-in-2010) DH

President Obama's summit meeting in Seoul was the one oasis of calm in an otherwise dramatic yet unproductive Asian trip. Such relative calm is in itself quite significant, particularly in light of the expansive and violent anti-U.S. beef demonstrations that transfixed Seoul last year as well as the strained bilateral relations during the Roh Moo-hyun administration (2003-08).

Though there were few "deliverables" from the summit meeting, Barack Obama and Lee Myung-bak had the opportunity to further develop their personal relationship as they coordinated policies on critical issues.

The Obama Administration's adoption of a firm policy toward Pyongyang in response to North Korean provocations has brought Seoul and Washington closer together, removing what could have been a strong policy dispute. In 2009, the U.S. and ROK successfully completed North Korea contingency plans (for situations other than full-scale war) that had languished during the Roh administration. Though given impetus by concerns of Kim Jong-il's failing health in late 2008, the Lee administration was far more receptive than Roh, who felt such discussions were an infringement on South Korean sovereignty.

Relations strong because of OPCON transfer – solves all perception links – delay was designed to send a message.

VOA News, 6/27  (6/27/10, VOA News, “US, South Korea Postpone Transfer of Wartime Force Control,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/US-South-Korea-Postpone-Transfer-of-Wartime-Force-Control--97264784.html) DH

President Barack Obama has agreed to a South Korean request to postpone the transfer of operational control during wartime of South Korea's armed forces to Seoul, part of steps designed to send a clear message to North Korea about the strength of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.
Confirmation of the decision, which would delay transfer of wartime control of forces from 2012 until late 2015, came during the bilateral meeting in Toronto between President Obama and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak.

In that meeting, President Obama expressed solidarity with the people of Korea in the wake of the sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March, which an international investigation said was caused by a North Korean torpedo.

President Obama said President Lee had handled the matter with judgment and restraint, and had rightly insisted on North Korea being held to account for its actions in the U.N. Security Council.

There must be consequences, said Mr. Obama, for such irresponsible behavior on the international stage.

The South Korean president said they also discussed in detail other follow up steps, and agreed that Korea and the United States would do all they can deter any acts of North Korean aggression.

Transferring wartime control of forces, referred to as OPCON, was part of a bilateral agreement negotiated in 2007 under the Bush administration.

Briefing reporters in Toronto, U.S. officials said South Korea suggested the postponement last February before the sinking of the South Korean ship.

"The purpose of the decision is to send a clear message of the U.S. staying power in the region at a time when that message is important given North Korean conduct over the last year and a half," said Ambassador Jeff Bader, Senior Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council.

Danny Russel, Director for Korea and Japan at the National Security Council, also briefed reporters.

"This extension will strengthen the current transition plan, will allow us to synchronize more closely with South Korea's lead of the combined defense, and that the result will be a more capable alliance," said Russel.

Relations Up Now
Relations high now – opcon proves

Rhodes et. al., 6/26 (6/26/10, Ben Rhodes, Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Communications, Mike Froman, Deputy National Security Advisor for International Economics, Ambassador Jeff Bader, Senior Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council, and Danny Russel, Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council, “Conference Call Briefing by Ben Rhodes, Mike Froman, Ambassador Jeff Bader, and Danny Russel,” White House Office of the Press Secretary, http://m.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/conference-call-briefing-ben-rhodes-mike-froman-ambassador-jeff-bader-and-danny-rus) DH

MR. RHODES:  This is Ben Rhodes, I’d just note that that was Danny Russel.  And I’d just add that in general the U.S.-Korean alliance is one that we believe is -- really is on as strong footing as has been in quite some time.  The depth of cooperation that we’ve had with President Lee and his government over the last year and a half is quite substantial and extends, of course, to economic issues.  

But also in the political and security realm, we’ve really been in lockstep with the Koreans.  And we view the delay in opcon as a significant step -- both, again, signaling the U.S. commitment to the region, which President Obama has made a key pillar of his foreign policy approach, as well as a key signal, particularly given the current state of play on the Korean Peninsula, about the depth of America’s commitment to the alliance and to the stability and security of the region.  So I would just echo my colleague’s comments and underscore the importance of the delay in opcon transfer and the full range of activities that we’re taking to deepen and strengthen this alliance.

Relations high – FTA proves

Business Wire, 6/28 (6/28/10, Business Wire, “ACE Comments on U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement,” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/ace-comments-on-us-korea-free-trade-agreement-2010-06-28?reflink=MW_news_stmp) DH

Evan G. Greenberg, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of ACE Limited, today provided the following statement regarding the Obama Administration's commitment to advance the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement.

"I commend President Obama for announcing his commitment to ratify the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement.

"This agreement will strengthen our commercial ties, create enormous potential economic benefits and create good-paying jobs here in the United States. It will also help solidify further our longstanding alliance with the people of South Korea and be a fitting tribute to our enduring friendship 60 years after the start of the Korean War.

"ACE will continue to work with the Administration and Congress to demonstrate the benefits of the agreement and to meet the President's timeline for its approval."
US-ROK relations strong – security arrangement proves.

Feulner, 10 (2/4/10, Edwin Feulner, PhD., President of the Heritage Foundation, “The Status of the U.S.-Korea Relationship in 2010,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-Status-of-the-US-Korea-Relationship-in-2010) DH

The U.S.-South Korea security relationship is currently very strong and enjoys far greater confluence of policies than areas of contention. Progress has been made on transforming the two countries' military relationship into a true strategic alliance of equal partners.

For example, Seoul's announcement that it will send civilian and military personnel to support coalition efforts in Afghanistan is an indication that South Korea is adopting global responsibilities commensurate with its capabilities. As such, it marks a sharp contrast with the new Japanese government's reluctance to do more than offer economic assistance. Washington's growing unease with the new Hatoyama government provides an opportunity for Seoul to be recognized as the U.S.'s closest ally that best understands the need to confront global security challenges.

In his New Year's Day speech, President Lee underscored the need for Seoul to pursue "global diplomacy" in 2010 in order to achieve a "greater Republic of Korea." President Lee's drive for his country to play a greater diplomatic, economic, and security role on the world stage is reflected in South Korea's selection as the site of the G-20 summit in November.

We are seeing a further development of the mature U.S.-ROK military relationship without the former acrimony on either side. And decisions once taken, are accepted by both sides. In other words, everything already decided is not going to stay open to future debate. Here I think of wartime command and control.
Relations Up Now
US-ROK relations strong now – outweighs US-Japan relationship.

Feulner, 10 (2/4/10, Edwin Feulner, PhD., President of the Heritage Foundation, “The Status of the U.S.-Korea Relationship in 2010,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-Status-of-the-US-Korea-Relationship-in-2010) DH

South Korea is a stalwart U.S. ally that has long been overshadowed by Washington's repeated references to Japan as the "cornerstone" of U.S. security in Asia.

Growing strains in the U.S.-Japanese alliance following the Democratic Party of Japan's accession to power highlight Tokyo's unwillingness and inability to play a major international security role. South Korea, on the other hand, has demonstrated the ability and willingness to engage on the world stage in support of such shared values as freedom and democracy. The Obama Administration therefore should affirm its commitment to defend South Korea against security threats, welcome its return to coalition efforts for rebuilding Afghanistan, and signal U.S. commitment to free trade by ratifying the South Korea-U.S. FTA.

Finally, let me say two things directly to all of you, my Korean friends and allies. On two recent visits to my office in Washington--one by the leader of an important Korean NGO and one by a senior Korean journalist--I was told that the "Korean people are very proud to have been selected as the host for the November G-20 Meeting, as it shows Korea's new global role."
US ROK Alliance is strong now
Korea Herald, 6/30 (6/30/10, Korea Herald, “KAFS event celebrates ROK-U.S. alliance,” http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20100630000705) DH

Korea America Friendship Society, a nonprofit organization dedicated to enhancing the Korea-U.S. relationship, held its annual event in Seoul on Tuesday to appreciate the service of U.S. forces stationed in South Korea.

The 19th Korea America Friendship Night was attended by some 800 people, including Gen. Walter L. Sharp, commander of the U.S. Forces Korea, and Vice Foreign Minister Shin Kak-soo and Mark A. Tokola, deputy chief of mission at the U.S. Embassy.

During the two-hour event, which highlighted the success of the six-decade-old bilateral alliance, KAFS conferred its annual awards to four U.S soldiers and a Defense Department employee for their dedication to improving bilateral relations. 

During his congratulatory address, KAFS President Han Chul-soo underscored the sacrifices that the U.S. troops have made since the outbreak of the Korean War six decades ago.

“As a Korean War veteran myself, 60 years ago, I witnessed USFK service members fighting bravely to defend freedom and democracy against the invasion of the North Korean communist army and I confidently say that today’s Republic of Korea stands as it is because of their invaluable sacrifices and suffering,” Han said.

Calling the Korea-U.S. alliance “the strongest in the world,” Sharp said that the two militaries are ready to deter any aggression from North Korea.

“During the past 60 years, the Republic of Korea-U.S. alliance has thrived and has been a corner stone of peace in Northeast Asia. But in light of North Korea’s unprovoked and deliberate sinking of the Cheonan, it is more important than ever that we continue to strengthen the bonds of our two nations,” the commander said.
Relations Up Now
The state department just reaffirmed our security commitment to the ROK.

McKellogg, 6/23 (6/23/10, Kelly, Press Officer in the Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, “Assistant Secretary Campbell Discusses His Recent Trip to Seoul and Tokyo,” Official Blog of the State Department http://blogs.state.gov/index.php/entries/assistant_secretary_campbell_

seoul_tokyo/) DH

Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian And Pacific Affairs Kurt M. Campbell traveled to the East Asia region, June 15-18, to consult with U.S. allies on a broad range of bilateral, regional, and global issues. Assistant Secretary Campbell had positive discussions with senior officials in both Seoul, June 16-17, and Tokyo, June 17-18.

In his discussions on the sinking of the Cheonan with ROK officials, he reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to working closely with the Republic of Korea and other allies and partners to reduce the threat that North Korea poses to regional stability. Assistant Secretary Campbell and his ROK interlocutors agreed that North Korea should change its unacceptable behavior, by ceasing belligerent actions toward its neighbors, abiding by UNSC Resolutions 1718 and 1874, and taking irreversible steps toward elimination of its nuclear weapons programs. In his discussions, Assistant Secretary Campbell and his counterparts also reaffirmed that the United States supports the Republic of Korea's call for UN Security Council action.

US-ROK bilateral relations high – Obama just reaffirmed security commitment and the opcon transfer was delayed.

Rhodes et. al., 6/26/10 (6/26/10, Ben Rhodes, Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Communications, Mike Froman, Deputy National Security Advisor for International Economics, Ambassador Jeff Bader, Senior Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council, and Danny Russel, Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council, “Conference Call Briefing by Ben Rhodes, Mike Froman, Ambassador Jeff Bader, and Danny Russel,” White House Office of the Press Secretary, http://m.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/conference-call-briefing-ben-rhodes-mike-froman-ambassador-jeff-bader-and-danny-rus) DH

First, the Korea bilat.  The other issues that came up were -- first the President expressed his strong solidarity with President Lee and the Korean people in the wake of the sinking of the Cheonan; the unshakeable commitment of the United States to the alliance with the Republic of Korean and to the defense of the Republic of Korea.

He noted that we’re working together to craft a clear message in response to the North Korean actions, including at the U.N. Security Council, where the South Koreans, U.S., and other members have been making progress on a statement.  That will part of the reaction, but not the entire reaction.

In addition, the President, at the request of President Lee, agreed that the -- what’s called opcon, operational control over South Korean forces in wartime, should be -- transfer of that operational control should be postponed from 2012 to the end of 2015.  This was done at the -- the South Koreans first raised this with us early in the year, I believe in February, before the Cheonan.  The purpose of the decision is to send a clear message of the U.S. staying power in the region, at a time when that message is important.  Given North Korean conduct over the last year and a half, we judged it important to respond positively to President Lee’s suggestion that we stretch out the transfer of operational control by a few years.
Brinks
Brink -- ROK has abandonment fears now 

Suh, 10 – Associate Professor and Director of Korea Studies at SAIS, (J.J., Foreign Policy in Focus, “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race.” http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race) 

Abandonment fear may do more than merely dampen the supplementary effect of an alliance. The more strongly a state fears abandonment, the more likely it is to explore ways to reduce the likelihood of abandonment. Such “chain-ganging” can take various forms. It can provide services that its ally desires, as for example when President Park dispatched two divisions of the Korean military to Vietnam to help out the United States. It may seek to influence the opinion of decision makers with economic assistance or purchase orders. It may even try lobbying as a last resort, as the Koreagate scandal revealed.

Abandonment fear increasing – full withdrawal would deck alliance 

Suh, 10 – Associate Professor and Director of Korea Studies at SAIS, (J.J., Foreign Policy in Focus, “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race.” http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race) 

At the same time, South Korea’s abandonment fear is increasing as the alliance goes through a transformation. Wartime operational control is scheduled to be returned to the ROKA by 2012, and the Combined Forces Command (CFC) to be disbanded by the same time, according to the agreement signed in February 2007. The USFK is being moved away from frontline positions to rear areas—Osan and Daegu—while its overall size is shrinking. These changes are creating a fear among some Koreans, particularly conservatives, that Washington might abandon Korea at a time of crisis.

The twin fears of entrapment and abandonment are visible in the defense reform plan for 2020. On the one hand, in order to reduce entrapment fears, the MND emphasizes the need to develop an independent defense capability: “it is now more urgent than anytime before that we must develop our own capability to defend ourselves in order to ensure our survival.” To develop the capability, it is restructuring the ROKA’s command control system and acquiring the weapons systems necessary for the ROKA’s independent command control.

A2: N/U – Troop Reductions Now
A substantial number of troops remain – fulfills U.S. commitment

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

The Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States and the ROK, signed in October 1953, two months after the Korean War armistice, was intended in large part to assure Seoul that, though the war was over, South Korea would not be abandoned by the United States.7 The treaty thus declares the determination of the two parties “to defend themselves against external armed attack so that no potential aggressor could be under the illusion that either of them stands alone in the Pacific area.” Each recognizes that “an armed attack in the Pacific area on either of the Parties…would be dangerous to its own peace and safety and declares it would act to meet the common danger.” Because an American military presence on or near the peninsula was, and is, considered by South Korea to be an essential earnest of the U.S. commitment, the treaty grants the United States “the right to dispose [its] land, air and sea forces in and about the territory of the Republic of Korea as determined by mutual agreement.”8 Though U.S. troop strength in South Korea was substantially reduced after the war, a sizable force remained (the more than 300,000 soldiers stationed there in 1953 dropped to 85,000 two years later).9 Today, roughly 28,500 service members are deployed in the ROK.10 

Adjustments now not undermining commitment to ROK – critical to deter North Korea

Breer, May 2010

[William, Senior Adviser, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “U.S. Alliances in East Asia: Internal Challenges and External Threats,” May, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/05_east_asia_breer.aspx]

Under our mutual defense treaty with the Republic of Korea we deploy sizable ground and air forces to the peninsula to backup ROK defenses in the event of aggression by North Korea. We have made clear to the North that the American commitment to the defense of South Korea is rock solid, and the peace has been maintained. While the U.S. posture has effectively deterred North Korea from a frontal attack, it has not prevented North Korea from mounting provocations, ranging from the capture of the USS Pueblo in 1968, through the tree-cutting incident in 1976, to the recent apparent sinking of an ROK warship. The biggest challenge posed by North Korea is its determination to acquire deployable nuclear weapons which would threaten U.S. interests throughout East Asia, potentially pose an existential threat to Japan, and create a proliferation problem of vast proportions. Our treaty relationships with Japan and Korea, and our many decades of experience working together, have greatly facilitated our cooperation on this issue. From time to time, base issues (one of our major bases is in the center of Seoul) and occasional incidents caused by American personnel have aroused latent nationalism among the people, which has in the past resulted in large scale demonstrations, strains in our relations with the host government, and pressure to relocate our facilities. That we are making necessary adjustments to our deployments without significantly reducing our support for the ROK or the effectiveness of our deterrent is a credit to the common sense and foresight of Korean and American officials, many of whom have devoted entire careers to the management of the defense of the ROK.

Current South Korean fears supercharge our link - a full withdrawal signals US abandonment of the Korean peninsula, crushing the alliance
Campbell et al, 09 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 68
 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 


Another significant domestic hurdle that the alliance will have to overcome is the fear of alliance abandonment in South Korea, particularly by conservative supporters of the current regime. The changing nature of the U.S. military engagement in South Korea, including drawdowns in troop levels, force relocations, and the goal of transfer-ring wartime OPCON of the Korean forces back to the ROK by 2012, has sparked deep fears of abandonment in South Korea’s Ministry of National Defense (MND). Many South Korean officers, as well as many members of the South Korean public, view the reduction in American forces from 38,000 troops in 2005 to 28,500 in 2008 as a precursor to the eventual withdrawal of all American forces from the ROK. 28 The U.S. push in 2006 for “strategic flexibility” of USFK only increased concerns that more U.S. troops were likely to be withdrawn from the peninsula. Even though these fears are overstated, the pace and significance of the cur-rent changes in the U.S. military presence on the peninsula continue to stoke concerns. U.S. civil-ian and military leaders have worked diligently to dispel these fears. Such efforts will continue to be necessary for the next administration and should not be overlooked.

