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Korean War Advantage---1NC
1. South Korea won’t provoke war – several reasons 

Wall  Street Journal 10 "Seoul Weighs Shift in U.S. Military Ties " May 31. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703406604575278350884508216.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines

Seoul Angry, But Not Angry Enough to Attack

After disclosing evidence of North Korea’s attack on the Cheonan, Seoul will feel compelled to respond with punitive measures. However, South Korea will not conduct a military attack. The populace is angry, but not angry enough to advocate military strikes against North Korea since such an attack could escalate into all-out war and the subsequent collapse of the North Korean regime.

War and its attendant consequences would jeopardize Seoul’s two highest priorities: ensuring economic recovery and hosting the G-20 summit. Even a series of tactical-level inter-Korean clashes could spook investors and have a dramatic impact on the South Korean bourse and economy. The G-20 summit is seen as another manifestation of South Korea’s recognition as an important international nation, similar to the 1988 Seoul Olympics.

President Lee Myung-bak may have intended his April meeting with former Presidents Kim Young-sam and Chun Doo-hwan to provide political cover for not responding militarily. Kim and Chun were conservative presidents who talked tough about North Korea but did not respond to North Korean attacks during their administrations. As a result, there is less pressure on President Lee to respond with military force.
2. No risk of second Korean war- NK won’t risk defeat
Sydney Morning Herald, 10 (5/29/10, “North Korean war unlikely, say analysts”, http://www.lexisnexis.com)
“China refuses scheming against NK with the US," read the front page banner headline. Patrick Morgan, a leading strategic analyst at the University of California, writes that the North has succeeded in looking "like Mighty Mouse" because its nuclear deterrence has not been tested by highly motivated potential attackers. "Why not? Because a collapse of the North seems at least as dangerous, and much more likely, than its use of nuclear weapons," Morgan says. The good news, however, is that the North's estimated eight nuclear missiles, of questionable functionality, are not nearly enough to embolden the North to deliberately risk outright military confrontation. "Pyongyang has never displayed intense dedication to anything except survival; it will not initiate a war to die for its principles," Morgan says. Peter Hayes, at the Nautilus Institute, recalls being in North Korea in 1998, when the country was also on a war footing. "The whole country just went berserk. It was like throwing petrol on an ant hill," he said. "Presumably [the war ritual] is a positive for the regime, or they wouldn't do it.
3. No escalation – empirically denied
Strobel and Landay, 10 – Foreign affairs correspondent, reporter (Warren and Jonathan, 5/25/10, Yahoo News, “Will North Korea's saber rattling lead to war?” http://news.yahoo.com/s/mcclatchy/20100525/wl_mcclatchy/3516222)

"It's not inevitable that it will escalate," said Mitchell Reiss , who negotiated with North Korea during the Clinton administration. Reiss said no war erupted after earlier North Korean acts that were more provocative than the sinking of the Cheonan was. Those included a 1983 bombing linked to North Korea that killed South Korean cabinet members who were visiting Burma and a 1968 commando raid on the South Korean presidential residence, the Blue House. Lee also "didn't shoot all of his bullets, and he left some incentives on the table for the North Koreans to behave better in the future," Reiss said, pointing to Lee's decision not to pull out of a joint industrial park in the northern border town of Kaesong.
Korean War Advantage---2NC---No War 
Extend Klingner 10 - South Korea won’t provoke a war,  four reasons:

1) Hurts international recognition – South Korea wants to take advantage of G20 to showcase its new influence as a rising power

2) Public opposition- South Korean retaliation would lead to all-out war and make the civilians cannon fodder

Regional Elections Prove

James Zumwalt 10 " North Korea's Influence on South Korea's Elections " June 16. Human Events. http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=37501
The good news about the local elections is voter turnout was the highest (54.5%) in 15 years;  the bad news for the GNP is it lost big.  Of the sixteen races, it won only six to DEP’s seven—the remaining three claimed by a small opposition and two independent party candidates.  The DEP also won a majority of all the smaller races.
While Lee had spoken out about punishing the North for the sinking, he never threatened military action.  But this, apparently, was not enough for most voters who, while mad at the North for the incident, still did not wish to risk war on the peninsula, opting for reason (apparently unilaterally applied as Pyongyang has never proven capable of exercising it) over confrontation. 

3) Hurts economic recovery and spooks investors because of the ensuing war

More evidence

Kim, 6/16 (6/16/10, Jack, Reuters, “Q+A - How serious is the Korean crisis and risk of war?”

http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49340820100616]
Market players have tended to think that confrontation between the two Koreas will not escalate into armed conflict because they believe Seoul will not risk the damage to its own economy and its powerful neighbours in North Asia, who together account for about a sixth of the world's economic output. In South Korea, even a nuclear test does little to rattle financial markets, as market players are more concerned with direct armed confrontation and have become largely inured to the North's rhetoric. But the latest report of Kim Jong-il calling for war readiness has unnerved financial markets. Some analysts say historic trends suggest any market losses will remain brief, as long as the two Koreas stop short of all-out war.
4) Political cover. President Lee Myunk-Bak attended a meeting with former presidents of South korea who talked tough about North Korea attacks but did not respond militarily. There’s no political pressure.
Extend Sydney Morning Herald 10- North Korea is only threatening war as political theatre to strengthen its regime. It is only concerned with survival and won’t go to war over its principles. North Korea will not risk defeat in outright military confrontation because they would lose.

Turn- US withdrawal signals weakened South Korean defenses and causes NK to miscalculate and attack  

Corey Richardson 6 (Asia Times Online :: Korea News - South Korea must choose sides, www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html) 

Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea.
Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations. 
Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea. 
The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong
Korean War Advantage---2NC---Empirically Denied 
1.  Extend Strobel and Landay 10 – history proves that escalation is not inevitable:

 a) No war erupted after North Korea’s 1983 bombing of the South Korean cabinet

 b) No war erupted after the 1960 raid on the South Korean presidential residence

Both of which were worse than the Cheonan incident

2. Clashes in the Koreas during the past 57 years haven’t led to warfare
McClatchy 10 [MCCLATCHY WASHINGTON BUREAU | BY WARREN P. STROBEL AND JONATHAN S. LANDAY, “Experts say war unlikely North, South Korea” May 25]
Although the isolated, communist North's behavior is notoriously unpredictable and sometimes seems irrational, all-out war between it and the democratic, capitalist South still seems unlikely, analysts said, given the stakes. Nevertheless, tensions on the Korean peninsula, where some 28,500 U.S. troops provide a tripwire for U.S. military intervention if the North attacks, are likely to rise in coming days. North Korea would likely lose any conflict with the South, but not before inflicting massive damage on South Korea's capital, Seoul, a 30-minute drive south of the demilitarized zone that has divided the two Koreas since 1953. U.S. intelligence officials estimate that some 11,000 North Korean artillery pieces are in sheltered positions within range of Seoul and probably could destroy much of the city before they could be knocked out. "The tensions certainly have increased," but there is no sign that North Korea is mobilizing its 1.2 million-strong military, said a U.S. defense official, who requested anonymity in order to speak more freely. "They have masses (of troops) down on the DMZ (demilitarized zone), but they do a normal shift or rotation," he said. South Korean officials said they were bracing for fresh provocations from the North, especially at sea. On Monday, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak blamed North Korea for the March 26 sinking of the corvette Cheonan, which killed 46 of its crew, and said he was curbing trade with North Korea and banning its ships from transiting South Korean waters. "That could get sort of ugly if (North Korean vessels) don't stop, and chances are they won't," said Art Brown, formerly the top U.S. intelligence analyst for East Asia. "It's unlikely they will do nothing. I tend to think they're not going to try Korean War, version two." Still, Brown and other former top U.S. officials said that serious clashes between the Koreas during the past 57 years haven't led to warfare -- and sometimes have provided opportunities for rapprochement.
3. Both sides are avoiding escalation
Paal, 10 – vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (6/3/10, Douglas H., “The Cheonan Attack,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23472]
One thing we have observed about Kim Jong-il and the North Koreans: they do not let defeats go unanswered. After the loss of the North Korean ship, the commander of its component, known as Unit 586, General Kim Myung-guk, was demoted to three-star rank. But on April 25 this year, a month after the torpedo sank the South’s Cheonan, Kim received his fourth star again, personally from the Dear Leader. This strongly suggests both a desire for vengeance and a need for the North’s leader to maintain his close connection to the armed forces. We have to assume that the North’s commanders believed they could pull this operation off without being clearly implicated, even though they would be widely suspected to be responsible. After all, would not the torpedo destroy itself and the evidence would sink to the bottom of the sea? This was intended to reduce the chances that the North would be forced to pay a price directly. And it would give voice to dissidents in the South to criticize and oppose the new Lee Myung-bak government, a consistent goal of the North. Now, North Korea and its friends have been surprised by the clear evidence that it was guilty of launching the attack. The quality and integrity of the evidence assembled by the South and its international advisors have thrown Pyongyang (and Beijing) on the defensive. Both North and South have begun the process of sanctioning and threatening each other, though with discernible limits which signal intent to avoid outright conflict.
Training CP---1NC
Counter Plan Text: The United States Federal Government should end joint military training with South Korea including Team Spirit
North Korea threatens physical response to US-ROK training exercises – ending training resolves North Korean threat perception and refusal to negotiate in the Six party talks
MSNBC 7-23, MSNBC.com July 23, 2010. [“N. Korea threatens 'physical response' to U.S. military drills” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38375802/ns/world_news-asia-pacific] 
HANOI, Vietnam — North Korea threatened Friday to mount a "physical response" to United States' military drills in the region.

Its government claimed that the exercises with South Korean forces would violate its sovereignty.

The statement came as top American and North Korean diplomats were meeting face-to-face Friday at an Asian security conference.

The North has denied responsibility for the sinking of the Cheonan navy ship that killed 46 Sout Korean sailors, despite an international investigation that found otherwise.

The U.S. and South Korea are demanding an apology from Pyongyang, dooming any prospects of a breakthrough to help ease tensions on the Korean peninsula.

All members of the stalled six-nation talks aimed at ridding the North of its nuclear weapons attended Friday's meeting in the Vietnamese capital of Hanoi, but there was little hope of a thaw.

Training in the Yellow Sea raises Chinese threat perceptions
Bumiller 7-19, Elisabeth Bumiller, White House correspondent for the New York Times July 6, 2010. [“Major Ship in U.S. Fleet Will Visit South Korea” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/20/world/asia/20military.html] 
SEOUL, South Korea — The Defense Department announced Monday that an aircraft carrier, the George Washington, would arrive in the South Korean port of Busan on Wednesday as the United States and South Korea prepared for joint military exercises meant to be a show of strength against North Korea.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates arrived in Seoul on Monday to make final plans for the exercises with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and their South Korean counterparts.

Speaking to American troops Tuesday morning, Mr. Gates said the military exercises would be a “signal of deterrence to the North.”

He said they would involve 18 ships — 10 American and 8 South Korean — and “a lot of aircraft.”

United States defense officials declined to say specifically how the George Washington would play a role in the exercises, but its presence, capabilities and sheer size — it is a Nimitz-class carrier, one of the largest warships in the world — are aimed at intimidating North Korea for what an international investigation concluded was the country’s sinking of a South Korean warship in which 46 sailors died.

The sinking occurred in March when, South Korean investigators say, a torpedo fired from a North Korean midget submarine hit the ship, the Cheonan, splitting it apart.

The George Washington will be in South Korea “as an additional manifestation of our steadfast commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea,” Geoff Morrell, the Pentagon press secretary, told reporters traveling with Mr. Gates. Defense officials said it was not unusual for a Nimitz-class carrier to operate in the area, and Mr. Morrell said the George Washington visited the Yellow Sea as recently as October.

Three destroyers from the George Washington’s strike group — the McCampbell, the John S. McCain and the Lassen — are also expected to visit South Korean ports.

When Mr. Gates, Mrs. Clinton and their South Korean counterparts meet in Seoul on Wednesday, they will announce more detailed plans on the coming exercises — land, sea and air operations in the Yellow Sea and the Sea of Japan.

So far, defense officials have said the exercises, to be conducted over the next several months, will focus on practicing antisubmarine warfare techniques and the interdiction of cargo vessels carrying prohibited nuclear materials and banned weapons. North Korea is under international scrutiny in both.
The sinking of the Cheonan caught officials in South Korea and the United States off guard, revealing that years of military spending and training had still left South Korea vulnerable to surprise attacks.

The United States is going ahead with the exercises despite concerns from China, which considers them too close to its coastal area on the Yellow Sea and therefore a form of intimidation. Mr. Morrell and Mr. Gates said the United States reserved the right to conduct operations where it wished.

Training CP---Solves North Korean Backlash/Tension
North Korea upset about training
Telegraph 09, Telegraph.uk.com, March 5, 2009 [“North Korea says it cannot ensure safety of South Korea flights” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/southkorea/4943945/North-Korea-says-it-cannot-ensure-safety-of-South-Korea-flights.html]
The North said it therefore could not guarantee security for South Korean civilian aircraft using North Korean airspace "and its vicinity" above the Sea of Japan, "in particular, while the military exercises are under way".

The annual Key Resolve-Foal Eagle exercise starts Monday and lasts for 12 days. The North has repeatedly denounced it as a prelude to war, while the US-led United Nations Command (UNC) says it is purely defensive.

The North protests against the exercise every year but inter-Korean tensions are currently high, after the North on January 30 announced it was scrapping all peace accords with the South.

Seoul's troops are on alert for possible border clashes.

North Korea is also preparing to fire a rocket from a base overlooking the Sea of Japan for what it calls a satellite launch. Seoul and Washington say the real purpose is to test a missile that could theoretically reach Alaska.

South Korean officials held an emergency meeting late on Thursday to discuss the threat, a senior transport ministry official told AFP on condition of anonymity.

They would meet again Friday morning before the government issues a statement, the official said.

He said about 30 South Korean or foreign flights, heading to or from the United States or Russia, daily pass through a Flight Information Region which is controlled by North Korea but is not part of its territory.

Training CP---Solves China Backlash/Tension
Training in the Yellow Sea aggravates China – it’s too close and too large of an operation

Shuster 7-22, Mike Shuster a diplomatic correspondent and a roving foreign correspondent for National Public Radio in the United States. July 22, 2010. [“China Complicates North-South Korea Tensions” http://www.kqed.org/news/story.jsp?id=31134&source=npr&category=world]
On Sunday, the U.S. and South Korea will launch a large-scale set of naval and air maneuvers designed to send a strong signal to North Korea.

The exercise is in response to North Korea's torpedo attack on a South Korean naval vessel in March that sank the ship and killed 46 sailors.

Both the U.S. and South Korea have been slow to decide how to respond to the North Korean attack -- in part out of fear of provoking more conflict and in part because of pressure from China.

So it has taken nearly four months for the U.S. and South Korea to figure out how to respond to the North Korean attack on the Cheonan. They waited for a South Korean-led investigation as well as action in the U.N. Security Council.

The wait was frustrating, and both the U.S. and South Korea initially intended to hold naval exercises in mid-June.

But when word leaked out that the U.S. was prepared to send the aircraft carrier USS George Washington into the Yellow Sea west of the Korean peninsula -- and not too far from China -- the issue grew more complicated, says Dan Sneider, a Korea specialist at the Asia-Pacific Research Center at Stanford University.
"It was almost a propaganda campaign in China. There were multiple articles in the Chinese media. They made it quite public and they laid it out in some detail what their objections were. It was a little bit unusual the way the Chinese intervened on this," Sneider says.

Chinese Opposition Prompts Changes
In fact, the U.S. has held large-scale naval operations in the Yellow Sea before, complete with aircraft carrier battle groups.

But since the Cheonan was sunk, China seems to have done everything it could to protect North Korea from any real repercussions.

It might have better for the U.S. to have acted quickly rather than taken so much time, says Evans Revere, an expert on Korea formerly with the State Department and now with the Albright Stonebridge Group, a consulting firm in Washington, D.C.

"It's become so politically charged an issue when it comes to the Chinese. I don't know that it would have been as charged an issue if the exercise had taken place back in April and May," Revere says.

Now, the exercises will take place in the Sea of Japan, to the east of Korea. They will involve the USS George Washington, another 20 ships and submarines, plus up to 100 aircraft and some 8,000 military personnel from the U.S. and South Korea.

Experts on Korea naval conditions say if the U.S. wants to bolster South Korea's anti-submarine warfare capabilities, the maneuvers should take place in the Yellow Sea, not what the Koreans call the East Sea.

Maj. Gen. John Macdonald, the Pentagon's assistant chief of staff for operations, says there are benefits for conducting the maneuvers east of Korea.

"By doing it where we're doing it, we are getting the most training value out of the East Sea. It has strike training that we need to have on some of the ranges that are on the east coast. It has a capability that we are going to exercise very thoroughly on that side," Macdonald says.

And according to the Pentagon, there will be maneuvers later, possibly in September, in the Yellow Sea, as well.

North Korea Silent As China Speaks For It
In the effort to block the maneuvers nearer the Chinese coast, one military leader in Beijing was quoted as warning that the Yellow Sea has been a preferred path -- a gateway -- for invaders of China in past centuries.

It's a statement that puzzled Revere, the Korea analyst.

"I think it was very unfortunate for statements like that to be made. But the fact is and the fact remains that the exercise is clearly directed at North Korea, not [at] China," Revere says.

Meanwhile, North Korea has been uncharacteristically quiet in recent weeks and let China do most of the objecting, points out Stanford's Sneider.

"I think the North Koreans must be ecstatic ... to have the Chinese come essentially to their defense, and to turn what was the issue of North Korean aggressiveness into an issue of the provocative behavior of the United States and its ally South Korea," Sneider says. "That's great for North Korea. That's a propaganda bonus."
Training CP---Solves China/North Korea Threat Perceptions 
US and South Korean joint training provokes North Korea and China – seen as preparation for war

De Luce 7-19, Dan De Luce is the deputy director and director of technical assistance at the Programme in Comparative in Media Law and Policy at Oxford University. [“US-S.Korea war games sends 'message' to N.Korea” http://www.thejakartaglobe.com/afp/us-skorea-war-games-sends-message-to-nkorea/386875]
The United States and South Korea will launch a major military exercise on Sunday in the Sea of Japan as a warning to North Korea over the sinking of a South Korean ship, the two countries' defense chiefs said.

The drill is the first in a series designed "to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behavior must stop", U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the South's Defense Minister Kim Tae-Young said in a joint statement on Tuesday after talks.
South Korea, the United States and other nations, citing findings of a multinational investigation, accuse the North of sending a submarine to torpedo the Cheonan warship near the tense Yellow Sea border in March.

The North denies involvement in the sinking, which claimed 46 lives, and says any retaliation could spark war.

The U.S.-led United Nations Command said the drill from July 25-28 would involve about 20 ships including the 97,000-ton aircraft carrier USS George Washington and some 200 fixed-wing aircraft.

Although the two countries had staged large-scale military exercises in the past, this was the first in "many years" to be carried out in the aftermath of a "provocation" by North Korea, said Admiral Robert Willard, head of U.S. Pacific Command.
Four F-22 Raptor fighter jets will also take part in this month's drill, flying training missions around Korea for the first time, Willard told a news conference.

"Our goal is to deter North Korea from future provocations," Willard said, adding it remained unclear if the drills would have the desired effect.

About 8,000 army, air force, navy and marine personnel from the two allies will take part, with drills covering anti-submarine warfare, mid-air refueling and cyber defense, officers said.

"We stand fully prepared to respond militarily to any further North Korean provocation," said General Han Min-Koo, chairman of South Korea's Joint Chiefs of Staff, in the U.N. Command statement.
Seoul's defense ministry said earlier the drill had been relocated from the sensitive Yellow Sea (West Sea) to the Sea of Japan (East Sea) in deference to Chinese protests.

But Gates and Kim said future drills would be held in both seas.

North Korea denounced the drill as "very dangerous saber-rattling".

It is "aimed at further straining the already deadlocked inter-Korean relations and igniting a nuclear war against the DPRK (North), while watching for a chance," cabinet newspaper Minju Joson said in a commentary.

U.S. officials see China, the North's sole major ally and its economic lifeline, as playing a crucial role in reducing tensions on the peninsula but have been frustrated with Beijing's cautious stance.

Willard said the U.S. administration wanted to see China use its leverage with North Korea.

"They clearly have a very strong relationship with North Korea, and we would very much like to see them exert the influence to see that a Cheonan never happens again," he said.

The United States stations 28,500 troops in the South. Gates and Kim said they reaffirmed a commitment to an enduring U.S. military presence and the current U.S. troop level.

Earlier Tuesday, Gates visited U.S. forces at Camp Casey, 20 km from the North Korean border.

He said the naval exercises would send "a strong signal" of deterrence to North Korea but he said the communist state would pose a continuing challenge in coming years.

Gates also announced that he and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton would Wednesday visit the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) separating the two Koreas.

He described the North's missile and nuclear proliferation as a serious problem that would require persistent international pressure.

"This is an ongoing challenge that has to be managed over a period of years," he said.

Operation Team Spirit angers China and Korea – nuclear ships
Baldor 7-14, Lolita C. Baldor, Associated  Press July 14, 2010. [“US-South Korea military exercises still planned” http://www.oregonlive.com/newsflash/index.ssf?/base/national-19/1279156012202720.xml&storylist=world]
(AP) — WASHINGTON - The United States and South Korea probably will forge ahead with joint military exercises in the Yellow Sea despite China's objections, a Pentagon official said Wednesday.

The air and naval exercises, which had been delayed, are prepared for approval at a meeting next week in Seoul between Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and their South Korean counterparts, Defense Department spokesman Geoff Morrell said.

Once details are completed, the exercises would start soon and would involve a wide range of military ships and other assets, Morrell said. He did not specify a date or which ships would participate. He said the drill would involve both the Yellow Sea and the Sea of Japan.

China has opposed the military training in the Yellow Sea. Beijing said those exercises could inflame tensions on the Korean peninsula, especially if they should involve the USS George Washington, a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier.