A2: N/U – Troops Moved Away from DMZ
Troop move away from DMZ won’t undermine the trip wire and even if it did the U.S. remains committed to the ROK

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

The disposition of U.S. troops in South Korea has been as important as their number. Since the end of the Korean War, U.S. ground forces have been deployed astride the invasion corridors between the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) and Seoul. Stationed in this manner, they have functioned as a trip wire that, by making U.S. involvement in a war “automatic,” presumably has helped deter the North from launching an attack and certainly has helped allay fear in the South of abandonment by the United States. This situation is changing, however. In a process initiated by the Global Posture Review, the United States is repositioning its forces away from the DMZ to locations farther south on the peninsula. The objectives of the relocation are several: to move U.S. forces beyond the range of North Korean artillery; strengthen their ability to counterattack an invasion; increase their availability for contingencies outside Korea (by consolidating forces around two basing “hubs” with ready access to air- and sealift); achieve a better balance between U.S. and South Korean military responsibilities (by improving ROK capabilities and making U.S. capabilities more “air and naval-centric”); and lessen tensions with the South Korean population (by reducing the number of bases and returning land for civilian use).58 This changed disposition of U.S. forces has raised two concerns in South Korea. First, without the trip wire of American troops near the DMZ, the deterrent to North Korean attack might be weaker.59 Second, the availability of U.S. forces on the peninsula for other contingencies could result in “the denuding and decoupling of the U.S. security presence.”60 

In response to these concerns, American officials argue that the United States remains firmly committed to the defense of South Korea and that the “trip wire” for that commitment is not “how many U.S. troops are arranged in any particular location on the peninsula,” but “the letter and spirit of our mutual defense treaty, backed up by the substance of our alliance and our strong military forces.”61 They also point to plans for three-year, family-accompanied tours of duty by U.S. military personnel in South Korea as a clear sign that the United States intends to maintain its commitment to the ROK for the long haul. By 2020, up to 14,000 families of American service members could be on the peninsula.62 While longer, accompanied tours offer a number of advantages over the current one-year stints (reduced training demands, for example), their assurance value has been emphasized by Secretary of Defense Gates, Adm. Michael Mullen, the Joint Chiefs chairman, and Gen. Walter Sharp, the commander of U.S. forces in Korea: 

Secretary Gates: “[T]he United States will maintain an enduring and capable military presence on the Korean Peninsula. Our long-term commitment is signified by our plans to make three year accompanied tours the norm for most U.S. troops in Korea—similar to arrangements we have in Europe.”63

Adm. Mullen: “The whole issue of extending the tours, bringing the families, investing the money is a significant increase in the commitment to the Republic of Korea and to the alliance….”64

Gen. Sharp: “[Family-accompanied tours] hugely shows our commitment to Northeast Asia. One of the fears you hear on OpCon Transition in Korea is what is the US going to do on the 18th of April 2012, after OpCon Transition? Are you all out of here? We remind the Koreans we would be really stupid to do that. They remind us occasionally we have done stupid things in the past. But then when we point to the fact that hey, we’re bringing all of these families over. And it’s not just about North and South Korea, it is about the importance of the region to the United States, the vital national interest. …the more presence we have in Korea of families shows the commitment of the United States and I think that in and of itself reduces the likelihood of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong Il making a mistake in doing an attack. Many of us lived in Germany in the mid ‘80s across the Fulda Gap where there were lots of nuclear weapons. …it’s not exactly the same [in Korea], but there is a parallel there of being shown that you’re dedicated and that you’re not leaving is a great deterrent value that’s there.”65 

In short, U.S. troops in South Korea no longer may be a trip wire, but they—and now their dependents as well—still provide an immediate presence that symbolizes the U.S. commitment to the defense of the ROK.

***LINKS
2nc Link Block
Security relationship is the lynchpin for all relations 

Campbell, et al, 09 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 79-80  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
In spite of U.S. efforts to convince South Korea of its commitment to the alliance, fears of alliance abandonment remain pervasive within the South Korean leadership. In order to move the alliance into the 21st century, both countries must abandon the politics of abandonment. The United States must first take the lead in firmly reiterating to South Korea its unwavering commitment to the alliance and the security of the peninsula. Moreover, as the base relocation and OPCON transfer processes continue, U.S. policymakers must actively seek out and listen to the concerns of their South Korean counterparts. In turn, South Korean leaders must recognize that an expanded mandate for the alliance does not have to jeopardize peninsular security. South Korean leaders must demonstrate their continued commitment to defense modernization and timely fulfillment of the OPCON transfer.

Lack of consultation will wreck the credibility of U.S. security assurances and spur allied nuclearization

Campbell & Einhorn, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, where he works on a broad range of nonproliferation, armscontrol, and other national security issues (Kurt M. Campbell and Robert J. Einhorn, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “12. Avoiding the Tipping Point: Concluding Observations,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

However, bolstering the confidence of nuclear abstainers in the reliability of U.S. security assurances requires more than tangible support. It is essential, especially as the United States transforms its worldwide force structure, that Washington go out of its way to consult closely with friends and allies whose interests are affected to explain the rationale for the adjustments, to accommodate any requests that it reasonably can, and to demonstrate that the changes do not erode the U.S. security commitment. In the case of the repositioning of U.S. forces in Korea, more harm was done to U.S.-South Korean alliance relations by the peremptory manner in which decisions made in Washington were presented to the Korean allies than by the content or even the timing of the moves. 

In dealing with the abstainers, the United States should not wait until the specter of nuclear reconsideration arises. It should instead anticipate possible problems and try to head them off with preventative diplomacy. In anticipation of the unwelcome prospect that North Korea will persist in pursuing a nuclear weapons capability, the United States should begin consulting privately now with its South Korean and Japanese allies on how to cope with that contingency without them having to acquire independent nuclear deterrent capabilities. Similarly, discreet discussions should be held with Seoul about the possibility that a nuclear-armed North Korea would some day collapse and be absorbed into South Korea and that a reunified Korea would inherit the DPRK?s nuclear arsenal. Well before that contingency arises, the United States should seek a commitment from South Korean authorities that in exchange for a continued American security assurance, a reunified Korea would give up its nuclear inheritance and remain a non-nuclear weapons state. Preventative diplomacy could also be useful in the case of Turkey. In discussions involving NATO, the European Union, and Turkey about future defense structures and missions and about Turkey’s place in the evolving European architecture, the United States should be conscious of the importance of ensuring that  Ankara remains confident enough about its security situation to maintain its non-nuclear course. And with an eye to keeping Egypt in the nonnuclear camp, we should encourage Israel not to do or say anything in the nuclear realm – such as publicly declaring or testing its nuclear capability – that could generate pressures in Egypt for pursuing a nuclear option.
2nc ROK Public Link
South Korea public supports presence 

Snyder, 08 – Senior Associate in the International Relations program of The Asia Foundation and Pacific Forum CSIS (Scott, Asia Policy, “U.S.-ROK Civil Society Ties: Dynamics and Prospects in a Post-Alliance World.” In “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance.” Ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee Number 5, (January 2008), 43-59)

Ultimately, South Korean public attitudes are likely to be a highly important factor in shaping the sustainability of the alliance or popular attitudes toward the United States in a post-alliance context. A
comprehensive review of South Korean public opinion conducted by the RAND Corporation in 2003 shows that South Koreans have consistently recognized the importance of the U.S. troop presence and that seven people in ten believe that U.S. forces should remain in South Korea for at least five years or more.18 In 2004 the Chicago Council on Global Affairs and the East Asian Institute co-sponsored a bi-national survey on attitudes toward the U.S.-ROK relationship that revealed South Korean concern over “perceived U.S. unilateralism, especially how it relates to American use of force.”19 The survey showed that most South Koreans think both that the United States has more influence on ROK foreign policy than any single actor in South Korea’s own government and that the U.S. presence is beneficial to South Korea’s security. Fifty-three percent selected the United States as South Korea’s preferred partner in international affairs. 
According to this survey, the future of the U.S.-ROK security alliance is contested within South Korean society. Note that 32% of South Koreans preferred a continuation of the status quo; 37% (a slight plurality of respondents) preferred a stronger relationship with the United States; and 31% wanted South Korea to take a more independent role in foreign affairs.20 The Fulbright program sponsored a 2007 poll of more than a thousand Koreans that showed that 92% of respondents believe the U.S.-ROK alliance should be maintained or strengthened, while only 8% say that the alliance should be weakened or terminated. In that poll, 20% of the participants chose China as the country with which South Korea should maintain close ties for the sake of national interests, while 79% chose the United States.21
These numbers suggest that the South Korean public would be concerned under current circumstances over a withdrawal of U.S. forces. The figures also suggest that the end of the alliance would be considered a significant event that would require considerable adjustments in the worldview of South Koreans. On the one hand, South Koreans might welcome the potential added autonomy and independence that would accompany the end of the alliance. On the other hand, the population remains aware of and insecure about the country’s geopolitical neighborhood, particularly the possibility of a rise in rivalry between South Korea’s two geographically closest neighbors, Japan and China. 

ROK public opinion of the US dramatically affects the strength of relations.

Armacost, et. al., 10 – (5/10, Michael H. Armacost, Distinguished Fellow at the Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, former U.S. Ambassador to Japan and the Philippines; and former under secretary of state for political affairs, other members of the New Beginnings Policy Research Study Group, a joint venture of The Korea Society and Stanford University’s Shorenstein Center, “‘New Beginnings’ in the U.S.-ROK Alliance: Recommendations to the Obama Administration,” iis-db.stanford.edu/evnts/6219/New_Beginnings_FINAL_May_2010.pdf) DH

Overall Relations 

Since the alliance is an enduring interest of the United States, we must take into account not only the views of the current government in South Korea but also long-term trends in South Korean public opinion. Happily, South Korean attitudes toward the United States and the alliance have improved substantially over the past five years. However, the conservative and progressive camps in the ROK remain polarized, thus issues involving the United States can quickly become politicized. 
After a rocky start, Lee Myung-bak has seen his popularity return to the 50 percent level, but his party is divided internally among his own supporters and those of former party chairwoman and prospective presidential candidate Madame Park Geun-hye. Progressives are in disarray, having last year suffered the death of their main leaders, former ROK Presidents Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun. Political tensions are again rising in South Korea, as the important June 2 provincial and local elections approach. South Korean conservatives have been pleased with President Obama, especially his North Korea policy, but they are frustrated by his failure to pursue Congressional ratification of the KORUS FTA. They likewise question U.S. insistence on adhering to the timeline of the 2007 agreement to transfer wartime operational control of South Korean forces to the ROK. Meanwhile, progressives hold President Obama in high regard, both for his liberal domestic policies and because they view his election as reflecting increased racial equality in the United States. They are concerned, however, that the United States under President Obama is not more aggressively engaging North Korea in bilateral diplomatic dialogue. 
Given his personal popularity in South Korea, President Obama could effectively help to strengthen the long-term basis of the alliance by taking time to reach out to the South Korean public. We recommend that he consider engaging the younger generation in South Korea during future visits, such as the November 2010 G20 summit in Seoul. Korea’s inclusion in the Visa Waiver Program (VWP) has proven successful in increasing South Korean tourism to the United States and in making South Koreans regard the bilateral relationship as a partnership. The Work, English Study and Travel (WEST) program for student exchanges is also potentially very helpful. It encountered start-up problems, some of which have been resolved. We recommend robust support for the program and the early initiation of U.S. student exchanges to Korea along similar lines. 

ROK Public Link Ext

South Korean public supports the military alliance 

Kang, 08 – Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College (David C., “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance.” in” in “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance” ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee. Asia policy, number 5 (january 2008), 25-41) 

In fact, the South Korean public has consistently favored the U.S.-ROK alliance, even while overwhelmingly supporting an engagement strategy. These two attitudes are not incompatible; both maintaining strong relations with the United States and avoiding risky or destabilizing policies toward North Korea are seen as critical to South Korean security. Even during the second nuclear crisis of the past few years, when concerns about U.S. adventurism and unilateralism increased, South Korean support for engagement did not significantly waver. During the times of highest tension, South Koreans consistently felt that U.S. threats were destabilizing. For example, in 2005 the Chosun Ilbo found that 65.9% of South Koreans born in the 1980s (i.e., age 16 to 25) would side with North Korea in the case of a war between North Korea and the United States “that was instigated by the U.S.”8 Important to note about this response is that South Koreans, who do not automatically side with North Korea, have seen U.S foreign policy as provocative. 

2nc Loss Credibility = S. Korea Nuclearization

Decline in the credibility of the umbrella will push the South to nuclearize

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

The adverse consequences of a U.S. nuclear guarantee that no longer assures Seoul should not be underestimated. Coverage by the nuclear umbrella has played an important role in discouraging South Korea from building a nuclear arsenal of its own, for example. If the guarantee were to lack credibility, one of the barriers to a revived South Korean nuclear weapons program would be lowered. And a nuclear ROK would be a wild card in a region already faced with the prospect of greater instability in the future. 

Perceived decline in credibility of security guarantee with spur South Korean proliferation

Campbell & Einhorn, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, where he works on a broad range of nonproliferation, armscontrol, and other national security issues (Kurt M. Campbell and Robert J. Einhorn, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “12. Avoiding the Tipping Point: Concluding Observations,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

Alleviate Security Concerns

With the exception of Syria, all the countries covered in this study derive substantial security benefits from their association with the United States. Some (Germany, Japan, South Korea, Turkey) are formally allied with the United States through bilateral or multilateral (that is, NATO) security treaties; one (Taiwan) has received commitments in the form of U.S. legislation and presidential policies; another (Saudi Arabia) has relied on informal understandings and close defense cooperation; and still another (Egypt) has been an intimate partner of the United States in regional peace arrangements and bilateral security ties. These various security relationships with the United States have been instrumental in each country’s nuclear calculus. Indeed, in the cases of South Korea and Taiwan, the historical record suggests that perceived erosion in the reliability of security guarantees from the United States can dramatically change the calculation of the costs and benefits of remaining non-nuclear.
In the period ahead, questions may arise about the continued value of the U.S. factor in the security equations of a number of the countries studied. In response to fundamental changes in the international security environment since the end of the cold war – especially the demise of the Soviet threat to Europe, the spread of WMD and other asymmetrical military capabilities, the emergence of failed states and militant Islamic movements, and the growth of well-financed, capable terrorist networks operating on a global basis – the United States is now proceeding with a massive overhaul of its force deployments overseas. As U.S. forces are reconfigured and repositioned to meet the evolving requirements of the war on terrorism, friends and allies (including some whose perceptions of the terrorist threat and prescriptions for dealing with it differ from those of Washington) may wonder whether these changes are fully consistent with their own security priorities. For example, many South Koreans, including strong supporters of the U.S.-South Korean alliance, are troubled by plans to relocate U.S. troops away from the demilitarized zone and out of Seoul, especially while the impasse over North Korea’s nuclear program remains unresolved. Japanese are speculating about how U.S. force realignments in Korea and elsewhere will eventually affect them. In Southwest Asia, while U.S. forces are now heavily committed to stabilizing and rebuilding Iraq and Afghanistan, major questions exist about the future of America’s military presence in the region.
2nc Ground Troops Key
Permanently stationing ground troops is key to deterrence – uniquely signals U.S. commitment and boosts credibility of the nuclear umbrella

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

Forward Deployments 

The forward presence of U.S. military forces has value for deterrence and assurance that is well recognized. Forces routinely deployed on or near the territory of an ally not only, or even primarily, augment the armed strength of that country, but also serve as a concrete and continuing reminder that the United States has a strong interest in its security and will fight in its defense. Permanently stationed ground forces, in particular, seem to have an assurance effect not duplicated by temporary deployments (port calls to show the flag, for example), probably because they are unlikely to be withdrawn overnight and often are positioned where they will be directly engaged by an enemy attack, thus ensuring U.S. involvement in a conflict. The likelihood, if not certainty, that U.S. forces would be engaged in a conflict can lend credibility to an associated nuclear guarantee. If forward deployments include U.S. nuclear weapons, those arms themselves offer a tangible assurance that the ally is covered by the nuclear umbrella. 