Training CP---Solves China/North Korea Threat Perceptions
Training exercises aggravate China and North Korea – Intrusive, pre-emptive abilities and nuclear ships 

Rozoff 7-17, Rick Rozoff is an author and geopolitical analyst. July 17, 2010 [“U.S. Risks Military Clash With China In Yellow Sea” http://inteldaily.com/2010/07/u-s-risks-military-clash-with-china-in-yellow-sea/]
Delayed until after the United States achieved a United Nations Security Council statement on July 9 condemning the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, Washington’s plans for naval maneuvers in the Yellow Sea near Chinese territorial waters are forging ahead. The joint exercises with South Korea, as news sources from the latter nation have recently disclosed, will be conducted on both sides of the Korean Peninsula, not only in the Yellow Sea as previously planned but also in the Sea of Japan. (Referred to in the Korean press as the West and East Seas, respectively.) Confirmation that the U.S. nuclear-powered aircraft carrier USS George Washington will participate has further exacerbated concerns in Northeast Asia and raised alarms over American intentions not only vis-a-vis North Korea but China as well. An exact date for the war games has not yet been announced, but is expected to be formalized no later than when U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates arrive in the South Korean capital of Seoul on July 21. For weeks now leading Chinese foreign ministry and military officials have condemned the U.S.-led naval exercises, branding them a threat to Chinese national sovereignty and to peace and stability in the region. China’s influential Global Times wrote on July 12 that “The eventuality that Beijing has to prepare for is close at hand. The delayed US-South Korean naval exercise in the Yellow Sea is now slated for mid-July. According to media reports, a nuclear-powered US aircraft carrier has left its Japanese base and is headed for the drill area.” [1] Permanently based in Yokosuka, Japan, the USS George Washington is an almost 100,000-ton supercarrier: “The nuclear carrier, commissioned in 1992, is the sixth Nimitz-class vessel, carrying some 6,250 crew and about 80 aircraft, including FA-18 fighter jets and E-2C Hawkeye airborne early warning aircraft.” [2] The F/A-18 Hornet is a supersonic, multirole jet fighter (F/A is for Fighter/Attack) and one of its primary roles is destroying an adversary’s air defenses. The E-2C Hawkeye has been described as the “eyes and ears” of American carrier strike groups, being equipped with long-range surveillance radar. In addition to the nuclear aircraft carrier, “an Aegis-equipped destroyer, an amphibious assault ship, about four 4,500-ton KDX-II-class destroyers, the 1,800-ton Son Won-il-class submarine and F-15K fighter jets are expected to join the exercise.” [3] U.S. Aegis class warships (destroyers and cruisers) are equipped for Standard Missile-3 anti-ballistic interceptor missiles, part of a U.S.-led Asia-Pacific (to date, along with the U.S., Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia) and ultimately international interceptor missile system. The F-15K (“Slam Eagle”) is a state-of-the-art multirole (used for both aerial combat and ground attack) jet fighter supplied to South Korea by the U.S. The presence of a U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier and scores of advanced American and South Korean warplanes off the coast of China in the Yellow Sea – and near Russia’s shore in the Sea of Japan if the Washington is deployed there – qualitatively and precariously raises the level of brinkmanship in Northeast Asia. The drumbeat of confrontation has been steadily increasing in volume and tempo since the sinking of a South Korean corvette, the Cheonan, on March 26 with the resultant death of 46 crew members. An investigation into the incident was organized by the U.S. and included experts from the U.S., South Korea, Britain, Australia and Sweden, but not from China and Russia which both border the Korean Peninsula. On May 20 the five-nation team released a report blaming a North Korean torpedo for the sinking of the Cheonan. North Korea denied the accusation and neither Russia nor China, excluded from the investigation, have concurred with the U.S. accusation. American provocations escalated dramatically at the Group of 20 (G20) summit in Toronto on June 27 when U.S. President Barack Obama (in his own words) held a “blunt” conversation with China’s President Hu Jintao, accusing him and his nation of “willful blindness” in relation to North Korea’s “belligerent behavior.” Upbraiding his Chinese counterpart, Obama stated, “I think there’s a difference between restraint and willful blindness to consistent problems.” (On the same occasion Obama praised South Korea’s President Lee Myung-bak for his “extraordinary restraint.”) “My hope is that president Hu will recognise as well that this is an example of Pyongyang going over the line.” President Hu and the Chinese government as a whole would be fully justified in suspecting that mounting U.S. threats are aimed not only (and perhaps not so much) against North Korea as against China itself. Beijing is not alone in entertaining suspicions that Washington is employing the sinking of the Cheonan as the pretext for achieving broader geopolitical objectives. On July 14 Russia’s Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov, in speaking of the Cheonan incident and its aftermath, pleaded: “I believe that the most important [concern] at the present time is to ease the situation, avoid agitation, escalation of emotions and start preparing conditions for the resumption of the six-party [North Korea, South Korea, China, Russia, the U.S. and Japan] talks.” [4] Portraying the UN Security Council statement on the matter last week (which was not the harsh condemnation of North Korea Washington had pushed for) as being a balanced one, he also said, “It is important that nobody tries to distort the evaluations given.” In addition, referring to North Korea’s latest reaffirmation of its willingness to jointly investigate the Cheonan’s sinking with South Korea, Lavrov said: “This statement is not new. From the very beginning the DPRK confirmed it wanted to participate in the investigation. “I hear, the sides were to agree on some format of interaction.” [5] When on June 27 President Obama stated “our main focus right now is in the U.N. Security Council making sure that there is a crystal-clear acknowledgement that North Korea engaged in belligerent behavior that is unacceptable to the international community” [6], his characterization of the latter entity excluded not only North Korea but China and Russia as well. The severity and urgency of mounting U.S. threats is illustrated in a recent column by Shen Dingli, executive dean of the Institute of International Studies and director of the Center for American Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai. His comments end with a frightening parallel and a dire warning: “The US and South Korea are implementing joint military exercises this month in the Yellow Sea, with the possibility of deploying the US aircraft carrier George Washington. “The running of such exercises so close to China’s waters has left China strongly, and rightfully, dissatisfied. “The US and South Korea may argue that the exercise is not in China’s territorial waters, so China has no right to comment. “However, even if the joint exercises are not in Chinese sovereign waters, they may take place in the waters of China’s interests as the international waters [in the] Yellow Sea near China’s exclusive economic zone are extremely important to China’s interests. “Given the sophisticated equipment it carries, the George Washington poses a real potential threat to Chinese territory. “Even if the US-South Korea military exercises are outside China’s territory, the striking power of the US nuclear-powered aircraft carrier also poses a serious threat to neighboring countries. “The US and South Korea have said the military exercises are being held in order to deter North Korea because of the sinking of the South Korean Cheonan corvette and the death of 46 South Korean sailors. “But the case for the possible North Korean sinking of the Cheonan has not been thoroughly established. “South Korea refused to let North Korean officials present their case against the evidence for their supposed complicity in the sinking. “When South Korea launched the so-called international survey, it refused the participation of China and other countries, which did not increase the credibility of the so-called findings. “These exercises are needlessly provocative, and will eventually backfire on the US and South Korea. “During the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the Soviet Union established nuclear missile bases on the island, the US objected to the close proximity of the Soviet weaponry even though they traveled only through international waters to reach Cuba, and the US set up a blockade to stop them being deployed. “When the US ponders the idea of deploying its nuclear aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea, very close to China, shouldn’t China have the same feeling as the US did when the Soviet Union deployed missiles in Cuba? “China may not have the military strength to forcibly prevent such exercises now, but it may do so in response to such provocative actions in the future.” [7] The only surviving head of state of the nations involved in the Cuban Missile Crisis, former Cuban president Fidel Castro, has issued several warnings lately that a U.S. and allied attack on North Korea (and Iran) could result in regional conflagration and even nuclear war. A Chinese commentary last week provided more details of the threat that a U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier off its shore will pose to the nation and also contained a blunt warning, stating “the anxiety on the Chinese side will be huge if a US aircraft carrier enters the sea connecting the Korean Peninsula and China – it would mean that major cities like Dalian, Qingdao, Tianjin and even Beijing are within US attack range. “At this stage, China may not react through a show of force to the US fleet cruising into the international waters of the Yellow Sea. But it does not mean that the Chinese people will tolerate it. Whatever harm the US military maneuver may inflict upon the mind of the Chinese, the United States will have to pay for it, sooner or later.” [8] Washington’s recent deployment of two nuclear-powered guided missile submarines to China’s neighborhood – the USS Michigan to South Korea and the USS Ohio to the Philippines [9] – only add to China’s concerns. As do the ongoing U.S.-led Angkor Sentinel exercises in Cambodia with over 1,000 troops from 26 nations, including American and NATO and Asian NATO partners like Britain, France, Germany and Italy (along with the U.S., the NATO Quint) and Australia, India, Indonesia, Japan and Mongolia. The last country, wedged between China and Russia, is being integrated into the American global military network, even supplying troops to serve under NATO in Afghanistan. [10] “This is the first time in the history of the Cambodian military that we are hosting [exercises] with the participation of many countries…which encompasses such a multi-national military basis,” a Cambodian general said of the training. [11] “Addressing the ceremony, US Ambassador Carol Rodley said Washington remained committed to enhancing its military relationship with Cambodia. She added that Angkor Sentinel provided a ‘unique opportunity’ to deepen the two countries’ friendship.” [12] Cambodia is only once removed from China, the two nations connected by both Laos and Vietnam. An Agence France-Presse dispatch reported “The United States and Laos pledged to step up cooperation after their highest-level talks since the Vietnam War, the latest country in a renewed US effort to engage Southeast Asia,” after Secretary of State Hillary Clinton met with Laotian Foreign Minister Thongloun Sisoulith in Washington, D.C. on July 13. Sisoulith, also his country’s deputy prime minister, is the first major Laotian official to visit the U.S. since before 1975. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley told reporters “The United States is committed to building our relationship with Laos as part of our broader efforts to expand engagement with Southeast Asia,” and Agence France-Presse added “President Barack Obama’s administration has put a new focus on Southeast Asia, saying the region was overlooked as George W. Bush’s former administration became preoccupied with wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.” [13] Next week Clinton will visit Afghanistan, Pakistan, Vietnam and South Korea. The first three countries border China and South Korea faces it across the Yellow Sea. The Pentagon and NATO have ensconced themselves in Afghanistan, Pakistan and the Central Asian nations of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, all five of which border western China. [14] Clinton will visit Vietnam to attend meetings of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the Lower Mekong Initiative (consisting of Cambodia, Laos, Thailand and Vietnam). The State Department’s Vietnam hand, Joe Yun, said that it will be part of “Secretary Clinton’s fourth trip to East Asia in the past year. “Her engagement in this region demonstrates the vital importance of the Asia-Pacific region, and especially Southeast Asia, to the future of the United States.” Fellow Southeast Asian nation Malaysia has just announced the deployment of its first military contingent to assist NATO’s war in Afghanistan, “as ties with the United States deepen.” “In an April meeting between Malaysian Prime Minister Najib Razak and US President Barack Obama, the two leaders agreed to cooperate on key security issues to create a stronger relationship.” [15] Singapore’s Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong recently toured the Mountain Home Air Base in the American state of Idaho where 400 of his country’s pilots and other service members and their families are now stationed. “The Singapore military personnel will be at the US base for the next 20 years or so.” [16] Singapore troops have been assigned to NATO in Afghanistan and are facing a long stay there also. Malaysia and Singapore are currently participating for the first time in the mammoth U.S.-led Rim of the Pacific (RIMPAC) war games in the Pacific which will continue into August. To indicate to what purpose the U.S. is “expanding engagement” with Vietnam in particular and Southeast Asia in general, the aforementioned Yun revealed that “we also look to Vietnam as ASEAN’s Chair to exercise leadership, including in sensitive areas such as North Korea’s attack on the South Korean naval vessel, the Cheonan. We would like to see Vietnam exercise its influence to press for a genuine dialogue so that the people of Burma can work with the existing government to move forward, and to press Burma on the need to fully implement UN Security Council Resolutions 1718 and 1874. Burma ought to be transparent with the international community in its dealings with North Korea.” [17] North Korea and Burma (Myanmar) are, like Vietnam, southern neighbors of China’s and along with the seclusive kingdom of Bhutan are the only nations near China with which the U.S. is not cultivating closer military ties. Also to China’s south, its giant neighbor India has been pulled deeper into the Pentagon’s orbit since the New Framework For The U.S.-India Defense Relationship was signed in June of 2005, including hosting U.S. warships, warplanes and troops for annual Malabar war games off its coasts. Last December U.S. Pacific Command chief Admiral Robert Willard stated that the Pentagon and India “are in talks to convert their bilateral Malabar series of naval exercises into a joint services war game involving their navies, air forces and marine commandos.” [18) This year's Malabar 2010 included a U.S. guided missile cruiser and frigate and two destroyers as well as a fast attack submarine. Last October over 1,000 U.S. and Indian troops participated in the Yudh Abhyas 2009 military exercises in India, which was the first time the Pentagon deployed a Stryker armored combat brigade outside the Iraqi and Afghan war theaters. "The size and scope of this combined exercise is unparalleled" [19], stated an American commander present for the war games. President Obama is scheduled to visit India in November and his trip there will “result in some 5 billion dollars worth of American arms sales to India….Observers point out that the role of India’s biggest arms supplier is shifting from Russia to the United States.” [20] The arms transactions are reported to include Patriot interceptor missiles, thus complementing comparable missile shield arrangements the U.S. has with Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and Australia in the Asia-Pacific area. The projected deal also includes Washington supplying Delhi with 10 Boeing C-17 military transport planes: “Once India gets the C-17 transport aircraft, the mobility of its forces stationed along the border with China will be improved….[The] arms sales will improve ties between Washington and New Delhi, and, intentionally or not, will have the effect of containing China’s influence in the region.” [21] The U.S. has also lately led joint military exercises in Bangladesh and East Timor, and the annual U.S.-organized Khaan Quest military exercises in Mongolia are to start next month.

Training CP---Solves U.S.-China War
Without ending joint training there will be a US-Sino nuclear war
Rozoff 7-17, Rick Rozoff is an author and geopolitical analyst. July 17, 2010 [“U.S. Risks Military Clash With China In Yellow Sea” http://inteldaily.com/2010/07/u-s-risks-military-clash-with-china-in-yellow-sea/]
A recent article in the China Times by an unidentified researcher with the Chinese navy’s military academy observed that “the US has seemingly become less restrained in its move to push forward an Asian version of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization with its allies in the region. “In so doing, Washington has harbored the obvious strategic intention of containing China – whose economic and strategic influence has kept increasing in the international arena….” [22] It is against that backdrop, in the context of Washington putting the finishing touches to the consolidation of an Asian analogue of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, that China is being challenged in the Yellow Sea. The last-cited source detailed the Pentagon’s encroachment near China’s borders: “The radius of the US military operation has expanded to more than 1,000 kilometers, which means a US military mission in the waters off the ROK [South Korea] can still constitute a huge deterrence to China and other countries along the nearby coastline and strike at strategic targets deep inside their territories. “With unchallenged armed forces, the US has never relented in its efforts towards long-planned strategic adjustment in the Asia-Pacific region. Under this strategy, the US has gradually increased the presence and activity of its warships and airplanes in China’s surrounding maritime area.” [23] Regarding the naval exercise with the U.S., South Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman Won Tae-jae recently affirmed that “We can say that it will take place sometime this month. This month, there are a variety of schedules concerning bilateral security and diplomatic issues, and the decision on the exercise will be made in consideration of those schedules.” [24] China, which conducted a live-fire naval exercise in the East China Sea from June 30-July 5 “in an apparent show of…force ahead of the [U.S.-South Korean] exercise…appears unnerved as the 97,000-ton [USS George Washington] carrier has an operational range of some 1,000 kilometers and can glean intelligence on military facilities and installments along China’s eastern coastal regions once it is deployed in the West [Yellow] Sea.” [25] The U.S. armed forces newspaper Stars and Stripes disclosed on July 14 that “In what the Pentagon says is a direct response to North Korea’s sinking of the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan, the U.S. and South Korea likely will agree to a series of new naval and air exercises next week, when Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton make a joint visit to Seoul.” [26] Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell was cited asserting that “The announcement is the result of direct instruction from President Barack Obama to find new ways to collaborate with…Korean counterparts following the attack….He would not offer specifics other than they would occur in the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea.” In his own words, Morrell said “We are not yet ready to announce the precise details of those exercises but they will involve a wide range of assets and are expected to be initiated in the near future.” [27] Gates and Clinton are to meet for the first bilateral talks with their South Korean counterparts Minister of National Defense Kim Tae-young and Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan on July 21 and, according to the Pentagon spokesman, will “discuss and likely approve a proposed series of US/ROK combined military exercises.” [28] Regarding concerns voiced by China about the U.S. advancing its military so near its coast, Morrell said that “Those determinations are made by us, and us alone….Where we exercise, when we exercise, with whom and how, using what assets and so forth, are determinations that are made by the United States Navy, by the Department of Defense, by the United States government.” [29] There is no way that such confrontational, arrogant and vulgar language was not understood at its proper value in Beijing. Nor is the prospect, as noted by Lee Su-seok, analyst at South Korea’s Institute for National Security Strategy, of “the involvement of a U.S. aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea as having a possible link to plans by the U.S. to defend Taiwan” [30] likely to go unnoticed. What the response to the U.S.’s increasingly more brash and adventurist policy might be was indicated in a recent Chinese editorial, which stated in part: “In their recent responses, several high-ranking Chinese navy officials have made it plain that China will not stay in ‘hands-off’ mode as the drill gets underway. For that will make the US believe that China’s defense circle on the sea is small, and, therefore, US fleets will be able to freely cruise over the Yellow Sea, East China Sea and South China Sea in the future. “Military experts have warned that if the joint drill really takes place off the western coast of South Korea, Chinese airplanes and warships will very likely go all the way out to closely watch the war game maneuvers. Within such proximity on not-so-clearly-marked international waters, any move that is considered hostile to the other side can willy-nilly trigger a rash reaction, which might escalate into the unexpected or the unforeseen. “One false move, one wrong interpretation, is all it would take for the best-planned exercises to go awry….The impact of a crisis on that scale would be tremendous, making any dispute over trade or the yuan’s value between the two in recent years pale in comparison….Tension is mounting over the US-South Korean joint exercise. Beijing and Washington still have time, and leeway, to desist from moving toward a possible conflict on the Yellow Sea.” [31] A similar warning was sounded in another major Chinese daily: “If the US and ROK continue to act willfully by holding the controversial military drill, it would pose a challenge to China’s safety and would inevitably provoke a huge backlash from Chinese citizens. “Today’s China is no longer the China of a century ago that had no choice but to bend to imperialist aggression. After decades of development, especially since the adoption of the reform and opening-up policies, China has become the world’s third largest economy and possesses a modern military capable of any self-defense missions.” [32] When Robert Gates and Hillary Clinton arrive in Seoul on July 21 it will formally be to mark the 60th anniversary of the beginning of the Korean War, which within three months drew China into the fighting. When the two American secretaries meet with South Korea’s defense and foreign ministers and, as State Department spokesman Philip Crowley recently claimed, “likely approve a proposed series of U.S. and Korea combined military exercises, including new naval and air exercises in both the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea” [33], the world should prepare for the threat of a second Korean war, a second U.S.-China armed conflict.

Training CP---Solves Six Party Talks/Denulcearization
Training kills denuclearization 
Mason 7-22, Margie Mason associated press writer, July 22, 2010. [“NKorea warns US drill, sanctions endanger region” http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100722/ap_on_re_as/as_asean] 
HANOI, Vietnam – North Korea on Thursday warned the United States that imposing fresh sanctions and holding military drills with South Korea this weekend will endanger the entire region and destroy hopes for a nuke-free Korean peninsula.

The remarks precede an Asian security meeting in the Vietnamese capital, Hanoi, on Friday, attended by U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and the top diplomats from both Koreas four months after the sinking of a South Korean warship that killed 46 sailors. The North has been blamed but denies responsibility.

"If the U.S. is really interested in the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula, it should halt the military exercises and sanctions that destroy the mood for dialogue," North Korean spokesman Ri Tong Il told reporters on the sidelines of meetings Thursday.

Sanctions, he said, escalate the U.S.'s "hostile policy toward North Korea."

On Wednesday, Washington announced it would impose new sanctions aimed at stifling the North's nuclear activities. Ri said any new sanctions would be in violation of a U.N. Security Council statement approved earlier this month that condemned the sinking but stopped short of directly assigning blame.

Regarding the naval drills the U.S. and South Korea plan this weekend, Ri told Yonhap news agency, "Such a move presents a grave threat to the peace and security not only to the Korean peninsula, but to the region."

He later said the North is willing to meet the U.S. and Japan on the sidelines of Friday's security meeting if they request it, but no such proposals have come, Yonhap reported.

Seoul has said there will be no one-on-one meetings with the North until an apology is issued for the sinking of the navy ship Cheonan. Clinton and representatives from all other parties in the stalled nuclear talks will be in Vietnam, but diplomats have said a meeting among them is unlikely.

In a sign of how tense relations are — and how difficult such meetings would be — U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates struck back Thursday at North Korea's criticism of the military drills. "My response to that is that I condemn their sinking of the Cheonan," Gates said to reporters in Jakarta, Indonesia.

South Korea has said the naval drills are defensive training exercises that do not violate the U.N. Security Council statement and that the sanctions are not to avenge the ship sinking but instead target the North's illicit nuclear activities.

A South Korean foreign ministry official, speaking on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak to the press, accused North Korean Foreign Minister Pak Ui Chun of using the meeting in Vietnam to look for friends.

"North Korea's foreign minister has been very busy hanging out and trying to gain support from other countries," the official said. "Many countries support South Korea's position, and nobody likes North Korea."

Indonesian Foreign Minister Marty Natalegawa said he wasn't surprised the North was upset about the drills, but that South Korea and the U.S. have the right to conduct the military exercises.

"They can be angry on many things," he told reporters, speaking in English. "If you Google North Korea every day, you find all kinds of angry words, and I'll be in trouble if I follow my policy based on their state of emotion."

An international investigation concluded the North sunk the ship by torpedo attack. The two Koreas remain in a state of war because a peace treaty was never signed to end their three-year war in the 1950s. Pyongyang cites the presence of 28,500 U.S. troops on South Korean soil as a main reason it needs to build nuclear weapons to defend itself.

North Korea vehemently denies any involvement in the sinking, and has asked the U.N. Command governing the armistice to let the regime conduct its own investigation. Military officers from the command and North Korea were to meet along the heavily fortified border that divides the peninsula, known as the Demilitarized Zone, on Friday.

The 10 members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations are now caught in the middle of a diplomatic tug-of-war, with the two Koreas battling over the exact wording of one paragraph in a regional security statement about the sinking. The statement will be issued Friday by ASEAN, along with 17 other nations that include the United States, Japan and both Koreas.

The North and its main ally China are pushing to avoid any terse wording, while South Korea and its staunch backer the United States want tough language condemning the attack and nuclear weapons on the Korean peninsula.

There was similar haggling earlier in the week during the ASEAN's foreign ministers meeting, which concluded with a watered-down version of what South Korea wanted. The ministers' statement "deplored" the ship sinking, but characterized it as an "incident" instead of an "attack."

Training CP---Solves Six Party Talks/Denuclearization
US-SK joint training forces North Korea to break off denuclearization talks with the US 

Kim 10, Hyung-Jin Kim, writer for the associated press. March 7, 2010. [“South Korea, US start annual military drills despite North Korean threats

http://breakingnews.gaeatimes.com/2010/03/07/south-korea-us-start-annual-military-drills-despite-north-korean-threats-14300/]
SEOUL, South Korea — South Korea and the U.S. kicked off annual military exercises Monday, a day after North Korea denounced the training as a rehearsal for invasion and threatened to attack the allies.

About 18,000 American soldiers and an undisclosed number of South Korean troops are taking part in 11 days of drills across South Korea, according to U.S. and South Korean militaries.

The exercises, dubbed Key Resolve and Foal Eagle, are aimed at rehearsing how to deploy U.S. reinforcements in time of an emergency on the Korean peninsula, U.S. military spokesman Kim Yong-kyu said.

The U.S. and South Korea argue the drills — which include live-firing by U.S. Marines, aerial attack drills and urban warfare training — are purely defensive. North Korea claims they amount to attack preparations and has demanded they be canceled.