The United States has deployed general purpose forces in South Korea for more than a half century. From the mid-1950s to the late 1960s, the U.S. troop level in the ROK was 60,000-70,000. During the Vietnam War, in line with his “Guam Doctrine” to make U.S. allies in Asia shoulder more of the defense burden, President Nixon ordered the withdrawal of some 18,000 troops from South Korea, reducing the total there to 43,000. In the 1976 presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter pledged to pull out all U.S. ground forces from South Korea, but as president removed only a token number (roughly 3,000 troops). The Carter cut subsequently was reversed by President Reagan to bolster the U.S. commitment to the ROK. As part of the post-Cold War retraction of American forces from overseas deployments, President George H.W. Bush ordered the troop level in South Korea reduced to 36,000 and then suspended further withdrawals in light of concern about the North Korean nuclear weapons program. The U.S. force on the peninsula increased slightly and stabilized at somewhat more than 37,000 during the Clinton administration. Between 2004 and 2006, as a result of the Global Posture Review conducted by the George W. Bush administration, the number of troops dropped to 28,500, where it remains today.54 At this level, South Korea is the country with the third largest peacetime deployment of American troops, behind only Germany (54,000) and Japan (33,000).55 One South Korean observer cites this ranking as an indication of the high priority the United States assigns to the defense of the ROK.56 According to an opinion survey conducted in early 2008, most South Koreans (70 percent) see the overall U.S. military presence in East Asia as contributing to regional stability.57 

[This card is also in the 2nc Prolif Impact]

U.S. ground forces key to maintain a credible nuclear guarantee for Seoul

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

Forward deployment of forces, then, is one of the principal ways in which the United States assures the South Koreans of its commitment to their defense. Forward-deployed forces are the embodiment of that commitment and the mechanism by which the United States would become engaged in any new Korean war. In certain circumstances, the direct engagement of American conventional forces in such a conflict could increase the prospect of U.S. nuclear use. This connection reinforces the nuclear guarantee to Seoul. For these purposes, the presence of some not-insignificant U.S. ground force in South Korea is more important than the specific number of troops or their disposition. While U.S. nuclear weapons in the past were forward deployed in South Korea, a nuclear presence on the peninsula has not been essential to the nuclear guarantee. 
Forward deployed forces key to reassure allies and signal U.S. commitments

Cossa, et. al, 09 – President of Pacific Forum CSIS (February 2009, Ralph A. Cossa, Brad Glosserman, Michael A. McDevitt, Nirav Patel, James Przystup, Brad Roberts, The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

Sustain Military Engagement and Forward Presence 

The United States must maintain a forward-deployed military presence in the region that both reassures friends and reminds others that America will remain the ultimate guarantor of regional peace and stability. The United States can enhance its military presence in the region by undertaking, together with allies and partners, investments to improve interoperability and allow U.S. military relationships to make greater contributions to regional security, including on nontraditional contingencies such as humanitarian relief operations. 

Troops Prevent ROK Prolif
Absent US troops South Korea would proliferate and undermine its soft power – expert consensus 

Eberstadt et al, 07 -- Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, Christopher Griffin – research fellow at AEI, Friedberg – prof at Princeton, AEI, 10/6/2007, “Toward an America-Free Korea.” http://www.aei.org/article/26924) 

Alternative Security Alliances or Alignments. South Korea inhabits an historically dangerous neighborhood: In addition to North Korea, the other nearby countries are China, Russia and Japan. Without a U.S. military alliance, where would South Korea turn for a partnership to enhance regional security?

Even a summary review emphasizes the obvious--all other candidates for a Northeast Asian alliance are far less attractive than the U.S. from South Korea's standpoint. None of them could compensate fully for the loss of an American military guarantee, and many of them might require significantly greater sacrifices of sovereignty than does the current pact with Washington. Without a local ally, however, South Korea's only other option would be armed neutrality--a modern day return to Korea's dreaded fate in the past as "a shrimp among whales."

A Nuclear Crisis--in South Korea. If forced to pursue a wholly independent self-defense in a hostile security environment, Seoul would face overwhelming pressures to develop its own nuclear arsenal. Indeed, the rapidity with which participants at the conference, American and Korean, progressive and conservative, arrived at this conclusion was chilling--especially given the likely implications for regional stability, further nuclear proliferation and South Korea's international standing.
Withdrawal Links
Withdrawal will undermine commitment to South Korea

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

The ROK will doubt the United States’ commitment for defense of the ROK after North Korean attack. Currently, the United States Department of Defense appears to be consumed with activities in Iraq and Afghanistan. The U.S. military is stretched thin and could not adequately address similar operations at the same time in another theater such as the Korean Peninsula. This is evidenced by the fact that late in 2004 nearly 3,600 troops were pulled out of South Korea for the purpose of redeployment to Iraq. Additionally, the U.S. Army and the U.S. Marine Corps are now asking retirees to return to active service in record numbers just to be able to continue operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. “Tripwire not only played a significant role in deterring North Korea’s attack, but also guaranteed the U.S. commitment to defend South Korea by sending more troops to South Korea later.”18 A significant withdrawal of USFK forces would signal a lessening commitment by the United States or even weakness on its part to defend South Korea in the event of attack. 

Withdrawal will crush commitment to Seoul

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560, JMP)

Ted Carpenter of the CATO Institute wrote last week (http://www.inthenationalinterest.com/Articles/Vol2Issue31/Vol2Issue31Carpenter.html)  how foolish such a strategy was, arguing that China could exercise little, if any, influence over the regime in North Korea, frightened as North Korea was by the hostile attitude of the United States and its deployment of U.S. military forces in both the Republic of Korea and the region. Carpenter and his colleagues at CATO have argued for nearly a quarter of a century that U.S. forces should withdraw from the Republic of Korea, not because we are not defending that country, but because the North is insufficiently reckless to initiate hostilities regardless of the U.S. presence, and, all things being equal, the U.S. military should simply withdraw from the ROK and the region. Ironically, many on the left argue that the US military presence in Korea is actually preferred by the DPRK because it acts as a brake on a possible invasion of the North by rogue elements within the ROK military. While both positions are fanciful, the impact of a constant refrain from Carpenter, and his CATO colleague Doug Bandow (see his essay in In the National Interest, at http://www.inthenationalinterest.com/Articles/Vol2Issue23/Vol2iss23Bandow.html) , that U.S. military forces in the ROK should unconditionally come home, undermines the security and freedom of the region and leaves the impression of a United States now tired of its security commitment to Seoul.

U.S. military presence key to critical to the U.S.-ROK alliance

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

CONCLUSION

“The imminent prospect of North Korea becoming a nuclear power is the most severe threat to the security of the United States and the rest of the Western world today. The anxiety that this prospect brings with it is compounded by the fact that there are no realistic prospects of solution to this threat being offered.”34 This nuclear threat is inescapably intertwined with North Korea’s conventional military threat on the Korean Peninsula and its diplomatic snubbing of the international community and the United States. One very important factor in dealing with the rogue state of North Korea is a firm U.S.-ROK alliance, the foundation of which is a robust USFK military presence in South Korea. For many years, there have been calls for withdrawal of USFK troops from the Korean Peninsula, citing the diminished utility and function of these forces in their role in the U.S.-ROK alliance. More recently, strains on the U.S. military due to operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have dramatically increased the need to pull troops away from their critical function in the ROK. However, this paper has highlighted several reasons why partial or complete withdrawal of USFK troops from the Korean Peninsula should be delayed. The United States must remain determined and strong in the face of any rogue nation who threatens the safety and security of the United States and the international community. 

OPCON Links
OPCON control is a major issue in US-ROK relations – could destroy global cooperation.

Hwang, 10 (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf) DH

This successful development of the alliance is a monumental bilateral achievement built on robust and deep-rooted political trust. Now, the alliance is an indispensable pillar for achieving the common national interests of the two nations and furthermore making an even greater contribution to international peace and prosperity. In this respect, the ROK-US alliance is our pride and proud legacy, and what we have to sustain and develop for the future. During more than a half century, the two nations have made bold decisions and overcome challenging issues facing us. By the same token, we must explore what to address, develop, and take required steps for building a future- oriented global alliance. Based on a mutual understanding of this strategic requirement, leaders of the Republic of Korea and the United States announced Joint Vision in the summit meeting in June, 2009.  Now, we are closely working for  implementing this Joint Vision. 

Recently, there are several challenging issues required for strategic and better solutions between the two nations. Issues such as the KORUS FTA, wartime operational control transfer (wartime OPCON transfer) are likely to have a significant impact on the strength and future shape of the ROK-US alliance. Among these issues, I believe that OPCON transfer, which was agreed in 2007, is the most critical issue that needs immediate attention from the two nations. Comparing to other bilateral issues, OPCON transfer will influence the security environment of the Korean Peninsula and the entire Asian region as well. In addition, it will become a key variable which may change the course of developing global cooperation between the two nations. I understand that the main purpose of holding today’s symposium is to discuss this important issue. It is very regrettable that we could not have an opportunity to discuss the issue of the planned OPCON transfer so far in the United States, although there were many opportunities for public discussion in Korea. I must stress that we need to thoroughly examine the issues concerning ROK-US OPCON transfer today, and hope that our discussion will contribute to gathering momentum for promoting strategic understanding about OPCON transfer and to exploring solutions through consultations between the two governments. 

The Korean people are strongly opposed to OPCON transfer.

Hwang, 10 (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf) DH

Most recent several public polls revealed that approximately ranging from 60% to 70% of respondents opposed OPCON transfer. The main reason for the opposition is that the Korean public is more concerned than ever before about the escalation of North Korea’s military threats, including uncertain prospects for resolving North Korea’s nuclear problem. In addition, increasing potential for the occurrence of a sudden change in North Korean regime attracts wide attention from the public. In contrary to this public trend, those who supported former President Roh and members of opposition party still hold to the planned OPCON transfer, but they are losing support from the public. 

Furthermore, the Korean people have doubt that the planned OPCON transfer underestimates the concerns raised by the Korean public while North Korea continues escalating its military and non-military threats without hesitation. Also, Koreans worry that the ROK government does not reflect their concerns in ongoing consultations with the U.S. government in the process of implementing the planned OPCON transfer because of U.S. strong stance on continuing the OPCON transfer without revision. In addition, the Korean people suggest that OPCON transfer is not a matter with U.S. Department of Defense only, but between the two governments. 
OPCON Links
Transition of military command to the South Korean military would devastate relations

Armacost, et. al., 10  (5/10, Michael H. Armacost, Distinguished Fellow at the Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, former U.S. Ambassador to Japan and the Philippines; and former under secretary of state for political affairs, other members of the New Beginnings Policy Research Study Group, a joint venture of The Korea Society and Stanford University’s Shorenstein Center, “‘New Beginnings’ in the U.S.-ROK Alliance: Recommendations to the Obama Administration,” iis-db.stanford.edu/evnts/6219/New_Beginnings_FINAL_May_2010.pdf) DH

The most controversial planned alliance change is the transfer in 2012 of wartime operational control over South Korean forces to the ROK itself. After the Korean War began, South Korea put most of its military forces under the operational control of a U.S. general. This remained the case until 1994, when South Korea reassumed operational control of its forces in peacetime. In 2007, at the initiative of President Roh Moo-hyun, the United States agreed on a date in April 2012 by which to complete arrangements that would allow South Korea to exercise operational control over its own forces in wartime as well. Associated with this change, the governments agreed to replace the U.S.-ROK Combined Forces Command (CFC), led by a U.S. general, with two separate but fully coordinating U.S. and ROK commands, each under its own leadership. Since reaching the agreement, the two governments and militaries have engaged in systematic and intensive planning, consultation, and exercises to ensure that the alliance’s ability to deter aggression and defend the ROK will be enhanced  when the transfer is made. 

Many Koreans, especially conservatives and veterans and some current military and civilian officials, oppose carrying out the transfer as planned. Some question the motives and judgment of progressive South Korean president Roh Moo-hyun in initiating the change. Some fear that the South Korean military will not be ready by 2012, due to underfunding of Korean defense programs. Others fear that the switch from CFC to a cooperative command structure and a Korean-lead defense risks a diminution of the American political commitment to South Korea’s security or the wartime fighting efficiency of allied forces. Some believe that North Korea’s continuing development of nuclear weapons, which South Korea does not have, requires a U.S.-led defense. Some Korean opponents of the transfer argue for a delay, others for outright cancellation, of the planned switchover. 

OPCON transfer kills US-ROK alliance.

Hwang, 10 (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf) DH

North Korea continues opposing the stationing of U.S. forces in Korea. To this end, North Korea has taken a wedge strategy between the ROK and the United States for instigating anti-Americanism in Korea by claiming that the ROK government’s military sovereignty is lost to the United States. In order to strengthen this position, North Korea has stated its position that it is not willing to have military talks with the ROK which does not have military sovereignty. For these reasons, North Korea greatly welcome the decision of disbanding CFC and OPCON transition, and advertising these changes to North Korean people as the success of its efforts for restoring ROK military sovereignty. At the sametime, it is certain that North Korea perceives that the ROK- US alliance becomes weak as a result of OPCON transfer. And, North Korea would be likely to harshly push its demand of changing armistice condition into peace treaty. These conditions provide favorable ground for North Korea to reach the complete withdrawal of U.S. forces from Korea, beyond the disbandment of CFC and OPCON transfer. 

In addition to sending the wrong signal to North Korea, OPCON transfer would be likely to have a significant impact on U.S. pursuit of national interests in Northeast Asia. As the ROK-US alliance has been regarded as a strategic linchpin for achieving U.S. national interests in the reason, regional states are likely to regard the ROK-US OPCON transfer as an indication of strategic weakness between the two nations. Why do we push the planned OPCON transfer while sending a wrong signal to North Korea and regional states? 

Should we disband CFC when responding to the escalation of North Korea’s threats? Are we now closing a fire station despite increasing possibility that North Korea may put a fire? 

Unification Links
Unification kills relations 

Eberstadt et al, 07 -- Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, Christopher Griffin – research fellow at AEI, Friedberg – prof at Princeton, AEI, 10/6/2007, “Toward an America-Free Korea.” http://www.aei.org/article/26924) 

What would the Korean Peninsula look like under such an arrangement? One feature would almost certainly be the end of the U.S. alliance with the Republic of Korea (ROK). Pyongyang has long maintained that it will not accept a permanent arrangement for the peninsula that permits the continued presence of "imperialist forces." If Seoul wishes to contemplate a confederation with North Korea, it must also prepare for a world without the U.S.-ROK alliance.

Unification kills the alliance – perceived as unnecessary 

Eberstadt, 02 – Henry Wendt Scholar at AEI (Nicholas, AEI, 10/1/2002, “Our Other Korea Problem.” http://www.aei.org/article/19460) 


Be this as it may, a popular perception of significant movement toward intra-Korean reconciliation unavoidably invites the re-examination of the U.S.-ROK military alliance. Absent a compelling new rationale for its continuation, this alliance will come under mounting pressure for revision, and even termination, if the electorate in South Korea (or the United States) no longer finds the "North Korean threat" to be credible. That perception of progress is set to sharpen because President Kim, now approaching the end of his term, has defined his legacy in terms of his "engagement" with the North. The president and his party are entering an election campaign in which their own credibility rests upon the perception that their approach has substantially deflated the threat-and will deflate it still further if the South Korean electorate continues to back them. As recently as June 2002, President Kim confidently declared that "the possibility of a military confrontation is lessening" in the Korean peninsula, and that the situation was indeed "heading toward stability and peace." (Ironically, just days later, North Korean gunships sank a South Korean naval vessel in the Yellow Sea.)
If President Kim seems prey to wishful thinking, however, he is hardly alone. The South Korean public, like so many other OECD electorates, is eager to enter into a peaceful and prosperous millennium. Irrespective of varying estimates of Pyongyang's current intentions, there is a widespread and entirely natural longing in the South to be rid of the North Korean threat and to jettison the burdens it entails. From the North Korean point of view, of course, the sight of the South Korean political system taking itself in can only be cause for surprised celebration and a determination to further its purposes. In the past, North Korea's international diplomacy has not been famously successful in persuading the unconvinced of its pacific intentions (to put it mildly). But if an objective of North Korea's tactical reorientation since 1999 has been to foster conditions conducive to a U.S. pullout from South Korea, the program looks to be progressing nicely. North Korea's new approach to dissolving the U.S.-ROK alliance looks like a waiting game-an implicit calculation that patience and self-control will reap strategic dividends. Strange as it may sound, the North Korean leadership may be betting that time is on its side-at least as far as the U.S.-ROK military alliance is concerned.
A2: Turn – Opposition to Troops
Leaders recognize the necessity of troops – overwhelms public opposition 

Yeo 6/23 -- Assistant Professor in the Department of Politics at the Catholic University of America (6/23/10, Andrew, Foreign Policy in Focus, “Anti-Base Movements in South Korea: Comparative Perspective on the Asia-Pacific.” http://www.fpif.org/articles/anti-base_movements_in_south_korea) 

Although anti-base movements may successfully mobilize, as witnessed in Maehyangri and Pyeongtaek, they may not be equally successful in shaping policy outcomes. More often than not, activists face significant structural constraints. In all anti-base movements, whether in Okinawa, South Korea, Guam or the Philippines, activists face great challenges when confronting U.S. base issues because political elites tend to prioritize robust alliance relations with the U.S. Whether a progressive or conservative-leaning government, regardless of who comes to power, political leaders in Tokyo and Seoul generally accept in principle the necessity for U.S. forces to provide regional stability in the mid- to long-term. A pro-U.S. consensus among political leaders and bureaucracies, particularly within the defense and foreign policy establishments, drowns out activist calls for an alternative security framework centered on a reduction of U.S. forces. This ideological constraint makes it difficult for anti-base movements to shift public discussion on U.S. base issues. Moreover, host governments constantly receive a mixture of political pressure and economic incentives to support U.S. alliance obligations. While some government elites are genuinely sympathetic to the plight of local residents, in most cases political and economic forces prevent these actors from executing policy changes that would significantly eliminate or ameliorate the negative effects of U.S. military presence.
A2: Relations Resilient
There’s no going back – a relations downturn would threaten relations forever 

Eberstadt et all, 07 – Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, Christopher Griffin – research fellow at AEI, Friedberg – prof at Princeton, AEI, 10/6/2007, “Toward an America-Free Korea.” http://www.aei.org/article/26924) 



The "Humpty Dumpty" Problem. The participants at the conference discussed a whole variety of scenarios under which the alliance could come to an end: amicable or acrimonious; gradual or abrupt; carefully planned in advance or suddenly sundered in the midst of crisis. In none of these scenarios, however, was it possible to posit an easy way to piece the US-ROK military relationship back together again if, at some point in the future, Seoul decided to seek a renewed American security guarantee.