The North’s military warned Sunday that it would bolster its nuclear capability and break off dialogue with the U.S. in response to the drills. It also said it would use unspecified “merciless physical force” to cope with them, saying it is no longer bound by the armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War.

South Korea’s military has been closely monitoring Pyongyang’s maneuvers but hasn’t seen any signs of suspicious activities by North Korean troops, Seoul’s Joint Chiefs of Staff said Monday.

Koh Yu-hwan, a professor at Seoul’s Dongguk University, dismissed North Korea’s statement as rhetoric. “The North’s strong protest is not unusual as it also protested during previous drills,” he said.

The training comes as the U.S. and other regional powers are pushing for the North to rejoin international disarmament talks on ending its atomic weapons program in return for aid. The North quit the six-nation weapons talks and conducted its second nuclear test last year, drawing tighter U.N. sanctions.

North Korea only refuses to negotiate with the US and continues to nuclearize because of joint training
Al Jazeera 10, Al Jazeera.net [“US and S Korea begin war games” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia-pacific/2010/03/201038519091698.html]
Thousands of troops from the US and South Korea have begun 10 days of joint military exercises, despite threats of reprisals from North Korea which has denounced the annual drill as a rehearsal for invasion. Some 18,000 American and an undisclosed number of South Korean troops began the exercise on Monday, military officials from both sides said. Kim Yong-kyu, a US military spokesman, said the exercises are aimed at rehearsing the deployment of US reinforcements in the event of an emergency on the Korean peninsula. The US and South Korea say the exercises – which include live-firing by US Marines, aerial attack drills and urban warfare training – are purely defensive. But the North says the exercises, dubbed Key Resolve/Foal Eagle, amount to a preparation for invasion and has demanded they be cancelled. North Korea's military on Sunday warned that it would bolster its nuclear capability and break off dialogue with the US in response to the drills.

Attack threat
It said it would use unspecified "merciless physical force" to cope with them, and added that it was no longer bound by the armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War. On Monday the supreme command of the military, headed by North Korean leader Kim Jong-il, said troops have been alerted to repel any attack and "blow up the citadel of the aggressors" if ordered. It called for regulars and reservists to undergo training "to mercilessly crush the aggressors should they intrude into the inviolable sky, land and sea of the DPRK (North Korea) even 0.001 mm". The US has about 28,500 troops stationed in South Korea. South Korean officials said there were no reports of unusual military movements in the North and crossings at the heavily fortified border between North and South were going ahead smoothly. During last year's exercise the North cut off access three times to a jointly-run industrial park at Kaesong just north of the border. About 20 activists shouting "Stop exercise aimed at attacking North Korea!" were watched closely by riot police. "The exercise, which is obviously not for defence but for attack, is against the current peaceful situation," said You Young-jae, the protest leader. "South Korea and the US should stop the drill which is practicing to attack North Korea." Koh Yu-hwan, a professor at Seoul's Dongguk University, however dismissed North Korea's reaction to the military exercises as rhetoric. "The North's strong protest is not unusual as it also protested during previous drills," he told The Associated Press.

International pressure
The training comes as the US and other regional governments are pushing for the North to rejoin international disarmament talks on ending its atomic weapons programme in return for aid. Pyongyang withdrew from six-nation talks and conducted its second nuclear test last year, drawing a tightening of UN sanctions. It has demanded a lifting of the sanctions and peace negotiations with the US on formally ending the Korean War before it returns to the talks. But the US and South Korea responded that the North must first return to the disarmament talks and make progress on denuclearisation. The international sanctions have dealt a blow to the North's already impoverished economy, and a botched currency move late last year has sparked inflation and rare civil unrest. The two Koreas are technically still at war because their 1950-53 conflict ended with an armistice and not a peace treaty. 
North Korean Aggression Turn---1NC
Withdrawal causes North Korean aggression

Huessy 3 [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]
However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the g of arguing that such a reduction of U.S. forces would save tax-payer dollars, as well as U.S. lives, should there be an armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula. In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists. Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.
North Korean Aggression Turn---2NC
South Korean withdrawal wrecks regional security and causes North Korean aggression

Richardson 6 [Corey, analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator, “Korea must choose sides”, 9-9, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html]
Rumors of a substantial drawdown or complete withdrawal of US Forces Korea (USFK) have been around for decades. After years of a South Korean administration generally hostile to US regional objectives and priorities, perhaps the rumors are finally becoming a reality. That would be a tragedy for both sides. If the US were to leave Korea, how would US influence in the region be altered? How would Korea's relationships with China and Japan change? What about the strengthening US-Japan alliance? What if North Korea collapsed? These questions have largely escaped critical consideration in the current debate. Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea. Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations. Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea. The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong. Regional tensions, but stability Even with USFK in Korea, issues from the region's long and often confrontational history cause tensions to flare. Chinese claims that Koguryo, an ancient ethnically Korean kingdom whose territories extended into present-day China, was in fact a Chinese kingdom have raised Korean hackles on several occasions. The move is viewed as the possible groundwork for justifying a Chinese invasion of the northern half of the peninsula, perhaps to "help" a North Korea on the verge of implosion, or after collapse. China's plans to register Mount Baekdu (Changbai in Chinese) as a Chinese historical site with the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Geopark list was also viewed as a possible prelude to claiming North Korean territory. The mountain, sacred to both sides, straddles the border. A 1962 agreement between the two countries split ownership of the mountain. This view is bolstered by the fact that China prefers to retain border buffer zones and would not relish having a reunified Korea, potentially with US forces just across the Yalu River. South Korea could not prevent China from sending troops into North Korea, and the US likely would not risk war with China over North Korea. Japan's colonial domination of Korea from 1910 to 1945 has left a deep and bitter resentment in both Koreas that is apt to provoke emotional and drastic responses. One high-profile manifestation of this is the decades-long dispute over the ownership of some relatively insignificant islets in the waters between the peninsula and the archipelago, the Liancourt Rocks. Known as Dokdo in Korea and Takeshima in Japan, South Korea has stationed a Coast Guard contingent on the island since 1954 to enforce its claim. Both nations claim the area as a part of their exclusive economic zones (EEZs). In 2005 South Korea scrambled fighters to intercept a civilian Japanese Cessna aircraft nearing Dokdo airspace. When Japan announced plans to conduct a hydrographic survey of the area, South Korea made vague threats alluding to possible military action against the research vessels. Japan backed down. Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's numerous visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, dedicated to Japan's war dead including some convicted war criminals, have raised diplomatic tensions with both South Korea and China on several occasions, including a temporary recall of South Korea's ambassador in Japan. Ripe for an arms race South Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration. The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic. At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension. Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over. Another factor is the closer US-Japan security partnership, which causes both China and South Korea concern. Some in the South Korean defense sector are undoubtedly jealous of the relationship Japan enjoys with the US. Japan would also need to take into consideration a South Korea without the moderating influence of USFK, although the role of USFJ in Japan would reduce much concern. In such an environment it's not unthinkable that a few minor skirmishes could occur, between South Korean and Japanese navel vessels in the vicinity of Dokdo, for example. This would be the slow start of a regional arms race, with Korea and Japan joining China's ongoing buildup. A reunified Korea could go nuclear North Korea is the wildcard. If in the next few years reunification were to occur - through a North Korean collapse, the death of Kim Jong-il, or a possible but unlikely mutual agreement - South Korea would suddenly find itself straddled with the enormous cost of integrating North Korea. These costs would dwarf the already massive increase South Korea would have been undertaking in defense spending, something it would clearly be unprepared and unable to accomplish while maintaining its defense investment. A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid 

about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has 
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established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that 
are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. The arms race need not occur One could argue that the US would be able to step in and moderate things before such an escalation could occur. Considering the recent US record on influencing either North or South Korea, it is perhaps unwise to count on it being able to do so at some crucial point in the future. One could also argue that the US need not be involved in a future East Asian war. Like assuming there is no need for USFK since North Korea is considered less of a threat to Seoul, that is wishful thinking. The US has too many political and diplomatic ties, aside from alliance obligations, to ignore such a war. For American policymakers, the notion that a withdrawal is a deserved payback for the rampant anti-Americanism in South Korea, or that the few billion we spend on defense there is a catastrophic waste, need to be discarded. The potential cost of a war would be far greater in both American lives and in dollars, the benefits of continued peace immeasurable. Vastly reducing or withdrawing USFK can only harm US security, it cannot help it. USFK has helped maintain peace and allowed the US to project influence in the region for the past six decades; removing that presence would be foolish and difficult to replicate once done. It is also important to keep in mind that the next presidential election will likely result in a less anti-American administration. South Korean policymakers and citizens alike need to come to terms with the fact that Korea will probably never be a powerful nation, but because of its location it will always be important in the geopolitical sense. Because of this, Korea can never take the middle ground or play a "balancing" role; Korea must choose sides. Finally, the reality that both American and South Korean policymakers need to come to terms with is that USFK deterring a second North Korean invasion has become a secondary mission to maintaining regional stability, even in a reunified Korea.
North Korean Aggression Turn---2NC 
Plan causes NoKo lashout

Huessy 3 [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] 
It may be wishful thinking, but I believe China has the ability to help shape the future in the region in a positive way. For the U.S. to withdraw from the ROK, as proposed by Carpenter, might very well initiate not only another Korean War but also possibly another World War. When I lived in Seoul and attended Yonsei University in 1969-70, my Korean father and Yonsei professor, Hahm Pyong Choon, later to become Ambassador to the United States and national security adviser to the President of the Republic of Korea, told me there were always those who sought to purchase liberty and freedom on the cheap. At an embassy reception in Washington, he reminded me what he had told me in class: “Those on the left think you are imperialists; those on the right do not want to spend the money”. In 1985, the communists planted bombs in Burma where the ROK cabinet was meeting. Professor Hahm was killed by the very same North Korean communists whom wish to see the withdrawal of American forces from the region. To save a few dollars, however unintentionally, we might end up the North Korean army in downtown Seoul. Certainly, armed with nuclear weapons, the North will be difficult at best to deter from such an attack.  To the people of the Republic of Korea: America will not leave, we will not run, we will not forget the extraordinary sacrifices we both have made to secure the freedom of your country and ours. This is the basis for the Bush Administration’s strategy, and with that sufficient reason it should be supported. 
And, the plan undermines US commitment to South Korea—destorys deterrence 

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] 
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. 
Japanese Proliferation Turn---1NC
Turn—Japanese nuclearization

Dao 3 [1/5/03, James, NY Times, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html]
Deciding if now is the time depends on how well the United States is able to project power across the Pacific, as well as on its responsibilities as the globe's presumptive supercop. Withdrawing forces in Korea would reverberate powerfully in Tokyo, Beijing, Taipei and beyond, raising questions in an already jittery region about Washington's willingness to maintain stability in Asia. "In the present mood, the Japanese reaction could be quite strong," said Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national security adviser to Jimmy Carter. "And under those circumstances, it's hard to say how the Chinese might respond." In the 1970's, Mr. Brzezinski took part in the last major debate over reducing American forces in Korea, when President Carter, motivated by post-Vietnam doubts about American power, proposed withdrawing ground forces from the peninsula. He faced resistance from the South Korean government, the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency. The arguments against withdrawal then still apply today, Mr. Brzezinski says. A secure Korea makes Japan more confident, he contends. An American withdrawal from Korea could raise questions about the United States' commitment to the 40,000 troops it has in Japan. And that could drive anxious Japanese leaders into a military buildup that could include nuclear weapons, he argues. "If we did it, we would stampede the Japanese into going nuclear," he said. Other Asian leaders would be likely to interpret a troop withdrawal as a reduction of American power, no matter how much the United States asserts its commitment to the region. China might take the opportunity to flex its military muscle in the Taiwan Straits and South China Sea. North Korea could feel emboldened to continue its efforts to build nuclear arms. "Any movement of American forces would almost certainly involve countries and individuals taking the wrong message," said Kurt Campbell, a deputy assistant secretary of defense during the Clinton administration. "The main one would be this: receding American commitment, backing down in the face of irresponsible North Korean behavior. And frankly, the ultimate beneficiary of this would be China in the long term." "Mind-sets in Asia are profoundly traditional," he said. "They calculate political will by the numbers of soldiers, ships and airplanes that they see in the region."
Extinction 

Circione 2K [Director of the nonproliferation project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 3/22/00 (Foreign Policy)]
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.

Japanese Proliferation Turn---2NC
DA outweighs and turns the case ---

--- Japanese rearm causes arms racing throughout Asia --- causes Chinese and North Korean hostilities and causes a cascade of prolif --- escalates into regional nuclear conflict and draws-in the US

 

This goes global --- causes extinction

Ogura 97, Professor of Economics and Political Economy at Waiikato University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April, 1997, p. 30
North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi-or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region- nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among those countries would threaten to escalate into global conflagration.
 

High risk of arms racing and conflict—outweighs on probability

Moltz 6 [James Clay Moltz, deputy director and research professor at the Center for Nonprolif Studies of the Monterey Institute, 2006 Future nuclear proliferation scenarios in northeast asia, The Nonproliferation Review, Volume 13, Issue 3] 
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.
Hegemony Turn---1NC
Turn—heg

Kang & Cha 3 – *associate professor of Business at Dartmouth, AND **associate professor of government Georgetown’s school of Foreign Service (May/June 2003, David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: The Korea Crisis,” http://www.ituassu.com.br/asia_fp1.pdf]
“The United States Should Pull Its Troops Out of an Ungrateful South Korea” Not yet. Massive demonstrations, Molotov cocktails hurled into U.S. bases, and American soldiers stabbed on the streets of Seoul have stoked anger in Congress and on the op-ed pages of major newspapers about South Korea. As North Korea appears on the nuclear brink, Americans are puzzled by the groundswell of anti-Americanism. They cringe at a younger generation of Koreans who tell cbs television’s investigative program 60 Minutes that Bush is more threatening than Kim, and they worry about reports that South Korea’s new president, Roh Moo-hyun, was avowedly anti-American in his younger days. Most Koreans have complicated feelings about the United States. Some of them are anti-American, to be sure, but many are grateful. South Korea has historically been one of the strongest allies of the United States. Yet it would be naive to dismiss the concerns of South Koreans about U.S. policy and the continued presence of U.S. forces as merely emotional. Imagine, for example, how Washingtonians might feel about the concrete economic impact of thousands of foreign soldiers monopolizing prime real estate downtown in the nation’s capital, as U.S. forces do in Seoul. But hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces is hardly the answer to such trans-Pacific anxiety, particularly as the U.S.–South Korean alliance enters uncharted territory. The North Koreans would claim victory, and the United States would lose influence in one of the most dynamic economic regions in the world—an outcome it neither wants nor can afford. In the long term, such a withdrawal would also pave the way for Chinese regional dominance. Some South Koreans might welcome a larger role for China—a romantic and uninformed notion at best. Betting on China, after all, did not make South Korea the 12th largest economy and one of the most vibrant liberal democracies in the world. The alternatives to the alliance are not appealing to either South Koreans or Americans. Seoul would have to boost its relatively low level of defense spending (which, at roughly 3 percent of gross domestic product, is less than that of Israel and Saudi Arabia, for example). Washington would run the risk of jeopardizing its military presence across East Asia, as a U.S. withdrawal from the peninsula raised questions about the raison d’être for keeping its troops in Japan. A revision in the U.S. military presence in Korea is likely within the next five years, but withdrawal of that presence and abrogation of its alliance are not. 

Nuke war

Khalilzad 95 [Zalmay, Rand Corportation, “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, pg. 84, Spring, Lexis] 
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Hegemony Turn---2NC 
US influence key to heg—plan wrecks it

Goh 8 [Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the Univ of Oxford Evelyn, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, “Hierarchy and the role of the United States in the East Asian security order,” 2008 8(3):353-377, Oxford Journals Database]
The centrality of these mutual processes of assurance and deference means that the stability of a hierarchical order is fundamentally related to a collective sense of certainty about the leadership and order of the hierarchy. This certainty is rooted in a combination of material calculations – smaller states' assurance that the expected costs of the dominant state conquering them would be higher than the benefits – and ideational convictions – the sense of legitimacy, derived from shared values and norms that accompanies the super-ordinate state's authority in the social order. The empirical analysis in the next section shows that regional stability in East Asia in the post-Second World War years can be correlated to the degree of collective certainty about the US-led regional hierarchy. East Asian stability and instability has been determined by U.S. assurances, self-confidence, and commitment to maintaining its primary position in the regional hierarchy; the perceptions and confidence of regional states about US commitment; and the reactions of subordinate states in the region to the varied challengers to the regional hierarchical order.  4. Hierarchy and the East Asian security order Currently, the regional hierarchy in East Asia is still dominated by the United States. Since the 1970s, China has increasingly claimed the position of second-ranked great power, a claim that is today legitimized by the hierarchical deference shown by smaller subordinate powers such as South Korea and Southeast Asia. Japan and South Korea can, by virtue of their alliance with the United States, be seen to occupy positions in a third layer of regional major powers, while India is ranked next on the strength of its new strategic relationship with Washington. North Korea sits outside the hierarchic order but affects it due to its military prowess and nuclear weapons capability. Apart from making greater sense of recent history, conceiving of the US' role in East Asia as the dominant state in the regional hierarchy helps to clarify three critical puzzles in the contemporary international and East Asian security landscape. First, it contributes to explaining the lack of sustained challenges to American global preponderance after the end of the Cold War. Three of the key potential global challengers to US unipolarity originate in Asia (China, India, and Japan), and their support for or acquiescence to, US dominance have helped to stabilize its global leadership. Through its dominance of the Asian regional hierarchy, the United States has been able to neutralize the potential threats to its position from Japan via an alliance, from India by gradually identifying and pursuing mutual commercial and strategic interests, and from China by encircling and deterring it with allied and friendly states that support American preponderance. Secondly, recognizing US hierarchical preponderance further explains contemporary under-balancing in Asia, both against a rising China, and against incumbent American power. I have argued that one defining characteristic of a hierarchical system is voluntary subordination of lesser states to the dominant state, and that this goes beyond rationalistic bandwagoning because it is manifested in a social contract that comprises the related processes of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference. Critically, successful and sustainable hierarchical assurance and deference helps to explain why Japan is not yet a ‘normal’ country. Japan has experienced significant impetus to revise and expand the remit of its security forces in the last 15 years. Yet, these pressures continue to be insufficient to prompt a wholesale revision of its constitution and its remilitarization. The reason is that the United States extends its security umbrella over Japan through their alliance, which has led Tokyo not only to perceive no threat from US dominance, but has in fact helped to forge a security community between them (Nau, 2003). Adjustments in burden sharing in this alliance since the 1990s have arisen not from greater independent Japanese strategic activism, but rather from periods of strategic uncertainty and crises for Japan when it appeared that American hierarchical assurance, along with US' position at the top of the regional hierarchy, was in question. Thus, the Japanese priority in taking on more responsibility for regional security has been to improve its ability to facilitate the US' central position, rather than to challenge it.13 In the face of the security threats from North Korea and China, Tokyo's continued reliance on the security  pact with the United States is rational. While there remains debate about Japan's re-militarization and the growing clout of nationalist ‘hawks’ in Tokyo, for regional and domestic political reasons, a sustained ‘normalization’ process cannot take place outside of the restraining framework of the United States–Japan alliance (Samuels, 2007; Pyle, 2007). Abandoning the alliance will entail Japan making a conscience choice not only to remove itself from the US-led hierarchy, but also to challenge the United States dominance directly. The United States–ROK alliance may be understood in a similar way, although South Korea faces different sets of constraints because of its strategic priorities related to North Korea. As J.J. Suh argues, in spite of diminishing North Korean capabilities, which render the US security umbrella less critical, the alliance endures because of mutual identification – in South Korea, the image of the US as ‘the only conceivable protector against aggression from the North,’ and in the United States, an image of itself as protector of an allied nation now vulnerable to an ‘evil’ state suspected of transferring weapons of mass destruction to terrorist networks (Suh, 2004). Kang, in contrast, emphasizes how South Korea has become less enthusiastic about its ties with the United States – as indicated by domestic protests and the rejection of TMD – and points out that Seoul is not arming against a potential land invasion from China but rather maritime threats (Kang, 2003, pp.79–80). These observations are valid, but they can be explained by hierarchical deference toward the United States, rather than China. The ROK's military orientation reflects its identification with and dependence on the United States and its adoption of US' strategic aims. In spite of its primary concern with the North Korean threat, Seoul's formal strategic orientation is toward maritime threats, in line with Washington's regional strategy. Furthermore, recent South Korean Defense White Papers habitually cited a remilitarized Japan as a key threat. The best means of coping with such a threat would be continued reliance on the US security umbrella and on Washington's ability to restrain Japanese remilitarization (Eberstadt et al., 2007). Thus, while the United States–ROK bilateral relationship is not always easy, its durability is based on South Korea's fundamental acceptance of the United States as the region's primary state and reliance on it to defend and keep regional order. It also does not rule out Seoul and other US allies conducting business and engaging diplomatically with China. India has 