It is difficult to forge a military alliance under the best of circumstances. Efforts at re-engagement, where each side would try to select only the items most attractive to its own interests, are most unlikely to reconstitute a robust and resilient relationship.
A2: Regionalism Solves
Regionalism fails without strong US presence – dominated by China

Twining, 09 – Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United, consultant to the U.S. government on South Asia and Asian security issues (Dan, Foreign Policy, “A crib sheet for President Obama's upcoming Asian summitry.”  http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/10/a_crib_sheet_for_president_obamas_upcoming_asian_summitry) 
Most East and Southeast Asian states favor an "open" form of regionalism that enmeshes external powers like the United States and India, making them shared partners with an equal stake in regional stability and prosperity. Smaller Asian states want to avoid the construction of "closed," Sinocentric regional institutions that would cause them to unduly fall under Beijing's sway, in part by preventing them from balancing their economic dependence on China with similarly deep trade and investment relations with other major economies. Washington has a compelling interest in participating in Asian regional institutions to prevent the construction of any kind of Greater Chinese Co-Prosperity Sphere, one that would risk diminishing U.S. access to important markets and make it harder for the United States to remain what Secretary Gates calls a "resident power" in the region. 

***OPCON SPECIFIC
Uniqueness – OPCON Delay
The delay of the OPCON transfer reflects strong US-ROK relations.

Arirang, 6/28 – (6/28/10, Arirang, Korea’s Global TV, “US Expert: "Delay of OPCON Transfer Reflects ROK-US Alliance at Its Peak,” http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?

nseq=104403&code=Ne2&category=2) DH

An American expert on the Korean peninsula evaluated the latest agreement to delay the wartime operational control to 2015 as a rational decision made based on mutual trust between South Korea and the United States.

Bruce Bechtol a professor of International Relations at the Marine Corps Command and Staff College told Seoul's Yonhap News Agency that the agreement was made possible largely due to the strong alliance between the two states after President Lee Myung-bak took office. 

While stressing that the postponement of the OPCON transfer reflects the stronger-than-ever ROK-US alliance Bechtol said the South Korean government should boost its defense expenditures and military reform programs to expand the country's military readiness.

Link – OPCON Part of USFK
OPCON command is held by USFK – the plan would eliminate this.

Ji-Hyun, 10 – (6/30/10, Kim Ji-Hyun, The Korea Herald, “OPCON delay expected to apply pressure on North,” http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20100630000853) DH

The South Korean military is solely responsible for defending the country in times of peace, but the allied military would take over during war.

The U.S. commander of the Combined Forces Command who concurrently is the commander of the U.S. Forces Korea would be chief of military operations under such circumstances.

Critics here have issued steady calls for a deferral of the transfer, citing the less than reconciliatory inter-Korean relations and North Korea’s relentless attempts at provocations.

OPCON Good – Deterrence
OPCON deters North Korean aggression and reassures the ROK

Hwang, 10 – (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf) DH

Second, there is a strong concern that the planned OPCON transfer would be likely to weaken ROK-US combined deterrence capability and signaling a wrong message to North Korea. The top strategic priority of the ROK-US alliance is to prevent a crisis and so maintaining peace and prosperity, and increase a mutual national interest. But, it is widely understood that OPCON transfer significantly weakens ROK-US combined deterrence capability. Needless to say, repelling an invasion of North Korea is a critical mission, but deterrence should be a more important strategic goal. The ROK military is capable of countering North Korea’s conventional invasion, but it is still questionable how well it could respond to North Korea’s diverse and unconventional military capability including weapons of mass destruction.  

I would like to stress that it is imperative to unify ROK-US command structure for maintaining the strategic effectiveness of combined deterrence and warfighting capability under the condition that the ROK military alone is not able to secure deterrence capability against North Korea. It is a common understanding that dissolving a unity of combined command structure would be likely to weaken the readiness posture of U.S. forces in Korea. Accordingly, it is not the right time to discuss the disbandment of combined deterrence capability while the two nations are required to strengthen for North Korea’s conventional military threats, and now including its unconventional and asymmetric threats posed by weapons of mass destruction. In addition, maintaining capable deterrence posture alleviates the Korean people’s concerns. 

OPCON transfer kills deterrence of the DPRK.

Bechtol, 10 – (4/22/10, Bruce E. Bechtol Jr., professor of international relations at the U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, The Korea Times, “Fallacies about Wartime OPCON,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/160_64658.html) DH

Fallacy Three: The new structure will work just as well as the present structure.

The current structure that has proven to work so effectively since its inception will be replaced by two separate structures that will work together in a much different manner. 

Much of what is simply combined operations and planning today is projected to become coordination via boards, bureaus, coordination centers and cells. Unity of command will vanish and the battlefield environment will become more complicated.

Fallacy Four: Failure to implement wartime OPCON by 2012 will send the wrong message to the North Koreans.

In fact, just the opposite is true. The North Koreans can interpret and in fact are likely to interpret that a divided command signals a lessening of the U.S. defense commitment to South Korea. 

In addition, the vulnerabilities created by a change in wartime OPCON before ROK forces have needed capabilities presents less, not more of a deterrent to North Korea.
OPCON Good – Deterrence
OPCON transfer would send the wrong signal to the DPRK and destroy the US deterrent effect on the peninsula.

Forgach, 10 – (3/3/10, Leslie Forgach, research assistant at the American Enterprise Institute, American Enterprise Institute, Center for Defense Studies, “US-ROK OPCON Transfer Should Wait,” http://www.defensestudies.org/?p=1824) DH

South Korea has sounded the alarm again over the plan to disband the U.S.-ROK Combined Forces Command and transfer of wartime operational control of ROK forces to South Korea by 2012. Defense Minister Kim Tae-young came out for the second time last week and said: “I hope that the U.S.-led defense scheme will remain further, given the North Korean nuclear and missile threat.” While he was careful to appeal to the core U.S. security concerns on the peninsula (nuclear and missile threats), what should really make both countries think twice about a premature transfer is the mounting instability within North Korea and the asymmetric land-based threat the country poses.
The timing of the transfer couldn’t be worse, as North Korea ramps up for 2012, the year that marks the 100th birthday of Kim Il Sung (the country’s founding father and “Great Leader”), as well as the year Pyongyang projected it would become a “strong and powerful nation” — a projection the regime could seek to manifest in shows of force. Growing domestic instability, as seen in unprecedented public protests and a hike in hunger-related deaths, along with a looming succession crisis, will also make the next three years a particularly bad time to experiment with a hasty reconfiguration of South Korea’s command and control, potentially putting allied contingency operations at stake. Three years is also not enough time for the South Koreans to fill the existing gaps in their defense capabilities (in terms of missile defense, command and control systems, critical logistical capabilities, etc.), especially with a shrinking defense budget.
The United States’ initial rationale for the transfer is also increasingly being called into question (see here and here).  And the decision to go ahead with the transfer despite South Korea’s protests, and despite the increasing instability across the DMZ, only further reveals that our view of the North Korean threat is dangerously myopic.  We tend to solely focus on the nuclear threat and not the asymmetric challenges that the country presents, such as Pyongyang’s long range artillery deployed along the DMZ or their surprisingly formidable special operations forces — the largest in the world, at (reportedly) one million strong.  The damage North Korea could do on the ground is unimaginable, as they like to remind us. The maintenance of a unified command — one time-tested over 30-plus years — is an assurance that the allies will be ready on the ground if conflict arises.
OPCON transfer sends the wrong signal to the North and kills US extended deterrence.

Nalwa, 10 – (6/7/10, Preeti Nalwa, Institute of for Defense Studies and Analysis, “The “Cheonan” Fallout: Erosion of Confidence,” http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheCheonanFalloutErosion

ofConfidence_pnalwa_070610) DH

However, sceptics both in the U.S. and South Korea had looked upon the agreement with strong concern believing that the planned OPCON transfer would weaken ROK-US combined deterrence capability and would send a wrong signal to North Korea. According to them, the critical question was whether South Korea would be able to respond to North Korea’s unconventional military capability including weapons of mass destruction. To North Korea, ROK-US OPCON transfer would also indicate strategic weakness in command and control operations between the two nations. Critics argue that the requirement of seamless command-and-control systems between the military leaders from both countries would be seriously affected under the strained battle conditions. A resolution opposing OPCON transfer before resolving North Korea’s nuclear problem was also adopted at the Defence Committee of National Assembly on December 22, 2006.

OPCON Good – Deterrence
OPCON transfer weakens US extended deterrence and destroys the nuclear umbrella in Korea.

Kim, 10 – (5/10, Hyun-Wook Kim, Professor at the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (IFANS) in South Korea, The Asia Foundation's Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Nuclear Posture Review and Its Implications on the Korean Peninsula,” http://www.nautilus.org/

publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security2009-2010/10028Kim.html) DH

The NPR states that U.S. nuclear weapons may still play a role in deterring a conventional or CBW attack against the U.S. or its allies, which implies the possibility of a U.S. preemptive strike against North Korea. This clearly illustrates the Obama government's rejection of the No First Use policy, which is an irritant to the North. In order to persuade Pyongyang to return to the six-party process, the U.S. should pose its policies more flexibly, even though its strategies should consistently emphasize dialogue and sanctions. Also, the NPR states that the United States will use nuclear weapons only to protect the vital interests of the U.S. or its allies, but it is not clear what those vital interests are. It is essential for Washington to clearly specify those interests to maintain a favorable position in negotiating with North Korea.

Second, the 2010 NPR indicates that although a U.S. "nuclear umbrella" is provided by a combination of the strategic forces of the U.S. Triad, non-strategic nuclear weapons deployed forward in key regions, and U.S.-based nuclear weapons, many of these weapons were removed at the end of the Cold War. Instead, the U.S. has developed missile defense (MD), counter-weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities, conventional power-projection capabilities, and integrated command and control as its main tools for enhancing regional security. While continuing to maintain nuclear deterrence, the United States seeks to strengthen its regional deterrence capability through MD or conventional long-range missiles. Such a possibility raises the concern that U.S. deterrence capability achieved with nuclear weapons could be weakened, including U.S. extended deterrence capabilities provided to South Korea.

South Korean concerns over U.S. extended deterrence pertain to the planned transfer of wartime operational control (OPCON) scheduled for 2012. The possible weakening of U.S. nuclear extended deterrence as suggested in the NPR could mean a decline in U.S. defense support to South Korea, and in turn a weaker defense capability of the ROK vis-à-vis North Korea. Furthermore, the uncertain number of U.S. forces on the Korean peninsula associated with strategic flexibility of U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) would signal a weakening of defense capability to the Korean people.
Concerning MD, South Korea is currently developing Korea Air and Missile Defense (KAMD) and is not participating in the U.S.-centered MD system. South Korea considers that joining the U.S. MD system might provoke North Korea and worsen South Korea's relationship with China. Japan, on the other hand, is partially included in the U.S. MD system. Such a situation leaves open the logical possibility that U.S. troops stationed in Japan might be more effective in deterring North Korea than the U.S.-ROK alliance.

It is important for both the U.S. and South Korea to develop a concrete plan for extended deterrence. The U.S. clearly stated in the 2010 NPR its commitment to provide "a credible extended deterrence posture and capabilities" not only through nuclear weapons but also through conventional military forces and MD. A tailored deterrence capability should be established between the U.S. and Korea, a process through which both sides could ascertain that the new extended deterrence does not imply a weakening U.S. nuclear umbrella but a new strategy for more efficient deterrence. One important part of this strategy would be to establish an integrated operation system by strengthening interoperability between KAMD and the U.S. MD system. Tailored extended deterrence should be established separately for Korea and Japan, covering not only nuclear elements but also diverse military, economic, political and legal elements that would produce more comprehensive extended deterrence measures.
OPCON Good – Pressure DPRK
The OPCON transfer delay will pressure North Korea in light of the Cheonan incident.

Ji-Hyun, 10 – (6/30/10, Kim Ji-Hyun, The Korea Herald, “OPCON delay expected to apply pressure on North,” http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20100630000853) DH

South Korea and the U.S. last week announced that they have agreed to delay the transfer of wartime operation at control by more than three years to 2015. 

The decision comes months after the government denied the existence of related discussions. 

The move also follows mounting concerns here about North Korean military provocations in the wake of the sinking of the Cheonan in March.

A five-nation investigation team led by Seoul has concluded that Pyongyang was culpable for sinking the 1,200-ton Navy corvette, an incident that took the lives of 46 sailors on board the ship. North Korea denies any involvement. 

Shortly following the announcement of the delay, Pyongyang said it would bolster its nuclear arsenal in a “newly developed way.”

The reclusive regime said the measures were necessary to counter “hostile U.S. policies and military threats.” 
Many noted that it was obvious that the decision to delay the transfer of wartime operational control -- also called OPCON -- was meant to send a signal to the reclusive regime for its latest provocative actions involving the Cheonan.

“The decision definitely reflects pressure that Washington may have wanted to apply to North Korea,” said Kim Sung-han, a professor at Korea University Graduate School of International Studies. 

Seoul and Washington, under the current administrations, had clearly stated that incentives would be given for the North to forfeit its nuclear weapons programs. They also indicated that pressure would follow if Pyongyang continued to pursue nuclear arms.
OPCON delay will pressure North Korea.

Ji-Hyun, 10 – (6/30/10, Kim Ji-Hyun, The Korea Herald, “OPCON delay expected to apply pressure on North,” http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20100630000853) DH

Ceaseless brinkmanship from the North appears to have accentuated the need for the delay. 

Explaining the backdrop of the OPCON situation, the president‘s top aide on security matters said Seoul and Washington reached a consensus on the need for more time for the OPCON transition after North Korea conducted long-range missile and nuclear tests last year.
Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan on June 24 also said the allies saw the need for an adjustment in the OPCON transfer following Pyongyang’s second nuclear test. 

“Changes in the way (the allies) perceived the situation began to change following the second nuclear test by North Korea,” Yu said. 

After a denouncement from the U.N. Security Council for its rocket launch the same year, the North said it would “permanently” quit the stalled six-way talks aimed at ending its nuclear development. 

Late president Roh Moo-hyun was the architect of the 2012 transfer of the military control. The liberal-minded leader at the time told the public that it was time that the South Korean military attained more self-reliance.

He more or less requested the transfer, and Washington had no reason to deny the demand as that meant less of a burden on its shoulders in its operations on the Korean Peninsula, those close to the matter said. 

OPCON Good – ROK Military Collapse
OPCON transfer would produce the kind of uncoordinated command that doomed the Iranian hostage rescue effort – destroy ROK readiness.

O’Hanlon, 10 – (4/30/10, Michael E. O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, The Brookings Institution, “OpCon Transfer or OpCon Confusion: Making the Best of a Dubious Idea,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0430_korea_ohanlon.aspx) DH
As a longstanding student of military operations and a student of Korean matters as well, I would like to argue against the idea of the so-called OpCon Transfer, as now planned by Seoul and Washington for 2012.  The article is fairly brief; I will make seven specific points rather than offer a comprehensive assessment.

Let me begin by simply reminding those who may have forgotten much of the genesis in the modern America debate, at least, about why we believe in unity of command.  There are a number of case studies and a number of important military arguments, but for me, it comes down to something that happened thirty years ago this spring, which was the failure of the Iran hostage rescue effort.

Now, in one sense, perhaps this is not a perfect analogy because much of the problem with the Iran hostage rescue attempt was the lack of proper planning and training.  We had a combination of multiple services, but to some extent the metaphor, the image is army Special Forces flying Air Force helicopters out of operating off navy ships and all done without a regional command structure because this predated the 1986 Goldwater Nichols reforms.  It helped motivate those reforms in fact.  And that was part of what was ultimately seen as the problem, that we didn’t have people that were really in the business of routinely operating together and there was not a clarity about accountability or command.
OPCON transfer kills readiness

O’Hanlon, 10 – (4/30/10, Michael E. O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, The Brookings Institution, “OpCon Transfer or OpCon Confusion: Making the Best of a Dubious Idea,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0430_korea_ohanlon.aspx) DH
Two more points.  I think the right approach is not just to delay, but to abolish the plan of OpCon transfer.  In fact it’s not really OpCon transfer; though we use that term, in fact it’s OpCon division, it’s the creation of OpCon confusion. And with a lot of good people trying to minimize that, we’re still going from unity of command to duality of command. That’s what OpCon transfer is. So, in some sense, the term itself is oxymoronic for the reasons I’ve been trying to argue. And therefore, I think it’s a bad idea.

I think the right way to think about this is to preserve unity of command and think about the date when we can start potentially taking turns in charge.  Even today, we already have political sharing of responsibility which is the most important way for the alliance to make sure it’s equitable for the sovereign prerogatives of both sides, U.S. and ROK.  Regarding military command, I would rather wait whatever number of years is deemed appropriate before we are in the position where American forces could be under the theater wide control of an ROK commander.  Then we can perhaps alternate every two to three years.

Until that point, with apologies and with respect to Korean colleagues, until we’re at that point, I think the top military command should remain exclusively in American hands. And the reasons are that despite the fact that I would consider the ROK military to be definitely one of the ten best on the planet and may be even one of the top five, the U.S. armed forces are still somewhat better and more experienced.  The United States is still spending half a trillion of dollars a year on its core defense establishment, which means that the amount we’re spending each year, preparing that part of the force structure, which would deploy to the Korean peninsula and environs in a war, is at least 100 billion dollars a year. Because we would deploy 300,000 to 600,000 American forces depending on how you think about it, on what scenario you envision.  The equivalent peacetime cost of that much American force structure is between 100 and 200 billion dollars a year in raw numbers.

I don’t need to say this is all about money, but I’m giving you one crude metric to underscore the point that as much as the ROK military has come a long way is a very impressive organization, the United States still spends so much more and has invested so much more over the years that I think frankly, American power would be still the somewhat stronger part of the overall alliance.

OPCON Good – Loose Nukes
Even if the North doesn’t attack, securing loose nuclear weapons in the event of a collapse will require a unified command.

O’Hanlon, 10 – (4/30/10, Michael E. O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, The Brookings Institution, “OpCon Transfer or OpCon Confusion: Making the Best of a Dubious Idea,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0430_korea_ohanlon.aspx) DH
Fifth point, some people may say, “Well all these concerns may be theoretically appropriate or valid but come on, it’s Korea in 2010.  They will say that the North Koreans are not going to be so silly as to fight and this is, therefore, not really a great concern and the only scenario that really is a concern is a North Korean collapse. So, let’s not get too hung up on these kinds of, you know, somewhat outdated military arguments. And if it’s a collapse scenario, there should be a peacekeeping mission and therefore a lot of this detailed warplanning is less crucial. 

Well, my response to that hypothetical argument is: don’t forget, even if that’s true, even if a collapse scenario becomes our number one concern, this would be collapse in a country with 8 or 10 nuclear weapons. And any resulting mission is going to have to make the securing of those 8 or 10 nuclear weapons its top priority, along with the protection of Seoul from any kind of renegade or partial or occasional firing of North Korean artillery and missiles from any individual North Korean commanders who may decide to use this period of chaos to settle scores or to carry out actions that they have planned for in a different kind of scenario.

And so those would be the main military concerns, which means that trying to deploy special forces very quickly around North Korea, trying to target and eliminate artillery and ballistic missile launchers through a complex air and ground operation. Trying to secure North Korea’s border, not just in some general, generic sense, but with specific tactical intelligence obtained within North Korea to give us a sense of where the nuclear weapons may be headed if they are on the move.

These things are all going to be top priorities, even in a collapse scenario. And in fact they are not just top priorities, in some generic sterile sense, I’m understating the significance here. We are talking about nuclear weapons potentially on the loose. With who knows, what buyers, what destination in mind. There would not have been a more serious threat to American or Korean national security in a long time. In fact, arguably this would be a greater direct threat to the United States than the Korean War itself had been in 1950 to 1953. Because the possibility of nuclear weapons getting out there on the black market is a great threat to American cities, and obviously to Korean cities as well.

So, this is going to be a lot more than a Balkans-style peacekeeping mission or even something resembling the stabilization mission in Afghanistan’s. It’s going to be a fight for national survival for the ROK and the United States with the potential for these 8 or 10 nuclear weapons to be the most dire direct threat to our security since World War II. And, I don’t think I’m being melodramatic, I think this is factual and an accurate assessment of the kind of risks that we would be facing if indeed North Korea began to collapse. And therefore, integrated operations that involve special forces, air power, tactical intelligence and many other assets would be of crucial significance. This is not going to be just a bigger version of a peacekeeping mission, if it happens. 50/29 scenarios may seem more benign to some people than 50/27 scenarios. They don’t seem more benign to me, in terms of what is at stake.  And I think for those missions, we still have to integrate a lot of different kinds of capabilities and there is not a clear distinction between ground and air and naval operations, or between conventional and special forces, or between ROK roles and U.S. roles.
OPCON Good – Loose Nukes
Loose nukes cause nuclear terrorism.

Grier, 10 – (4/13/10, Peter Grier, Christian Science Moniter, “Nuclear summit: How much 'loose nukes' material is out there?” http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0413/Nuclear-summit-How-much-loose-nukes-material-is-out-there) DH

Why is President Obama’s nuclear summit focused on controlling fissile materials? It’s simple: Obtaining enough plutonium or highly enriched uranium is the most important step toward getting a nuclear weapon.

It’s possible that Al Qaeda or some other terrorist group could steal or buy ready-made nukes, of course. But the world’s warheads are relatively secure and accounted for, according to Robert Gallucci, a former US ambassador-at-large for nonproliferation issues.

The stockpiles of fissile materials sprinkled around the globe are another matter.

“I think the chances of Al Qaeda acquiring fissile material and making its own improvised nuclear device are greater than the chances it will get an already-fabricated weapon and detonate that,” said Mr. Galluci, now president of the MacArthur Foundation, in a Monday speech.

Mr. Obama’s summit already has produced some agreements intended to help corral the world’s "loose nuke" problem. On Monday, Ukraine, Canada, and Malaysia all agreed to either reduce or tighten controls on their stores of highly enriched uranium. On Tuesday, Mexico made a similar commitment.

Global nuclear war

Corsi, 5 – PhD in political science from Harvard. (Jerome, excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html)

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. 
A2: OPCON Transfer Good
OPCON transfer hurts US strategic flexibility and kills the perception of a US security commitment to the ROK.

Hwang, 10 – (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf) DH

The U.S. government was first surprised by the ROK government’s strong request for opening negotiations about OPCON transfer. Also, the U.S. administration was concerned that linking national pride and OPCON transfer by the ROK government might cause anti-American movements in Korea like that the United States experienced after two middle-school girls’ death by an U.S. military armored vehicle. For this reason, the Bush administration began negotiations with the ROK government by relating the transfer to its Global Posture Review (GPR) developed since 2002 and a new concept of Strategic Flexibility of U.S. forces abroad. In other words, the U.S. government concluded that the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea is seriously constrained because the Korean people strongly oppose the movement of U.S. troops in Korea outside the Korean Peninsula under a situation that CFC exists and its American four-star commander holds a wartime operational control. 

Thus, the U.S. government accepted Korea’s demand for transferring OPCON in a bid to increase the strategic flexibility of U.S. Forces in Korea. Namely, as the ROK government requested the transfer to purse its own national interests, the United States took this opportunity to pursue its own strategic interests. In the process of making a decision about disbanding CFC and OPCON transition, the U.S. government was relatively free of domestic political burden because Americans believe that the station of U.S. forces in Korea would be enough to conduct its commitment to defend the 

Republic of Korea. 

I must stress that the U.S. government held two critical misunderstandings when deciding OPCON transfer. The first misperception is that the ROK government unconditionally opposes a dispatch of U.S. forces into other parts of the world. The ROK and the United States reached a mutual agreement about the relocation of USFK into other regions when required by U.S. global demand with preparing a strategic alternative in advance. In some cases, the ROK government sent its military troops instead of USFK. The other misperception is that maintaining U.S. troops in Korea is enough to fulfill the U.S. commitment to defend the Republic of Korea and emphasizing strategic flexibility of U.S. forces. It seems that this approach stimulates the Koreans’ perception that the United States might change its strategic view of Korea as a forward base for its military operations, no longer complete commitment for defending Korea. 

Despite opposition from the National Assembly and the Korean people, the former ROK administration kept its campaign promise. And, as the U.S. government agreed to the ROK’s request, the two governments finalized negotiation about OPCON transfer. The ROK defense minister Kim, Jang-Soo and the U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates agreed to a future command structure at the 38th Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) in 2006, and then announced in February 2007 a plan of disbanding the CFC and 

transferring OPCON to the ROK by April of 2012. 

In summary, I would like to point out that the two nations agreed upon OPCON transfer without basing the decision on common alliance objectives, but instead to pursue their own national interests based on their strategic misunderstandings. It was as if two trains bound for different final destinations met accidently at an unscheduled station and then continued on to their original destinations.
A2: Planning Solves
Planning can’t solve – there are still too many problems.

O’Hanlon, 10 – (4/30/10, Michael E. O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, The Brookings Institution, “OpCon Transfer or OpCon Confusion: Making the Best of a Dubious Idea,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0430_korea_ohanlon.aspx) DH
The notion that you can somehow cleanly delineate one sub-theater from another, so that Koreans could be in charge primarily of land operations and Americans of air and naval for example.  It is a bit misleading given the range and lethality and speed of modern weapons. It is not as if we are going to only use naval weapons at sea and only use air weapons in the air and use only ground weapons on the ground. It’s not the way modern combat occurs.

A third point responds to points made to me by an unnamed American friend based in the U.S. military command in Korea.  He wrote me to defend the concept of the new command. One of the points he made is that we do in fact under this new plan have some simplicity of command. We do have certain regions of the battle field that the U.S. is supposed to be in charge of and certain parts of the battle field where the ROK would be in charge.  Well, I’ve already begun to address this in my earlier comment, but it’s, I admire the efforts of the colonel and others trying to make lemonade out of lemons. And I have no doubt that we are better served by American and Korean military professionals who are trying to make this work. But it doesn’t make it a good idea. The fact that a lot of these problems are being addressed and partially solved does not make the overall genesis of the notion a good one. So, we can admire the commitment of individual military personnel in particular who are trying to make the best of this situation. It doesn’t mean, however, that just because a number of problems have been patched up that we should remain committed to it.  In the end, I think that at its core is probably not a prudent idea.
A fourth point is my response to the American officer who recently defended the Opcon Transfer plan on the grounds that, with all the preparations we are doing now, the plan will anticipate and resolve the various issues that might arise in wartime due to the complexities and discontinuities of the new command structure.  That makes Korea different from, for example, the 1980 hostage rescue incident. And because of that, even if there are some imperfections in the concept and logic of this, this officer argued that we will be Ok in the end.

Well my response to that is very simple and is the old military adage, that no plans survive contact with the enemy.  I don’t care how many people have thought about 50/27 and how many people have thought about 50/29 (and there have been a lot of great people working on both over the years), the plan is going to have to be modified in real time if and when we ever employ forces in wartime. I think that is such an obvious point that I’m not even going to burden you with further details of the argument. We can come back to it in discussion if you doubt me, but by way of motivation I will make one observation, which is, and I don’t think that we’d ever do it this badly in the U.S.-ROK alliance, but look how much trouble we have with the Iraq war plan. And to some extent, this was because of a pretty good plan that had been developed by General Zinni and others over the years was discarded by General Franks and Secretary Rumsfeld and phase four was essentially ignored.  Then things happened that we did not anticipate, and we almost “lost” the war after we had “won” it.  I don’t mean to revisit the entire Iraq war plan, but in terms of the specifics, let’s not ever pretend that we could know what war is going to look like in advance. Because no plan is going to survive contact with the enemy, we need adaptability. We are going to have to make decisions in real time.
A2: ROK Military Solves
The ROK military is incapable of independent command – lacks necessary experience with high tech communications, intelligence, and amphibious combat operations.

Bechtol, 10 – (4/22/10, Bruce E. Bechtol Jr., professor of international relations at the U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, The Korea Times, “Fallacies about Wartime OPCON,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/160_64658.html) DH

Fallacy Six: The ROK military will have the capabilities to deal with the disestablishment of the CFC by 2012.

This is completely untrue. South Korea will not have the C4I (command, control, communications, computers and intelligence) capabilities, the counter-battery artillery capabilities, the counter-SOF (special operations forces) capabilities nor the air interdiction, close air-support and air transport capabilities. 

The ROK Marine Corps and Navy do not have the capability ― nor are they likely to in the foreseeable future ― for large-scale amphibious operations in terms of logistics efforts, air support, C4I, naval gunnery support,and amphibious lift. 

In short, they are incapable of taking the lead in amphibious operations ― one of the key efforts in any counter-attack against North Korea.

These are just a few key areas that would affect the warfight ― but there are many more.

A2: Bridging Solves
US bridging capabilities can’t solve the need for OPCON.

Bechtol, 10 – (4/22/10, Bruce E. Bechtol Jr., professor of international relations at the U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, The Korea Times, “Fallacies about Wartime OPCON,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/160_64658.html) DH

Fallacy Seven: Bridging capabilities provided by the U.S. will fill all of the gaps from a lack of capabilities the ROK military will have in 2012 and thus there will be no vulnerabilities in defense or deterrence.

Again this is untrue, as the projected military infrastructure essentially replaces a system that works very well with a system that continues to undergo major adjustments as time progresses ― and that is much more ad hoc. 

Just in the past year, announced changes to the projected structure of the new commands include combining air operations after 2012, with all ROK air forces under U.S. command, combining amphibious operations under U.S. command and combining taking control of North Korean weapons of mass destruction (WMD) under U.S. command.

In short, the changes that have been made ― by necessity ― essentially create several mini-CFCs and a command structure that is inferior in capability to the current structure. 

If one is to discuss ``bridging capabilities," the best bridging capability would be to simply push wartime OPCON change back until the ROK military has the capabilities necessary to fulfill the roles and missions called for.

***IMPACTS
2nc Laundry List Impacts
Relations good – prolif, terrorism, economy, and energy policy

Myung-Bak, 6/23 (6/23/10, Lee Myung-Bak, President of the ROK, “U.S., Republic of Korea have 60-year partnership,” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/u-s-republic-of-556207.html?

printArticle=y) DH

Now, the Republic of Korea hopes to contribute to global peace and common prosperity. The year the Korean War started, we were one of the poorest countries in the world with a per capita GDP of less than 40 U.S. dollars. In 2009, we officially joined the OECD Development Assistance Committee, becoming a country that once received aid to one that now provides for others. This transformation took place in just one generation. Attaining and maintaining peace is our shared responsibility. In this regard, the Republic of Korea is taking part in peacekeeping operations in 14 countries around the world. This year, we will be hosting the G20 Summit in Seoul and in 2012 we will host the second Nuclear Security Summit, which was first hosted by the United States. These will all be opportunities for us to strengthen international cooperation, which is so vital in resolving many of the global challenges we face collectively. By doing our part, we hope to ensure a better future for all.

The Republic of Korea is a partner, working together with the United States in many parts around the world. The Joint Vision for the Alliance that President Barack Obama and I agreed to last year is a vision for a strategic alliance befitting the 21st century. The vision helps us face the global challenges of today and tomorrow such as climate change, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, financial crisis and energy security through close partnership based on shared value and mutual trust. Such partnerships allow us to prepare for and effectively tackle the multifaceted challenges we are bound to face.
Alliance solves terror, prolif, human rights, energy security and Sino-Japan conflict

Kim, 09 – professor of the Graduate School of International Studies at Korea University, “The U.S.-ROK Alliance in the 21st Century,” ed. by Jung-Ho Bae and Abraham Denmark. “Strengthening of the ROK-U.S. Alliance for the 21st Century.” 
 ” p. 354, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/US-ROK%20Alliance%20in%20the%2021st%20Century_Denmark%20and%20Fontaine.pdf) 

There are three reasons why the ROK-U.S. strategic alliance system is needed. First, it can work as an effective countermeasure against the struggle for regional hegemony between China and Japan as well as against new security threats. South Korea and the U.S. should cooperate even after the resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue to deal with security threats in the 21st century, including terrorism, proliferation of WMDs, the humanitarian crisis, energy security and in minimizing the possibility of struggle for hegemony between China and Japan.

2nc Prolif Impact
Alliance solves prolif 
Campbell, et al, 09 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 60  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
Nonproliferation is one of the most obvious areas for global alliance cooperation, as well as being one of the top national security priorities for South Korea and the United States. Despite nearly two decades of cooperation in addressing the North Korean nuclear threat and mutual shared interest in preventing proliferation, this remains an issue on which South Korea and the United States have sometimes seemed to work at cross purposes. The immediate specter of North Korea’s nuclear program has always shaded the lens through which South Korea and the United States approach nonproliferation efforts, and it has at times hampered a closer collaboration on this issue. In recent years, there has been a lingering perception in South Korea that the U.S. administration’s focus on China’s leadership in the Six-Party Talks indicates an undervaluing of South Korea’s sup-port and partnership on this issue. Likewise, South Korea’s failure to participate in PSI, the Bush administration’s key nonproliferation effort, led to disappointment and disillusionment over the potential for closer cooperation. 70

Obama has stated that nuclear proliferation is perhaps the most significant challenge facing the international community and that strong non-proliferation policies will be a priority for his administration. 71 He has also stated his intent to institutionalize and broaden the scope of the Bush administration’s PSI. 72 The incoming administration’s desire to broaden PSI’s scope provides an opportunity for South Korea to reframe the domestic debate over signing the PSI. South Korea’s decision to join the initiative should no longer be viewed merely in opposition to North Korea, but rather in opposition to broader global proliferation networks. The decision to support the U.S. administration’s efforts on this front will pave the way for a deepened and closer engagement on nonproliferation.

Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division 02 of Institute for Defense Analysis (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.  
2nc Middle East Prolif Impact
Alliance solves regional and Middle East prolif 

Schriver and Kato, 09 – Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, adjunct fellow with the CSIS International Security Program (Randy and Kazuyo, Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Kurt Campbell et al, “The U.S.-ROK Alliance: Regional Challenges for An evolving Alliance.” P. 53-54  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 

With regard to proliferation, although the bulk of U.S.-ROK collaboration is — for obvious reasons — directed at peninsular concerns, it is worth noting South Korea’s recent cooperation in law enforcement efforts against criminal networks that span the region, as evidenced by Busan authorities’ recent seizure of high-quality counterfeit bills smuggled by ethnic Korean Chinese citizens. 21 More explicit integration of these efforts into existing counterterrorism cooperation should be a priority of the incoming U.S. administration. Nor are the security dimensions of the U.S.-ROK alliance limited to the Asia-Pacific region. South Korea has deployed about 660 troops in Iraq for reconstruction and has sent six experts to join the Regional Reconstruction Team in Iraq since February 2007. The United States also has expecta tions for South Korea to play an even bigger role in international affairs and assist in reconstruction efforts in the Middle East.
Proliferation leads to extinction.

Utgoff, 02 Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis [Victor A., “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions,” Survival, Summer, p. 87-90] 

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. [The article continues…] The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intenseand blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
2nc Iran Impact
Alliance key to Iran talks and US-Iran relations

Campbell et al, 09 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 79 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
The most recent concrete manifestation of this shift is in South Korea’s progressive nuclear diplomatic negotiations with Iran. South Korea has an active diplomatic mission in Tehran, as do the Iranians in Seoul. Bilateral trade between South Korea and Iran accounted for $8 billion in 2007, a figure that is likely to increase in the coming years. 67 The ROK has been outspoken in its opposition to Iran’s opaque nuclear program, including supporting U.S.-led UN sanctions. Moreover, a poll released by the BBC World Service in 2008 reports that 76 percent of South Koreans believe that Iran is producing nuclear energy for civil and military purposes. 68 In fact, South Korea is just one of three countries (out of 21 and second to Israel) surveyed that has greater support for more stringent diplomatic and economic sanctions, as well as possible coercive measures against Iran. 69 This indicates a greater public recognition in South Korea of the interconnectedness of its security with WMD proliferation. This is not to suggest that South Korea has enough leverage to compel the Iranian government to change course (although its trade and infrastructure investments would be useful bargaining chips), but it does show how the U.S.-ROK alliance could provide an alternative vehicle to engage the Iranians. South Korea has unique diplomatic access to the Iranian regime and could be a helpful intermediary in setting up meetings and dialogue with key Iranian interlocutors. This would be particularly important if the United States decided to take steps to normalize relations with Iran. 

Relations solve Iran prolif – restrictions appear less arbitrary and become more effective.

Chubin and Green, ’98 (Autumn 1998, Shahram Chubin, Executive Research Director at the Geneva Center for Security Policy, and Jerrold D. Green, Director of the Center for Middle East Public Policy at the RAND Corporation, “Engaging Iran: A US Strategy,” Survival, vol. 40, no. 3, pp. 153-69)

Iran has consistently denied any intention of developing WMD, describing them as immoral and illegal.  It insists that it is an active party to all relevant international instruments banning these weapons – the NPT, the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and Biological Weapons Convention.  The US is not convinced, however, pointing to statements by Iranian officials suggesting that such weapons might be ‘the poor man’s atomic bomb’ or to assertions that if Israel has the right to nuclear weapons, then so do others.  The US thinks that Iran’s pattern of procurement suggests an intention to develop WMD in all categories, and cites the acquisition of missile technology and interest in certain research and technology Washington believes that Iran, despite its adherence to the NPT and CWC, is developing WMD and that stricter controls should be applied to it.  thus International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)-enhanced and/or challenge inspections, even if targeted with intelligence input from the US, cannot be enough.  Similarly, Washington argues that the transfer of any technology relevant to WMD (including nuclear reactors), to missile guidance or propulsion, or materials which could act as precursors or chemical weapons, should be banned.  The US believes that such existing regimes as the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and NPT are inadequate and it reserves the right to enforce stricter standards.  In some cases, Washington appears to oppose for Iran technology that it actually provides to another ‘rogue state’, North Korea, as ‘peaceful’ technology – a light-water nuclear reactor for power generation.  

There are obvious difficulties with this approach.  One set of problems is over-definition.  The US definition extends to ‘dual technology’ and ‘research’.  This practically bars Iran for access to any modern technology.  US objections to the $80 million 1995 nuclear agreement between Iran and Russia – to complete the Bushire reactors begun by the German company Siemens in the late 1970’s – focused on the training Iranians would receive in handling nuclear materials, even if they were for permitted ‘peaceful’ purposes.  Even if technology transfers could be limited, in an era of globalization and competition, it is not clear that technology is the limiting factor.  Some have argued that the principal constraint on Iran’s programmes are not the lack of technology but the lack of managerial skills and that blocking the provision of such skills may be harder than blocking access to technology.  The tighter the net, the more demanding the standards the US sets, the greater the difficulty and expense will be in policing it or having those standards met.  Moreover, it makes it easier for Iran to argue at home and to the Arab states that is being bullied while being in compliance with international treaties, while Israel – a non-signatory to the NPT – is let off much more lightly.  The all-encompassing nature of US attempts at denial make it easier to depict US policies as motivated by an attempt to hold Iran back and to deny it the fruits of modern science and technology.

Improved relations with Iran make it possible to suggest criteria that are less comprehensive and that have a chance of being met.  A strategy of engagement could substitute disclosure for denial, linking steps increasing transparency by the recipient state to fewer restrictions on technology flow.  As mutual confidence is established and dialogue resumes, restraints on Iranian WMD potential will appear both less arbitrary or inclusive and less urgent.  At present, the US lacks any criteria or yardstick to measure either a satisfactory level degree of assurance or success.  UNSCOM in Iraq has shown that complete assurance is not possible and that a comparably intrusive system is unlikely to be practical in Iran.  As US relations with Europe, Israel, and Japan show, the degree of assurance required depends less on capability than on intent, less on technology than on the state of political relations.  Overall political relations will dictate how strict the US demands are for reassurance on WMD.  They will not substitute for inspections, but they will make it possible to formulate realizable criteria acceptable to both parties.  This would meet the needs of access to technology on the one hand and assurances about compliance with prohibitions on WMD development on the other.
2nc Iran Impact
Iranian nukes spread regionally and kill the NPT.

Boozman and Rubin, 09  (US Rep and Michael, Res. Scholar – AEI and Seniro Lecturer – Naval Postgraduate School, Federal News Service, “HEARING OF THE HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE; SUBJECT: IRAN: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY;”, 7-22, L/N)

The last point I want to make, which has direct relevance to both the popular protests, which we've seen, and the issue of Iran's ideology, is that a lot of people say that should Iran develop nuclear weapons capability, we could live with a nuclear Iran because they're not suicidal. The problem is that among certain portions of the people that would be in command and control, specifically within the supreme leader circle and the IRGC, there may be people that are ideologically committed to the destruction of Israel.  Now, should there be a popular uprising when Iran has that nuclear capability, they may feel that they have nothing to lose with the calculation that, look, we're done for anyway and is the United States or Europe really going to retaliate against an already changed regime? Therefore, it's essential for the peace and stability in the region that Iran not be allowed to get this far in the first place.  Thank you.  REP. BOOZMAN: And with Iran having nuclear ability, then the Saudis and the whole region are going to feel threatened, aren't they, and also start the proliferation. We're already hearing perhaps, you know, deals with Pakistan and things like that with the Saudis.  MR. RUBIN: You're absolutely correct. It would be a cascade of instability and the nuclear non-proliferation regime would be dead.

Nuclear war

Cimbala, 08 [Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

2nc Human Rights Impact
Alliance solves North Korean and Chinese human rights abuses

Schriver and Kato, 09 – Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, adjunct fellow with the CSIS International Security Program (Randy and Kazuyo, Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Kurt Campbell et al, “The U.S.-ROK Alliance: Regional Challenges for An evolving Alliance.” P. 53-54  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
The alliance also appears poised to play a key role in U.S. efforts to manage some of the region’s most critical security challenges, including those linked to proliferation and to the management of China’s rising power. Former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea Alexander Vershbow recently pointed to South Korea’s ability to address human rights violations not only in North Korea but also in other places such as Burma and China. 20 Given the importance of South Korean trade relations with these Asian countries, a united U.S.-ROK front is likely to increase the impact of efforts to improve the governance and domestic freedoms of these countries. And, as a continuing host of U.S military forces, South Korea’s decisions about the location and structure of USFK will undoubtedly play a role in influencing Chinese perceptions of American and regional intentions toward it.

Global human rights violations make extinction inevitable 

 Human Rights Web, 94 (An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement Created on July 20, 1994 / Last edited on January 25, 1997, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html) 
The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors. Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another  wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.
2nc Disease Impact
Alliance solves pandemics – coordination against deadly flu strains 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar)

An emerging challenge illustrated by the spread of SARS in 2004 is the need to coordinate in response to the spread of pandemic diseases. In many ways, the SARS epidemic was a wake-up call that served to raise awareness among publics and governments of the need to promote functional cooperation in this area. The promotion of a coordinated political response that explicitly includes coordination on threats to nontraditional security issues such as the spread of pandemic diseases not only provides an opportunity to encourage new forms of coordinated early warning and response capacity—for instance, through the promotion of new and closer relationships between the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and South Korean counterpart agencies—but also can serve to promote technical exchange and capacity building to enhance the capability of both nations to respond. Some of this work has already been initiated through global and regional coordination efforts under the auspices of the United Nations, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEC), and respective national emergency management and health administration authorities including the KCDC (Korean Centers for Disease Control and Prevention).

As an industrialized nation with an advanced health research sector, South Korean scientists are well-placed to take leading roles in coordination, detection, and prevention efforts in connection with the H5N1 virus and mutated strains of bird flu. Many of these strains are originating in Southeast Asia, but the migratory path of some species of these birds puts South Korea on the front line as a population that could be affected by such mutations.32 In addition, given KOICA’s level of commitment and activity in Southeast Asia, the agency might consider focusing some of its ODA and technical cooperation toward the building of capacity to respond to such pandem- ics—for instance, by providing anti-virals and test kits, supporting distribution planning, develop- ing relevant human resources, and enhancing surveillance systems.

The alliance provides an existing infrastructure and opportunity to promote technical cooperation among military specialists on the broader security implications of fighting against pandemic diseases and opportunities for coordinated action in response to such a threat. For instance, pro- motion of best practices in response to any outbreak of infectious disease and capacity to respond to such a threat, information sharing, and joint research on causes of and responses to pandemic diseases may provide both governments with early warning regarding new types of threats and a resulting enhanced capacity to protect publics in both countries from harm.33

Extinction

Fox, 98 Command Surgeon – Joint Readiness Training Council [William, Phantom Warriors, Parameters, Winter, http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/97winter/fox.htm]
HIV is a pandemic killer without a cure, and viruses such as Ebola-Zaire are merely a plane ride away from the population centers of the developed world. Viruses like Ebola, which are endemic to Africa, have the potential to inflict morbidity and mortality on a scale not seen in the world since the Black Plague epidemics of medieval Europe, which killed a quarter of Europe's population in the 13th and 14th centuries.[16] These diseases are not merely African problems; they present real threats to [hu]mankind. They should be taken every bit as seriously as the concern for deliberate use of w eapons of m ass d estruction. 

2nc Warming Impact
Alliance solves warming – South Korea is a model for clean energy development 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar) 

An emerging area of cooperation in the U.S.-ROK relationship is climate change. South Korea imports 97 percent of its energy needs42 and is one of the globe’s top ten emitters of carbon dioxide, and therefore shares similar interests with the United States on clean development. South Korea is a member of the Bush administration initiative on climate change, the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP), co-founded by Australia and the United States in January of 2006, and including China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea, to promote technology co- operation on climate and environment-related issues, including in the areas of clean fossil energy, aluminum, coal mining, renewable energy, power generation, cement, buildings and appliances, and steel.43 The APP has dozens of projects located across the region, including several in Korea devoted to such research areas as the expansion of biodiesel use, cleaner fossil energies, develop- ment of indices for renewable energies and distribution, and solar technologies.44 There is poten- tial for this initiative to gain in profile under the Obama administration.

The initiative’s nonbinding framework for cooperation, however, is seen in some quarters as a weak alternative to global legal agreements to limit greenhouse gas emissions. Under the Obama administration, it is likely that the United States will once again seek to play an active role in pro- moting a global understanding of how to respond to the global challenges posed by climate change issues.

At the G-8 Summit in Hokkaido in July 2008, Lee Myung Bak pledged to serve as a bridge between the United States and developing countries on future climate change discussions. To the extent that South Korea can define a bridging role and take concrete actions to promote cooperation on climate change issues, such an initiative would likely be appreciated by the new administration.

Seoul has recently taken promising steps domestically toward putting the country on a path toward cleaner development: In August 2008, Lee Myung Bak put the issue high on the agenda by declaring a national vision of “low carbon, green growth,” and in early 2009, he sought to include a substantial “green” component in the country’s economic stimulus efforts, which if implemented would likely fund renewable energy research and subsidize eco-friendly businesses. Further, the current popularity of the concept of green growth in Korea, combined with Korea’s appeal as a developmental model for several countries in greater Asia, make Korea an attractive partner for the United States in seeking to promote bilateral or multilateral efforts to combat global warming. To build the foundation for such cooperation, the two governments should use the APP framework to provide strong support to existing and nascent initiatives at the local level, such as the cross-bor- der consortium of eco-cities envisioned by Daejeon Green Growth Forum chairman Yang Ji-won and his collaborators in Palo Alto, California, and elsewhere.45 Such efforts should complement the leadership-level pursuit of a global climate treaty in the lead-up to the UN Climate Summit in Copenhagen in December 2009.

Extinction

Tickell, 08 [Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, 8-11, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange]
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 
Alliance Solves Energy Cooperation – Ext
Alliance solves energy cooperation – spills over to developing nations
Schriver and Kato, 09 -- Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, adjunct fellow with the CSIS International Security Program (Randy and Kazuyo, Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Kurt Campbell  et al, “The U.S.-ROK AlliAnce: Regional Challenges for An evolving Alliance.” P. 44  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
Another potentially fruitful avenue for multilateral energy cooperation involving South Korea and the United States is the strengthening of the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP), a seven-nation partnership that constitutes more than one-half of the world’s energy consumption and a significant fraction of its non-oil energy resources. The APP’s emphasis on the diffusion of energy-efficient technologies and practices is especially appropriate for Asia given the region’s wide variation in energy and environmental practices and its especially pressing need to reconcile economic growth with increasingly acute concerns over environmental protection. Through the APP as well as their bilateral relations, the United States and South Korea should cooperate with each other and with other advanced industrial nations to provide these technologies to countries that currently lack them. In addition, they should find ways to transmit knowledge of best environmental practices and standards to developing economies to help them create the conditions for long-term sustainable development and economic growth without imposing a high environmental and health cost on other countries in the region.

2nc Solves Hegemony
Relations spill over globally –key to US global influence 
Campbell et al, 09 -- Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 60 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 

America’s ability to maintain stability and project power in the Asia Pacific has long depended on its hub-and-spoke system of bilateral alliances. South Korea has been a valuable component of this system, serving as a regional hub of U.S. power, and projecting “spokes” of U.S. influence across the region. It has become more and more obvious, however, that the sum of South Korea’s influence and interests can no longer be viewed merely in a regional context. The ROK is actively establishing new economic and diplomatic relationships with countries across the globe. Similarly, the South Korean military is already engaging in complex out-of-area operations. President Lee has embraced and expanded these global aspirations, embark-ing on a process to establish a “green Korea” and transform the country into a world leader on climate change. 2
Solves heg and global stability 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar)

5.Provide means by which to pursue U.S. regional and global interests

The U.S.-ROK alliance, as part of a U.S.-led network of global security relationships designed to secure stability and prosperity, is an important instrument by which the United States is able to pursue the objective of promoting global stability. The alliance, especially if considered as part of a broader global network, provides the means by which to mobilize support for efforts to promote stability and security on terms beneficial to the United States and its allies around the world.

2nc Solves Free Trade
Relations key to Asian free trade 

Manyin, 05 – Asian Analyst with the Congressional Research Service (Mark E., AEI, “South Korea-U.S. Economic Relations: Cooperation, Friction, and Prospects for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA).”  http://www.aei.org/docLib/20060201_CRSREportforCongress.pdf)  
However, President Roh reportedly did not raise the issue during his June 9, 2005 summit with President Bush, which occurred less than a week after the Portman-Kim meeting. The summit meeting dealt with security issues and was held in part to counter perceptions of tension in the U.S.-South Korea alliance. The absence of an FTA from the summit agenda raised the question of how high a priority it is for the Roh Administration, though there are reports that the two governments are discussing whether FTA talks can be launched when President Bush travels to Pusan, South Korea, in November 2005 to attend a summit of leaders from the APEC forum.
Ultimately, the decision on whether or not to launch an FTA is likely to boil down to a matter of trust between the Bush and Roh administrations. Korean officials say that they need a pledge that FTA talks will proceed in order to weather the domestic political opposition expected if they relax the screen quota and lift the beef ban. Many U.S. officials say that Korea’s action on these two issues is a litmus test for whether Seoul is politically capable of making the compromises the United States will expect in an FTA agreement.