Hegemony Turn---2NC
increasingly adopted a similar strategy vis-à-vis China in recent years. Given its history of territorial and political disputes with China and its contemporary economic resurgence, India is seen as the key potential power balancer to a growing China. Yet, India has sought to negotiate settlements about border disputes with China, and has moved significantly toward developing closer strategic relations with the United States. Apart from invigorated defense cooperation in the form of military exchange programs and joint exercises, the key breakthrough was the agreement signed in July 2005 which facilitates renewed bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation (Mohan, 2007). Once again, this is a key regional power that could have balanced more directly and independently against China, but has rather chosen to align itself or bandwagon with the primary power, the United States, partly because of significant bilateral gains, but fundamentally in order to support the latter's regional order-managing function. Recognizing a regional hierarchy and seeing that the lower layers of this hierarchy have become more active since the mid-1970s also allows us to understand why there has been no outright balancing of China by regional states since the 1990s. On the one hand, the US position at the top of the hierarchy has been revived since the mid-1990s, meaning that deterrence against potential Chinese aggression is reliable and in place.14 On the other hand, the aim of regional states is to try to consolidate China's inclusion in the regional hierarchy at the level below that of the United States, not to keep it down or to exclude it. East Asian states recognize that they cannot, without great cost to themselves, contain Chinese growth. But they hope to socialize China by enmeshing it in peaceful regional norms and economic and security institutions. They also know that they can also help to ensure that the capabilities gap between China and the United States remains wide enough to deter a power transition. Because this strategy requires persuading China about the appropriateness of its position in the hierarchy and of the legitimacy of the US position, all East Asian states engage significantly with China, with the small Southeast Asian states refusing openly to ‘choose sides’ between the United States and China. Yet, hierarchical deference continues to explain why regional institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN + 3, and East Asian Summit have made limited progress. While the United State has made room for regional multilateral institutions after the end of the Cold War, its hierarchical preponderance also constitutes the regional order to the extent that it cannot comfortably be excluded from any substantive strategic developments. On the part of some lesser states (particularly Japan and Singapore), hierarchical deference is manifested in inclusionary impulses (or at least impulses not to exclude the United States or US proxies) in regional institutions, such as the East Asia Summit in December 2005. Disagreement on this issue with others, including China and Malaysia, has stymied potential progress in these regional institutions (Malik, 2006). Finally, conceiving of a US-led East Asian hierarchy amplifies our understanding of how and why the United States–China relationship is now the key to regional order. The vital nature of the Sino-American relationship stems from these two states' structural positions. As discussed earlier, China is the primary second-tier power in the regional hierarchy. However, as Chinese power grows and Chinese activism spreads beyond Asia, the United States is less and less able to see China as merely a regional power – witness the growing concerns about Chinese investment and aid in certain African countries. This causes a disjuncture between US global interests and US regional interests. Regional attempts to engage and socialize China are aimed at mediating its intentions. This process, however, cannot stem Chinese growth, which forms the material basis of US threat perceptions. Apprehensions about the growth of China's power culminates in US fears about the region being ‘lost’ to China, echoing Cold War concerns that transcribed regional defeats into systemic setbacks.15 On the other hand, the US security strategy post-Cold War and post-9/11 have regional manifestations that disadvantage China. The strengthening of US alliances with Japan and Australia; and the deployment of US troops to Central, South, and Southeast Asia all cause China to fear a consolidation of US global hegemony that will first threaten Chinese national security in the regional context and then stymie China's global reach. Thus, the key determinants of the East Asian security order relate to two core questions: (i) Can the US be persuaded that China can act as a reliable ‘regional stakeholder’ that will help to buttress regional stability and US global security aims;16 and (ii) can China be convinced that the United States has neither territorial ambitions in Asia nor the desire to encircle China, but will help to promote Chinese development and stability as part of its global security strategy? (Wang, 2005). But, these questions cannot be asked in the abstract, outside the context of negotiation about their relative positions in the regional and global hierarchies. One urgent question for further investigation is how the process of assurance and deference operate at the topmost levels of a hierarchy? When we have two great powers of unequal strength but contesting claims and a closing capabilities gap in the same regional hierarchy, how much scope for negotiation is there, before a reversion to balancing dynamics? This is the main structural dilemma: as long as the United States does not give up its primary position in the Asian regional hierarchy, China is very unlikely to act in a way that will provide comforting answers to the two questions. Yet, the East Asian regional order has been and still is constituted by US hegemony, and to change that could be extremely disruptive and may lead to regional actors acting in highly destabilizing ways. Rapid Japanese remilitarization, armed conflict across the Taiwan Straits, Indian nuclear brinksmanship directed toward Pakistan, or a highly destabilized Korean peninsula are all illustrative of potential regional disruptions. 5. Conclusion To construct a coherent account of East Asia's evolving security order, I have suggested that the United States is the central force in constituting regional stability and order. The major patterns of equilibrium and turbulence in the region since 1945 can be explained by the relative stability of the US position at the top of the regional hierarchy, with periods of greatest insecurity being correlated with greatest uncertainty over the American commitment to managing regional order. Furthermore, relationships of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference explain the unusual character of regional order in the post-Cold War era. However, the greatest contemporary challenge to East Asian order is the potential conflict between China and the United States over rank ordering in the regional hierarchy, a contest made more potent because of the inter-twining of regional and global security concerns. Ultimately, though, investigating such questions of positionality requires conceptual lenses that go beyond basic material factors because it entails social and normative questions. How can China be brought more into a leadership position, while being persuaded to buy into shared strategic interests and constrain its own in ways that its vision of regional and global security may eventually be reconciled with that of the United States and other regional players? How can Washington be persuaded that its central position in the hierarchy must be ultimately shared in ways yet to be determined? The future of the East Asian security order is tightly bound up with the durability of the United States' global leadership and regional domination. At the regional level, the main scenarios of disruption are an outright Chinese challenge to US leadership, or the defection of key US allies, particularly Japan. Recent history suggests, and the preceding analysis has shown, that challenges to or defections from US leadership will come at junctures where it appears that the US commitment to the region is in doubt, which in turn destabilizes the hierarchical order. At the global level, American geopolitical over-extension will be the key cause of change. This is the one factor that could lead to both greater regional and global turbulence, if only by the attendant strategic uncertainly triggering off regional challenges or defections. However, it is notoriously difficult to gauge thresholds of over-extension. More positively, East Asia is a region that has adjusted to previous periods of uncertainty about US primacy. Arguably, the regional consensus over the United States as primary state in a system of benign hierarchy could accommodate a shifting of the strategic burden to US allies like Japan and Australia as a means of systemic preservation. The alternatives that could surface as a result of not doing so would appear to be much worse. 
Hegemony Turn---2NC
2. US troops in South Korea key to unipolarity and stability in the region

Kim 01, Woosang Kim Department of Political Science and Diplomacy at Yonsei University. December 11-13, 2001. [“Prospect for Change of Strategic Environment  and Future of U.S. Force Presence in East Asia” http://www.iips.org/Kim_paper.pdf] 
At this moment, the U.S. is well postured at least to respond to the potential crisis situation in the Korean peninsula. However, in case of the Korean unification, there might be strong popular pressure for the withdrawal of all U.S, forces in East Asia. A complete withdrawal of the U.S. forces from Korea or from Japan would not be in the interest of Korea, Japan or the United States. Especially, the U.S. should seek ways to ensure that it could keep its forces on the peninsula or on Japan even after the Korea unification. To maintain the U.S.-led, stable uni-multipolar system and to secure its vital national interests in the region, the United States should maintain its ties both with Japan and Korea and keep its forward deployment of forces especially in Japan. 
3. Withdrawal from South Korea undermines US hegemony

Dujarric 04, Robert DUJARRIC of the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry, IAA. October 18, 2004. [“Making Sense of Security in East Asia <RIETI Featured Fellow> Robert DUJARRIC” http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/rieti_report/050.html] 
RIETI Report: Relationships between the players in Asia combine economic cooperation with aspects of strategic rivalry. How do you see these relationships evolving?

Dujarric: U.S. political and military hegemony make it possible for countries in the region to trade because the U.S. presence prevents wars between potential rivals such as China and Taiwan, or even Japan and China. As long as the U.S. is willing to remain engaged in Japan and South Korea - and I think a partial withdrawal form South Korea will undermine U.S. hegemony - the situation will remain fairly stable.

Resolve Disad---Link---South Korea  
Staying in South East Asia is key to US credibility – Any Japan or South Korean doubt will trigger nuclear armament, making the US look weak

Straits Times  6-11, William Choong, Senior Writer, June 11, 2010, ["US tough talk on N. Korea would be nice", lexis]
SOMETHING unusual happened at the recent Shangri-La Dialogue, an annual gathering of top defence officials.  Mr Robert Gates, the United States Secretary of Defence, had spoken about getting regional countries to act against North Korea, after the reclusive state was implicated for sinking a South Korean warship in March.  Later, Dr Han Sung-Joo, a former South Korean foreign minister, asked Mr Gates for a 'layman's explanation' of extended deterrence.  The term sounds sophisticated, but it simply refers to the fact that the security of US allies such as Japan and South Korea depends on America's nuclear and conventional might. Even if the term is difficult to grasp, Dr Han would have been more than familiar with it, given that he leads several think-tanks and has a doctorate in political science. But in an elliptical manner, Dr Han was making a comment, not a question.  Mr Yoichi Kato, an Asahi Shimbun columnist, was more direct. The sinking of the Cheonan, he said, was of 'great concern' to Asian countries. 'Apparently, North Korea was not deterred from making that attack and I hope this was not an indication of the deterioration of US deterrence in this region,' he said.  To his credit, Mr Gates explained Washington's extended deterrence posture well. US military power remains as strong as ever in the Pacific and will be sustained in the future. And so long as America's allies believe in this posture, he stressed, there would be no need for them to develop nuclear weapons.  Therein lies the conundrum for Japan and South Korea: The US has enough capability to destroy North Korea, but if the two countries begin to doubt the credibility of Washington's extended deterrence, going nuclear might become an option.  These concerns were only intensified when Mr Gates was asked what 'additional options' Washington might employ against North Korea. Said Mr Gates: 'I'd rather just tease you on that.'  Suppose you tell a schoolyard bully that you would deal with him sternly if he thumps your friend. He thumps your friend. You do nothing, apart from making strong protestations that you would report him to teacher. So the bully thumps your friend again.  In June 2006, then US president George W. Bush told Pyongyang that a long-range missile launch would be 'provocative'. A week later, Pyongyang launched seven missiles. Three months later, then US secretary of state Condoleezza Rice warned North Korea against conducting a nuclear test. A week later, Pyongyang went ahead with such a test.  The same applies to the recent sinking of the Cheonan. The US did not issue a warning to North Korea beforehand, but the attack has invited nothing more than an American pledge to support South Korea's bid to get Pyongyang sanctioned at the United Nations.  In this context, it is no wonder that South Korea and Japan have been indulging in some self-help. Earlier this week, the South China Morning Post reported that Seoul was considering deploying Patriot anti-missile batteries to pre-empt the North Korean threat.  In the 1970s and 1980s, South Korea sought to get nuclear weapons after it perceived a decrease in US commitments to defend the country.  North Korea's provocations have opened up a public debate about nuclear weapons in Japan. In 2006, former premier Yasuhiro Nakasone said Tokyo should change its non-nuclear position if it became uncertain about Washington's nuclear guarantee.  A year later, a group of Self-Defence Force officers wrote that Japan should consider nuclear weapons, given that it was a 'much more vulnerable state than Israel because Japan is circled by nuclear armed states such as China, Russia and North Korea'.  During the Cold War, Japan enjoyed a security 'surplus', given the strength of Washington's deterrence credibility vis-a-vis the former Soviet Union. In the 21st century, this 'surplus' is shifting toward a deficit as North Korea and China improve their military capabilities, notes a recent report by the US-based Institute of Foreign Policy Analysis.  This does not mean that South Korea or Japan will go nuclear any time soon. For one thing, domestic opinion against such weapons remains strong. Moreover, observers warn of a regional arms race if both countries went nuclear.  But their concerns will only increase. Already, US President Barack Obama has de-emphasised the use of nuclear weapons and announced cuts in America's nuclear stockpile - moves that will exacerbate Tokyo and Seoul's fears about the credibility of America's extended deterrence. To bolster their confidence, Washington should talk to them about how extended deterrence would work. Talk might be cheap, but in such an area as serious as nuclear weapons, talk is good.  More importantly, the US would do better if it borrowed from Mr Bush's phrasebook: that 'all options are on the table' with regard to North Korea.  In 2007, Japanese defence minister Fumio Kyuma said Washington could make one of the strongest deterrent statements to North Korea if it said explicitly: 'If you drop one nuclear bomb on Japan, the US will retaliate by dropping 10 on you.'  Mr Bush was notorious for a string of gaffes. When it comes to extended deterrence, however, a bit more tough talk like his would be useful for Mr Obama. 

Resolve Disad---Link---South Korea 
US ground troops are key to stop aggression from North Korea
BBC 6-30,  Monitoring Asia Pacific  June 30, 2010, ["US top military says delay of wartime command transfer to deter North Korea", lexis] 
SEOUL, June 30 (Yonhap) - South Korean and US forces are better positioned to deter and defeat any future North Korean provocations, the top US commander here said Wednesday [ 30 June], as the countries delayed Seoul's retaking of wartime operational control (OPCON) of its troops from Washington.  At a summit in Toronto on Saturday (local time), President Lee Myung-bak [Yi Myo'ng-pak] and US President Barack Obama agreed to delay the transfer by three years to 2015 amid heightened tensions over Pyongyang's deadly sinking of a Seoul warship in March.  "The result will make our allied forces more agile, adaptive and able to defeat North Korea across the spectrum of conflicts, including provocations, terrorism, aggressions and invasions," Gen. Walter Sharp told an audience at Yongsan Garrison, the main US military headquarters in central Seoul.  Sharp made the remarks at a farewell ceremony for the outgoing chairman of South Korea's Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Lee Sang-eui.  "We have better plans to fight and win" with the delay of the OPCON transition, Sharp said.  "Our alliance will be even stronger as we synchronize emerging capabilities of the Republic of Korea armed forces and the changes of ROK-US command and control structures," Sharp said, using South Korea's official name.  Under a 2007 deal, South Korea was due to regain the OPCON from the US on April 17, 2012. The transfer has now been pushed back to Dec. 1, 2015 at the request of South Korea in the aftermath of the North's attack on South Korean warship, the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan].  On Wednesday, Gen. Han Min-koo, the nominee for the new chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told lawmakers that the delay of the OPCON transition was "the right decision."  The transition has always drawn a mixed response in South Korea, with supporters arguing the South's military is strong enough to command its troops in the event of war. But opponents say it could cause a possible security void and lose some of the safety net offered by the US military.  "The wartime operational control is not an issue of military sovereignty. It is the best system that guarantees our survival and national interests," Han said at the one-day confirmation hearing. Han's appointment is not subject to parliamentary approval.  A multinational probe concluded last month that North Korea was behind the torpedo attack on the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] in the Yellow Sea that killed 46 sailors. North Korea has denied its responsibility and threatened that any punishment against it will trigger a war.  About 28,500 US troops are stationed in South Korea, a legacy of the 1950-53 Korean War.  