Spills over to other FTAs 

Levy, 09 – resident scholar at AEI (Philip I., American Enterprise Institute, “Our other Korea problem.” http://www.aei.org/article/100648) 

The U.S. bungling of the KORUS FTA matters not just because of the foregone economic benefits mentioned above. U.S. behavior sends signals about our reliability as an ally, both in economic matters and beyond. The U.S. Congress had authorized the Bush administration to negotiate the agreement. The Koreans had made politically painful public concessions on the understanding that they had reached the moment of truth and that the concessions would lead to a vote on the agreement. Instead, the vote was scuttled and the Koreans faced Congressional demands to negotiate some more.

What should trade negotiators around the world conclude? All negotiators like to postpone the most difficult concessions until the last moment, but how can they know when that moment has arrived with the United States? Does the U.S. Trade Representative really represent the United States, or should partners be talking with the chairman of the House Ways and Means Trade Subcommittee instead?

And what of the U.S. role in Asia? The United States has long sought to portray itself as dependable and indispensable in the region. The U.S. image has mattered even more of late as regional political structures have become rather fluid. China has promoted an East Asian Summit that excludes the United States as an alternative to groupings like APEC. The United States hardly looks dependable when it snubs one of its closest allies in the region. What's more, how confident can we now be that Asian countries will draw a sharp distinction between our unreliability on trade and our reliability in providing a security umbrella? This is all the more important considering that the latest South Korean visit to Washington came against the backdrop of further threatening behavior by the North.

2nc Solves Chinese Aggression
Strong alliance is key to check Chinese regional hegemony

Hyug-baeg, 08 – professor at the department of political science and diplomacy at Korea University (October 2008, Im Hyug-baeg, U.S.-Korea Institute Working Paper Series, “How Korea Could Become a Regional Power in Northeast Asia: Building a Northeast Asian Triad,” http://uskoreainstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/10/USKI-WP4.pdf, JMP)

There are many conditions present to indicate the need for a renewal of, as well as a redefinition of the U.S.-ROK alliance. For starters, the power paradigm in East Asia is gradually shifting away from the old “hub and spokes” system of the Cold War era, to a new, more flexible and agile system of bilateral alliance-building between the U.S. and individual East Asian countries. Within this new system, the nature of U.S. relations with South Korea is directly related to and affected by the nature of U.S. relations with China and Japan. For instance, in a scenario where the U.S. were to perceive a rising threat from China that would effectively challenge U.S. hegemony, it is likely that the U.S. would respond by strengthening its bilateral ties to East Asian littoral states, such as Japan, the Philippines, and South Korea, in order to counter and contain that threat. (Lampton, 2004) In such a case, where the national interest of China and the U.S. conflict with each other, South Korea’s best option would be to strengthen its ties to the U.S. and limit the expansion of Chinese influence over the Korean peninsula. Beyond its traditional role of deterring North Korean aggression, a strong, redefined U.S.-ROK alliance could give South Korea important leverage against China’s rising global economic and political influence.5 

China would fill in absent US commitments

Kang, 08 – Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College (David C., “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance.” in” in “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance” ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee. Asia policy, number 5 (january 2008), 25-41) 

China is the most likely country to have increased influence on the peninsula in the absence of a U.S.-ROK alliance. For the time being, South Korean and Chinese interests appear to be fairly consistent: increasing the economic and cultural opening of North Korea, focusing on stability rather than regime change in North Korea, and avoiding a costly collapse of the regime. 

Alliance solves China rise 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar)

4.Hedge against the possibility that China’s rise is not benign

For U.S. security planners, the U.S.-ROK alliance, as an important part of the U.S.-led alliance network in Asia, represents an important instrument by which it is possible to hedge against any potential destabilizing aspects of China’s rise. The alliance serves as a visible constraint against Chinese military expansion and as an instrument by which to channel Chinese strategic choices and deter China from consideration of expansionist aims that might threaten security of American allies. The alliance is a tangible means by which to discourage China from attempting to become a rule-breaker rather than abiding by currently established international norms of state behavior.

2nc Solves Deterrence & Stability 
Alliance solves Northeast Asian stability and deterrence. 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar)

Both countries benefit from the stabilizing role of the alliance, and the U.S. presence on the peninsula that it codified, in ensuring economic prosperity, including safeguarding sea-lanes criti- cal to energy security. The mutual defense commitments of the alliance deter aggression against both countries. For the United States, the alliance also supports continuing U.S. engagement in Northeast Asia, provides a hedge against the possibility that a rising China might one day threaten regional and global stability, and is a means through which the United States can pursue and protect its regional and global interests. For South Korea, the alliance is likely to have enduring strategic value as a means by which to enhance its own security without tilting toward one or the other of South Korea’s larger next-door neighbors, and the alliance is a platform for South Korea to project its international image more effectively. The respective objectives outlined as follows constitute enduring strategic interests and mutual needs that the alliance will be able to serve if it is properly structured and maintained.

1. Safeguard regional stability, economic prosperity, and energy security

An early and enduring goal of the alliance is the objective of safeguarding stability in Northeast Asia by mitigating regional rivalries that could lead to conflict. The alliance is an investment in stability that has enabled decades of economic growth and prosperity in the region, and it also safeguards that growth by reducing costs that would otherwise accrue from higher costs that would have to be covered by other means. In particular, the U.S.-led alliance framework has re- inforced maritime security necessary to enable safe and secure trade including supplies of oil and other energy resources to Asia and South Korea from other regions of the world.

2. Deter regional aggression through mutual defense commitment

U.S. led alliance arrangements in Northeast Asia continue to prevent the likelihood of aggres- sion or conflict in Northeast Asia by providing deterrence against any possible hostile force that might seek to take advantage of perceived weakness on the part of American alliance partners. The defense commitment provides for common security and mitigates the likelihood that costly inter- state conflict will break out in Northeast Asia.

2nc Solves Economy
U.S.-South Korea alliance is key to managing Obama’s global agenda including North Korea and the financial crisis

Pritchard, et. al, 09 – former special envoy for negotiations with North Korea and co-chair of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula (6/16/09, Jack Pritchard, John Tilelli – former commander-in-chief of the United Nations Command and U.S. Forces in Korea and co-chair of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula, and Scott Snyder – director of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula, The Baltimore Sun, “Viewpoint: A new chapter for U.S.-South Korea alliance,” http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/oped/bal-op.viewpoint16jun16,0,5349044.story, JMP)
While all eyes have been trained on North Korea's belligerent and aggressive actions in recent weeks, it is important to note that the U.S.-South Korea alliance has emerged as a linchpin in the Obama administration's efforts to successfully manage an overcrowded global agenda, and a pivotal tool for safeguarding U.S. long-term interests in Asia.

When South Korea's President Lee Myung-bak meets with President Barack Obama at the White House Tuesday, the two leaders must effectively address three main areas: policy coordination to address North Korea's nuclear threat, the development of a global security agenda that extends beyond the peninsula, and collaboration to address the global financial crisis as South Korea takes a lead on the G-20 process.

By conducting a second nuclear test in May, followed by a number of missile launches, North Korea has forced its way onto the Obama administration's agenda. First and foremost, effective U.S.-South Korea alliance coordination is critical to managing both the global effects of North Korea's nuclear threat on the nonproliferation regime and the regional security challenges posed by potential regime actions that lead to further crisis in the region.
North Korea's internal focus on its leadership succession, and the apparent naming of North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's little-known and inexperienced youngest son as his successor, make the task of responding to North Korea's aggressive and destabilizing actions all the more challenging. Both deterrence and negotiation must be pursued on the basis of close consultations. Presidents Obama and Lee must also develop coordinated contingency plans in the event of internal instability in North Korea.

Through effective U.S.-South Korea alliance coordination, it should be possible to forge a combined strategy capable of managing the nuclear, proliferation, and regional security dimensions of North Korea's threat. A coordinated position would also strengthen the administration's hand in its efforts to persuade China to put pressure on North Korea.

Both countries also face hostage crises involving citizens detained in North Korea. The recent conviction of two U.S. journalists heightens the stakes for the United States, although the administration has tried to decouple their plight from Pyongyang's missile tests.

Second, Presidents Obama and Lee should set the stage for a reinvigorated vision of a broader role for the U.S.-South Korea alliance as an important component of a broader U.S. strategy toward East Asia. A critical aspect of this vision is a mutual commitment to jointly address sources of global and functional instability beyond the peninsula. Lee Myung-bak has offered a vision of a global Korea that features an expanded commitment to peacekeeping and development assistance that is in greater proportion to South Korea's economic clout as the world's 13th largest economy.

As the third-largest contributor of troops to Iraq, South Korea has also demonstrated its capacity to make valuable contributions to post-conflict stabilization. The U.S.-South Korea alliance can serve as a platform by which South Korea can make such contributions in many other areas, including Afghanistan. South Korea has already made commitments to send engineers and medical personnel to Afghanistan. It is poised now to expand its contributions, in line with its broadening scope of interest in contributing to global stability and its economic prowess.

Third, South Korea is an essential partner in addressing the global financial crisis. Its emphasis on fighting protectionism and promotion of stimuli at the April G-20 leaders meeting in London illustrate how closely its priorities are aligned with those of the United States. A U.S. Federal Reserve Bank line of credit to South Korea last fall played a critical role in stabilizing the South Korean's currency and forestalled a possible repeat of South Korea's difficulties in the Asian financial crisis of a decade ago.

The Obama and Lee administrations have the opportunity to send a powerful signal opposing protectionism by winning legislative support in both countries for the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement negotiated by their predecessors. With the necessary revisions to meet new political conditions, Mr. Lee and Mr. Obama should urge their respective legislatures to consider early ratification of the trade pact. This would both support more effective coordination on the global financial crisis

and underscore its value as a precedent that sets high standards for trade agreements in Asia, in contrast to the proliferation of Asian trade agreements that do little to promote a more open Asian trade and investment environment.

U.S.-South Korean coordination to manage North Korea's challenge to nonproliferation norms, the global financial crisis, and the transition in Afghanistan will underscore the practical value of alliance contributions to meet mutual interests in global security and prosperity. For this reason, Presidents Obama and Lee have a compelling interest in establishing a firm foundation for unlocking the potential of alliance cooperation in the service of our shared interests.

Solves Democracy Promotion
Military Presence in South Korea is critical to democracy promotion 

Lane 2k- Editor and political analyst of the New Republic

(1/17/00, “The Democracy Wave; Has it crested?” pg online @ lexis//au) 
Thanks to American power, then, fascism and communism have been mostly vanquished. The remaining task is to remove them where they linger (China, North Korea, Cuba, Iraq, Serbia), and to cope with or over-come other ideologically based obstacles to democracy -- like Islamic fundamentalism, the "Asian values" canard, and the tribal and ethnic strife that bedevil the Arab world, sub-Saharan Africa, the Caucasus, and the Balkans. It may take more than a century to handle all of this unfinished business. But, if the United States is serious about defending and consolidating democracy, it will have to identify democracy's enemies and oppose them, both with the force of our ideas and, where necessary, with just plain force. In short, what Joseph Nye has called "soft power" -- foreign aid, trade, and the other persuasive tools which Carothers and Diamond emphasize -- may not be enough. "Hard power," the maintenance of a strong U.S. military and a network of global security commitments and alliances capable of protecting democracies and resisting aggressive dictatorships, will surely continue to play an indispensable role. Doubters need only ask themselves whether democracy in Taiwan, South Korea, or even Japan would be stabilized or destabilized by a U.S. pullout from East Asia -- where China increasingly flexes its military muscles.
Robust Military Presence is key to South Korean economic growth and democracy promotion – It strengthens the alliance
Lee 6/28/10- President of the Republic of Korea

(“A promise fulfilled; American sacrifice is redeemed by a partnership in peace” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

As we commemorate the 60th anniversary of the Korean War, I offer our deepest, most sincere gratitude to all the American veterans and their families for what they did. The friendship and bond that we share is reinforced by a strong and robust military alliance, which in turn has been the basis for the Republic of Korea's remarkable twin achievements of the past six decades, namely, achieving economic growth and becoming a true liberal democracy. Now, the Republic of Korea hopes to contribute to global peace and common prosperity. The year the Korean War started, we were one of the poorest countries in the world, with a per capita gross domestic product of less than $40. In 2009, we officially joined the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development's Development Assistance Committee (DAC), transitioning from a country that once received aid to one that now provides for others. This transformation took place in just one generation. Attaining and maintaining peace is our shared responsibility. In this regard, the Republic of Korea is taking part in peacekeeping operations in 14 countries around the world. This year, we will be hosting the Group of 20 Summit in Seoul, and in 2012, we will host the second Nuclear Security Summit, which was first hosted by the United States. These all will be opportunities for us to strengthen international cooperation, which is so vital in resolving many of the global challenges we face collectively. By doing our part, we hope to ensure a better future for all. The Republic of Korea is a partner, working together with the United States in many parts of the world. The Joint Vision for the Alliance that President Obama and I agreed to last year is a vision for a strategic alliance befitting the 21st century. The Vision helps us face the global challenges of today and tomorrow, such as climate change, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, the financial crisis and energy security through a close partnership based on shared values and mutual trust. Such partnerships enable us to prepare for and effectively tackle the multifaceted challenges we are bound to face.
Solves North Korean Nuclearization
Alliance is key to North Korea denuclearization 

Korb and Ogden, 05 – *assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration and is now a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, AND **coordinator of the Center for American Progress's International Rights and Responsibilities program (Lawrence and Peter, Center for American Progress, “A Time for U.S. Diplomacy in East Asia.” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2005/05/b673063.html) 

Worsening relations between China and Japan will also further damage an already strained U.S.-South Korean alliance, which again would be a serious blow to our efforts to denuclearize the Korean peninsula. Any strategy that involves "squeezing" North Korea through economic and military embargoes, of course, requires the full and determined cooperation of the South. Though it is blatant hypocritical for Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's to declare that "Japan needs to face up to history squarely," it is far harder to dismiss South Korea's anger over what they perceive as an insufficiently contrite or introspective Japan – a Japan where the prime minister pays visits to a shrine that commemorates, among others, 14 Class A convicted war criminals; where six of eight state sanctioned textbooks make no mention of the tens of thousands of "comfort women" who were forced into sexual servitude by the Japanese in WWII; and where the textbook used by the majority of students whitewashes the forcible relocation of some 700,000 people to Japan to serve as laborers during the war.

Yet in the eyes of many South Koreans, the United States quickly dismisses such legitimate concerns because we value our alliance with Japan far more than we do our alliance with South Korea (notwithstanding the fact that we have some 30,000 troops stationed in their country, including a number deployed along the demilitarized zone who would serve as a "tripwire" for U.S. engagement if North Korea were to invade). Thus, when the South Koreans protest against Japan's refusal to reckon more fully with its imperialist past, they are also expressing their displeasure at the United States for giving Japan a free pass, and our crucial alliance suffers.

Alliance solves North Korean nuclearization 
Lee, 09 – visiting research fellow at KINU and adjunct professor at Ewha Woman's University. (Choon-Kun, Center for a New American Security, “The U.S.-ROK Alliance in the 21st Century,” ed. by Jung-Ho Bae and Abraham Denmark. “North Korea’s Policy toward the United States and the Coordination between the United States and South Korea - A Korean Perspective.” p. 113, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/US-ROK%20Alliance%20in%20the%2021st%20Century_Denmark%20and%20Fontaine.pdf) 

Through the brinkmanship diplomacy with nuclear weapons and long range missiles, North Korea seems to believe that they can survive and even be the unifier of the Korean Peninsula. I have mentioned that the United States and South Korea would and should not allow North Korea to think and act that way. The goals of the United States and South Korea is to denuclearize North Korea and to help them to change their defunct regimes and build a unified Korea which will be ruled by the liberal and democratic government on the Korean Peninsula.

To achieve this noble goal, the United States and South Korea must cooperate. With cooperation, the United States and South Korea can achieve their national goal more easily and effectively. To cooperate, South Korea and the United States should share ideas about North Korea. The two countries should have the common views and answers to the following questions: what is the problemof North Korea?; what does it mean to solve the North Korea’s nuclear problem?; and, what should be the future of Korea? 

The preconditions for cooperation between the United States and South Korea in solving the North Korean problems are sharing the common answers to the above questions.
North Korea is a failed state ruled by a rogue leader who cannot even provide food and shelter to his own people, while endangering the international community with nuclear weapons and long range missiles. Therefore, it is imperative for the peace loving people of the world to remove nuclear weapons from the hands of the North Korean dictator. For permanent peace in Northeast Asia, we should have a vision to build a unified country with liberal and democratic government on the Korean peninsula. We believe that the United States and South Korea under the Obama and Lee presidencies share the common visions and will succeed in solving the problems raised by North Korea with full cooperation.

Solves Korean Stability
Alliance solves Korean stability and South Korean economy

Bae, 10 – Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science and International Studies at Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea, and was a Research Associate of the Princeton Institute for International and Regional Studies at Princeton University (Jong-Yun, Asian Survey, “South Korean Strategic Thinking toward North Korea.” Google Scholar, http://caliber.ucpress.net.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdfplus/10.1525/as.2010.50.2.335) 

The alliance is virtually unassailable because the foremost objective in strategic thinking is stability. This is seen as essential for the South Korean economy, sandwiched between technologically more-advanced producers in Japan and the U.S. and the rising, low-cost producers of China. The alliance with the U.S. may be primarily a means to keep North Korea from invading or otherwise destabilizing the South, but it also is a bulwark of dependability for the South and the region. Thus, its significance is much broader than many have suggested. Although both Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun propelled several quietly progressive policies toward North Korea, they never denied the importance of the American alliance, even at times of policy discord on the North Korean nuclear issue. Nonetheless, the value of the alliance could be called into question if the U.S. gets trigger-happy toward the North—or if force realignment aimed at a possible war over Taiwan were to lead many in Korea to perceive the American troops as a source of instability.

Solves ROK Tension With Neighbors
Security cooperation with U.S. restrains ROK tensions with neighbors

Levin 4, Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)
Second, the security relationship strengthens ROK interests in supporting U.S. efforts to counter North Korea’s WMD, missile, and arms transfer activities. It also increases ROK incentives to cooperate with U.S. counterproliferation objectives more broadly. By reassuring South Koreans of the U.S. commitment, moreover, security cooperation helps restrain ROK tensions with its neighbors, thereby diminishing potential ROK interest in its own WMD program. South Korea’s move to develop nuclear weapons in the 1970s when it thought the U.S. defense commitment was waning is a good object lesson. 
Solves War on Terrorism
Cooperation key to ROK support for war on terrorism

Levin 4, Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)
Third, security cooperation provides a means for strengthening Korea’s role in the war on terrorism and in future coalition warfare. To be sure, this goal faces significant hurdles. Aside from the continuing threat from North Korea, which necessarily takes up the bulk of ROK attention and resources, few Koreans outside the policy and security communities have a fully globalized concept of security. To the extent that they think about a world after OEF, they see neither much threat to them nor much required of them. Many Korean citizens, moreover, are focused less on the war on terrorism per se than on the war’s effect on their relations with North Korea. And even given the will, Korea’s lack of refueling, long-range transport, and other capabilities hinders a significantly expanded ROK role in coalition activities. 

Still, the South Korean military is moving perceptibly in this direction. The ROK Army Chief of Staff is developing a rapid reaction force concept for use outside of Korea, for example, and the ROKAF has concrete plans for a power projection capability. The value Koreans place on the security alliance, moreover, creates the potential for continuing ROK support as the war on terrorism moves forward. And Korea has additional capabilities it could provide in such areas as engineering, medical, countermining, and special operations that could be helpful. Although the deployment of Korean combat troops will require either an increased sense of threat or a harder U.S. sell than was attempted for Afghanistan, the ROK has communicated that all options are on the table. This suggests that any specific requests that the U.S. might tender will receive serious examination. The U.S. request for combat troops for Iraq will be an important test case. As noted above, Korean support for the war in Iraq has been framed almost entirely thus far in terms of its importance for close alliance relations. 

Relations solve terrorism 
Campbell et al, 09 -- Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 72-73  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
America will not be able to neutralize terrorists in Afghanistan, Iraq, or Pakistan by itself or through purely kinetic operations. Key to America’s success in stabilizing both nations will be assistance from allies and nations around the world. Stronger coordination between Seoul and Washington on reconstruction assistance will be a key element of success. Even though aid coordination between South Korea and America remains limited, Seoul’s assistance is a growing and positive indication of a gradual strategic alignment to manage and deal with non-traditional security challenges. America should therefore encourage South Korea to make use of its increased global presence and take a larger leadership role in such efforts. South Korea’s existing work to expand its global reach suggests three key areas that could be usefully incorporated into a new soft-power vision for the U.S.-ROK alliance: development assistance, trade agreements, and civil society partnerships.

A2: North East Asian Prolif is Stable
Northeast Asia poses unique prolif risks which go global – multiple reasons. 

Moltz, 06[James Clay, Deputy director and research professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, and associate Professor on the National Security Affairs faculty of the Naval Postgraduate School, Nov, “FUTURE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION SCENARIOS IN NORTHEAST ASIA,” The Nonproliferation Review 13.3, Informaworld]
Over the next 10 years, Northeast Asia could become one of the most volatile regions of the world when it comes to nuclear weapons. Compared to other areas, it has a higher percentage of states with not only the capability to develop nuclear weapons quickly, but also the potential motivation.1 With the exception of Mongolia, all the countries in the region—Russia, China, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan—already have civilian nuclear power infrastructures. They also have experience with nuclear weapons. Northeast Asia has two established nuclear weapon states—Russia and China—and North Korea is a presumed nuclear power. Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan are considered “threshold” states—all have had nuclear weapons development programs and could resume them in the future. Adding potential volatility to the mix, Northeast Asia suffers from underlying political and security fault lines: the legacy of the Cold War on the Korean Peninsula; enduring Korean and Chinese enmity over Japanese atrocities committed before and during World War II; Russo-Japanese disputes over the Kuril Islands; and the tensions created by China's growing effort to rein Taiwan into its governance. For these and other reasons, regional security institutions in Northeast Asia are weak and tend to be based around bilateral commitments (Sino-North Korean, U.S.-Japanese, U.S.-South Korean, and U.S.-Taiwanese). The nuclear character of Northeast Asia is further defined by the fact that the United States used nuclear weapons twice against Japan in August 1945 and eventually stationed 3,200 nuclear weapons in South Korea, Guam, the Philippines, Taiwan, and the formerly U.S.-held islands of Chichi Jima, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa.2 Major and minor wars involving regional powers were fought in the years from 1945 to 1991: the Chinese Civil War, the Taiwan Strait crisis, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, border skirmishes between China and the Soviet Union, and the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese War. Given this violent history, it is remarkable that further nuclear proliferation did not occur. The role of U.S. security guarantees with Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan clearly played a major role in this sometimes less-than-willing restraint. In recent years, however, there has been a gradual erosion of political support for U.S. forces in both South Korea and Japan. North Korea's withdrawal from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in 2003 also has caused both states to reevaluate their decisions to halt nuclear weapons programs. Moreover, the views of some top officials in the George W. Bush administration regarding the acceptability of nuclear weapons may be eroding national restraint and increasing the willingness of countries to go the final step, using their nuclear capabilities to make up for any conventional defense gaps. This essay examines potential nuclear proliferation trends among the states of Northeast Asia to 2016 from the context of early post-Cold War predictions, current capabilities, and possible future “trigger” events. It offers the unfortunate conclusion that several realistic scenarios could stimulate horizontal or vertical nuclear proliferation.3 Indeed, if left unattended, existing political and security tensions could cause Northeast Asia to become the world's most nuclearized area by 2016, with six nuclear weapon states. Such a scenario would greatly exacerbate U.S. security challenges and probably spark nuclear proliferation elsewhere in the world.
***Aff ANS
N/U- Strategic Drift
Strategic drift is hurting the alliance now
Campbell et al, 09 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 59 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 


The U.S.-ROK alliance has been a key component of America’s bilateral alliance system in Asia for almost 60 years. Korea has been a close friend and valued partner during difficult circumstances, even when personal relations between U.S. and ROK leaders were at a low point. Moreover, the alliance has always exceeded expectations and pro-vided invaluable help to the United States — even when it was politically challenging. Yet, despite this evidence and a general consensus about the alliance’s utility versus a nuclear-armed North Korea, an unhealthy feeling of strategic drift has increasingly beleaguered the alliance. For the past two decades, questions about the continued relevance of the alliance and America’s commitment to South Korea have colored perceptions about the alliance’s staying power in Washington and Seoul. To a large extent, this sense of strategic drift can be attributed to the failure of policymakers in both countries to define a strategic rationale for alliance-based cooperation outside of the Korean peninsula.

Alliance / Relations Resilient 
U.S.-ROK Relations are resilient

Campbell et al, 09 -- Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Kurt M., Center for a New American Security, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” Ed. by Campbell et al, “Going global: the future of the U.S.-South Korea alliance.” P. 74-75  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf) 
 
South Korea has been and will continue to be a cornerstone of stability and security in East Asia. Despite bumps and bruises, the U.S.-ROK relationship is a resilient and key component of America’s ability to enhance U.S. influence and power in the region. It is the hope of this paper’s authors that the alliance will continue to exceed expectations and chart a more global path into the 21st century.

Alliance resilient – there have always been tensions

Sneider, 06 – Associate Director for Research, Walter S. Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, Stanford University (Daniel, “RE-IMAGINING THE U.S.-ROK ALLIANCE.” PDF based on a presentation by the author to the 1st ROK-U.S. West Coast Strategic Forum held in Seoul. www.mansfieldfdn.org/programs/program_pdfs/rok_us_sneider.pdf) 
There is a tendency on both sides of the Pacific to overdraw a portrait of an alliance on the verge of collapse. Crises in the U.S.-ROK alliance are hardly new. As I have written elsewhere, there never was a “golden age” in our alliance that was free from tension. Korean discomfort with an alliance founded on dependency and American unease with Korean nationalism have been a constant since the early days of this relationship. Clashes over how to respond to North Korea have been a staple of the alliance since its earliest days.

Korean-American relations today are much deeper than at the inception of this alliance. Our interests are intertwined on many fronts, not least as major players in the global economic and trading system. We share fundamental values as democratic societies, built on the rule of law and the free flow of ideas. There is a large, and growing, contact between our two peoples, from trade and tourism to immigration.

Relations are resilient – the alliance was born in blood during the Korean War 

Wilson, 6/24 (6/24/10, Elaine, American Forces Press Service, Department of Defense, “Pentagon Marks 60th Anniversary of the Korean War,” http://www.defense.gov/news/

newsarticle.aspx?id=59779) DH

Han Duk-soo, ambassador of South Korea, also spoke at the event. Thanks to the courage of Korean War veterans, the ambassador said, “Korean flags still fly over the Republic of Korea and the Korea-U.S. alliance, an alliance forged in blood, is still strong and valued by both sides today. This is why we call the Korean War a true victory.”

“You won freedom, democracy and prosperity for our nation,” the ambassador told the Korean War veterans.

Today, South Korea serves alongside the United States in Iraq, Afghanistan and the waters of Somalia, the ambassador said.

“As the U.S. partner and friend, South Korea is and will be by your side,” he said. “Through your bravery and sacrifice you veterans made that possible.
“So today, we honor you and the 36,000 of your brothers-in-arms who gave their lives so that Korea could be free,” the ambassador continued. “For that, the Korean people are eternally grateful to all of you and all of them.”

Alliance / Relations Resilient 
The US-ROK partnership is built to endure both the best and worst of times.

Fuelner, 6/25  (6/25/10, Edwin J. Fuelner, president of the Heritage Foundation, “On the 60th Anniversary of the Korean War,” http://blog.heritage.org/?p=37078) DH

On the southern side of the border is the free and democratic Republic of Korea, whose leaders and citizens join those of the United States and the other nations that formed the United Nations Command to pay homage to the brave men and women who fought in that war.  The armed forces of these nations fought North Korea, and later China, and persevered even when it seemed that hope had died. We humbly honor their service and remember that far too many brave young souls paid the ultimate sacrifice to protect our shared values of freedom, democracy, and human rights.
Because it started in this manner, it is often said that the U.S.-Korean alliance has been “forged in blood.” That is surely true, because the true mettle of an enduring partnership such as that between our two countries, can only come when we have shared not only the best of times, but also of the worst of times.

Presence Not Key to Relations
Presence not key to relations 

Shin, 10 – director of Shorenstein APARC; the Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies (Gi-Wook, One Alliance, Two Lenses: U.S.-Korea Relations in a New Era., p.83, Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA, 2010)  
In a similar vein, it is important not to equate the U.S.-ROK alliance with the presence of U.S. forces in the ROK. Although the latter may be the most visible, immediately relevant part of the alliance in the eyes of many Koreans, the presence of U.S. forces in Korea is only one of many important features of the Alliance. Figure 4.1 depicts the relationship among these aspects. Careful delineation of these aspects may lead to greater, more refined understanding of the current tension in the alliance. 

Security alliance doesn’t spill over to political relations – means they can’t access their impacts 

Snyder, 09 – director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations Program of the Asia Foundation (Scott, CSIS, April, “Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S.–South Korea Alliance.” Google Scholar)

The U.S.-ROK alliance should be based on a broader foundation of political cooperation than currently exists. The existing structure of security cooperation has been critical to sustaining the alliance, but is not sufficient to meet the needs of the expanded political and security partnership. The security alliance has important implications for South Korean security in the event of military conflict, but the true benefits of a comprehensive alliance for South Korea are political—not military. A primary benefit South Korea seeks to derive from the alliance relationship in its modern diplomacy is to utilize the alliance as a platform for enhancing its political leverage in dealing with neighboring countries and for strengthening Korea’s position and status in the international com- munity. These needs are not fully served by a relationship that is inordinately focused on military cooperation. As a country outside the core power groupings but nonetheless an important secondary actor in international affairs, South Korea faces the challenge of how to improve its influence and standing to make a difference on global issues. Cooperation with the United States can be a politically effective and cost-effective way of enhancing South Korean influence without necessarily sacrificing South Korea’s status as an independent actor. Instead, a much broader structure of political coordination must be established to derive full advantage from the political aspects of alliance cooperation.

Alliance Not Key to Relations
Ending alliance won’t undermine relations
Snyder, 08 – Senior Associate in the International Relations program of The Asia Foundation and Pacific Forum CSIS (Scott, Asia Policy, “U.S.-ROK Civil Society Ties: Dynamics and Prospects in a Post-Alliance World.” In “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance.” Ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee Number 5, (January 2008), 43-59)

The end of the alliance would probably have a significant impact on public opinion in South Korea. The end of the alliance would hardly spell the end of the U.S.-ROK relationship, however, given the extensive personal networks and mutual opportunities that have developed in each of the spheres mentioned above. In this respect, the U.S. experience with the Philippines is instructive. Although anti-U.S. sentiment was an important factor in the Philippine legislature’s decision to call for the dissolution of the U.S.-Philippine security alliance in the early 1990s, that decision did not mean the end of the U.S.-Philippine relationship. Despite a relative downward adjustment in the political profile of the Philippines in Washington, D.C., many aspects of the U.S.-Philippine relationship at a grass-roots level continue to thrive.

Conclusions

This essay has attempted to review the interactions between the U.S.-ROK security alliance and Korean civil society, broadly defined. The essay has shown that while the existence of the alliance served as an invisible foundational support beam for the development of a wide range of grass-roots level interactions, South Korea’s democratization and the deepening of civil society organizations within South Korea were not directly tied to the existence of the security alliance. 

South Korea’s democratic transition has brought dramatic development of civil society organizations that desire greater transparency and responsiveness in many areas, including the management of the U.S.-ROK security relationship. Educational and religious exchanges were stimulated by the existence of the alliance, but the alliance is hardly relevant to expansion in these spheres. South Korean NGO activity has boomed with the country’s democratic consolidation. The major focus of these organizations has been generally on advocating social change within South Korea; to the extent that the U.S. military presence has been seen as an obstacle to South Korea’s social betterment, the alliance has fueled NGO activity through demonstrations and other forms of criticism. South Korean society increasingly debates and contests issues related to the U.S. presence. Overall public opinion, however, remains supportive of the continuation of a U.S. security presence on the Korean Peninsula, even as the public desires greater transparency and accountability in the management of the security relationship.

What would the U.S.-ROK relationship look like in the absence of an alliance? The above analysis suggests that the existence or absence of a security alliance between the United States and South Korea would probably not have a decisive impact on civil society interactions across all spheres; the end of the alliance (and more specifically the U.S. military presence in Korea) would actually remove a concern shared by South Korean NGOs working to bring greater transparency and accountability to the U.S.-ROK military relationship.
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Given this possibility, how might relations between the two Koreas evolve in the absence of a U.S.-ROK military alliance? Fairly clear is that while South Korean threat perceptions of North Korea would increase North Korean threat perceptions would decrease; this would occur simply because U.S. military support for South Korea would be less readily available in event of a crisis or military confrontation. Indeed, rather than focusing on the direction of change the key question should be about the extent of change: would the increased threat perception be enough to override both ROK engagement of North Korea and Seoul’s interdependence strategy in general? That is, would a cold war return to the peninsula or would South Korea continue its engagement of North Korea?

Evidence suggests that even without the U.S.-ROK military alliance instability and change on the Korean peninsula would be less dramatic than some observers have predicted. The absence of an alliance might under certain circumstances, such as continued progress in the six-party talks, have relatively little impact. Under other circumstances, such as increased tension between the United States and China over regional issues, the absence of the alliance might be more consequential. 