Defense Budget Disad---Link---South Korea
South Korea free-rides on U.S. spending 

Carpenter 9 – Ted Galen Carpenter is the Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, October 23, 2009, [“Stoke China’s Fears,” The National Interest, online: http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22376] 
The fawning U.S. promises to persist with extended deterrence not only play into the hands of Chinese leaders who want to avoid taking a hard-line toward Pyongyang, it plays into the hands of security free riders in Japan and South Korea. For decades, those two countries have woefully under-invested in their own defenses. Even as Japanese and South Korean leaders insist that North Korea poses a serious threat, they persist with anemic defense budgets. Although it shares a border with perhaps the most ruthless and unpredictable country in the world, South Korea spends less than 2.5 percent of its gross domestic product on the military. Seoul continues to rely on the United States for critical elements of its defense, especially air and naval power.

Security free riding is also alive and well in Japan. Indeed, South Korea’s military effort seems robust compared to Japan’s. Despite North Korea’s repeated saber-rattling, Tokyo spends a paltry 0.9 percent of its GDP on defense, and that situation may get even worse under the new left-leaning government.
U.S.-South Korea Relations Disad---Link
Withdrawal strains relations with South Korea – empirically proven by all six prior withdrawals
Levkowitz 2010, Alon Levkowitz The International Relations Department, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 2010. [“The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?” http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/8/2/131] 
Since the end of the Second World War, when the US forces liberated the southern part of the Korean Peninsula from Japanese occupation, the US military forces stationed in Korea have been playing a central role in assuring South Korea's security and are a main pillar in its defense policy. One way to determine the importance of the US forces to Korea's defense is by analyzing the reactions of the South Korean administrations throughout the years to American withdrawals or readjustment plans for the US forces. If Seoul supported Washington's plans to withdraw at least some of its forces from Korea, it could have gradually limited the US forces' role in the Republic of Korea's (ROK) defense. But in reality, Seoul panicked almost each of the six times, from 1945 until 2008, when Washington decided to withdraw/readjust its forces from or within Korea. These US attempts to change its tactical or strategic position in the Korean Peninsula were a source of tension and disagreement between the two capitals and presidents throughout the years, which influenced relations between the two countries.
Politics Link---Plan Popular 
Plan’s popular – Congress and the Pentagon are massively anti-Korea

Bandow 3, Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, 2003, [“Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf] 
For years it was hard to find a single American analyst, let alone policymaker, who did not recoil in horror at the suggestion that American forces be brought home from Korea. Defenders of the commitment rushed to the barricades in the midst of Kim Daejung’s visit to Pyongyang. For instance, Robert Manning of the Council on Foreign Relations warned against the “loose talk about the future of the U.S.–South Korean alliance and the U.S. military presence in Korea.”81 Even after Roh’s election, U.S. Department of Defense consultant Richard Weitz advocates a continued U.S. presence for the purpose of “rapidly halting any North Korean invasion,” as if South Korea’s 700,000-man military didn’t exist.82 Former secretary of defense William J. Perry, Ashton B. Carter, and Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, leading figures in the Clinton administration, offer the cliché of America’s and South Korea’s troops standing “shoulder to shoulder to deter North Korean aggression.”83 Left unanswered is the question of why American shoulders are necessary in the first place. Some analysts would move to strengthen and expand the U.S. commitment to South Korea. Ralph Cossa, president of the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ Pacific Forum, wants a force buildup.84 So does the Heritage Foundation.85 The Weekly Standard’s Bill Kristol wants efforts aimed at “shoring up the defense capabilities of South Korea.”86 The Bush administration seems to be taking those recommendations to heart: in early February 2003 Washington announced that it was supplementing its forces in Asia in response to a request from Adm. Thomas Fargo, Pacific commander of U.S. forces.87 But now a growing number of commentators, including some resolute hawks, are saying that the United States need not remain in Korea, and certainly not if our forces are unwanted.88 The message has hit home even at the Pentagon. More broadly, notes Scott Snyder, the Asia Foundation’s representative in Korea, “In Washington, within the U.S. government and Congress, there is a distinct, anti-Korean backlash.”89 

Defense lobbies love the plan – support for South Korea has evaporated

Flake 6, Gordon L. Flake is an Executive Director – Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, [“U.S.-South Korean Relations”, CQ Congressional Testimony, 9-27, Lexis] 
In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad. It would be a mistake, however, to assume that this process is only being driven by the civilian leadership of the Defense Department. Traditionally the bastion of support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, the defense establishment both in Washington and in Korea now arguably gives Capitol Hill a run for its money as being the leading skeptic, if not detractor, of the alliance, at lease in the context of current leadership in Seoul. Sensitive issues, such as anti-American incidents, the vilification of the USFK in blockbuster movies, and questions about environmental standards and basing, have all taken their toll. However, the most influential factors on U.S. military perceptions have likely been related to questions of preparedness. The last-minute withdrawal of South Korean support for joint Operations Plan 5029 left U.S. planners feeling exposed. In addition, the question of bombing ranges and whether the U.S. will have to travel to Alaska or Thailand to train appears to have been solved only by an unprecedented threat to withdraw the U.S. Air Force from Korea. Coupled with base relocation issues and the growing difficulty of coordinating plans and policies regarding North Korea (a nation the ROK Ministry of Defense no longer designates as its primary enemy), and of course the question of wartime operational control, these issues combine to challenge longstanding military support.

Politics Link---Plan Unpopular
Withdrawal from South Korea is extremely unpopular – Congress, Pentagon, and South Korean lobbies all oppose
Harrison 2, Selig S. Harrison is a Senior Scholar at Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, 2002 [“Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement” p. 180-182http://books.google.com/books?id=sWrn_S3WrIUC&pg=PA180&lpg=PA180&dq="Why+has+the+presence+of+U.S.+ground+forces+in"&source=bl&ots=LADSjDkbVt&sig=U7IinDG4HFUIps7QPrhibzVFHfw&hl=en&ei=buJMTNKeBdyxnAeihLDYCw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CBYQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=%22Why%20has%20the%20presence%20of%20U.S.%20ground%20forces%20in%22&f=false] 
Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko​rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong​yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu​ments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar​guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica​tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup​port of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epito​mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva​lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re​gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.
Politics Links---Plan Unpopular
There is no political support for withdrawing from South Korea
Hayes 9, Peter Hayes is a Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, [“Extended Nuclear Deterrence: Global Abolition and Korea”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 12-17, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09096Hayes.html] 
This is not how many American policy makers view the situation. They see themselves as firmly anchored via bases, forward deployments, nuclear weapons, and alliance relationships. They feel comfortable relying upon nuclear threat to contain North Korea for the foreseeable future. They believe that they have firmly under control the allies' propensity to proliferate. In reality, US leadership is much more tenuous than Americans like to believe due to the cumulative impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation, and the economic crisis originating in the United States. In this context, the revival of END hastens the demise of American hegemony, at least in this region. Ironically, actual American forces today are primarily non-nuclear rather than "dual-capable" as was almost universally the case during the Cold War when allies were told that the United States military did not distinguish between its nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Although the United States maintains strategic nuclear forces at home, these have little to do directly with realistic military planning or force postures in the alliances, and even less to do with the expanding scope of military operations by US allies working alongside the US military including peacemaking, peacekeeping, disaster relief, nation building, humanitarian intervention, anti-terrorism operations, and rarely, prosecuting conventional war. Unfortunately, Global Abolition as a framework for a new hegemonic leadership is far from displacing the old habits and instruments of nuclear coercive diplomacy, and is almost completely ignored in the core alliance institutions. It has barely begun to take root as a substitute for failing nuclear hegemonic policies, as is most obvious in the case of the DPRK. Generations of Cold War warriors committed to maintaining alliances and comfortable with Cold War habits and ways of thinking are entrenched in alliance institutions and have paid little or no regard to Global Abolition. 

Politics---Plan Unpopular---Public
Plan is unpopular with the public

Kull 96, Steven Kull is a Principle Investigator – PIPA, January 19, 1996 [“Americans on Defense Spending - A Study of US Public Attitudes:
Report of Findings” http://www.fas.org/man/docs/pipapoll.htm]
A large majority of Americans favors a strong defense. This majority feels that the US has global interests that need to be protected with a world-wide military presence, and wants to maintain existing US commitments to protect other countries. Most Americans have a positive feeling toward the US military.  Support for Strong Defense  There is a strong consensus that America's role in the world requires it to have a strong defense. Seventy-two percent agreed with the argument that "because the US has global interests, it is important for the US to maintain a large military with the capacity to project its forces around the world." Similarly, in an October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 89% said that it is somewhat (39%) or very (50%) important for the US to maintain "superior military power worldwide." Only 9% said it was not important. Such findings are consistent with other polls that show a strong majority of Americans rejects the idea that the US should withdraw from the world.  An overwhelming majority rejects the idea of abandoning US commitments to protect other countries (though, as we shall discuss below, Americans do not want the US to be world policeman). Only 7% in the PIPA poll said, "The US should withdraw its commitments to protect other countries and should just protect the US." In the October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, only 7% said that "Defending our allies security" is not important, while 90% said it is very (41%) or somewhat (49%) important.  In the focus groups, there was very little sentiment in favor of withdrawing US commitments to protect other countries. For some this attitude seemed to be derived from a sense of moral obligation while for others it was derived more from a sense of national self interest. A woman in Atlanta explained:  There are people who know a lot more than I do who made these treaties, and as far as I'm concerned, they were made on the basis of US interest. . . We're very interested in our own well-being. We didn't go fight in Kuwait because we love the Kuwaitis. We went over there because our oil interests were threatened. . . The reason we have troops in South Korea today is because our interests are at stake.  Concerns about threats from rogue states contribute very powerfully to support for a strong defense. An overwhelming 90% agreed with the argument that "the US needs to maintain a strong defense" because "even though the Cold War is over, there are still countries in the world such as Iraq, Iran, Libya and North Korea, some of which may have weapons of mass destruction and could threaten US interests." Similarly, in an April 1993 CBS/New York Times poll 59% agreed that despite reforms in Russia "the existence of threats from countries like Iran and Iraq means US defense spending cannot be reduced dramatically."  Most Americans want US defense capabilities to be quite robust. Seventy-two percent of the PIPA sample agreed that "it is better to err in the direction of having too much rather than too little defense." Fifty-seven percent said they want "to keep designing and building more technologically advanced weapons. Otherwise, a sudden new threat might find us unprepared." However, the argument, popular in defense circles, in support of the Seawolf submarine and the B2 bomber, that:  If defense contractors stop building certain weapons, it would be hard to get those industries geared up again in the future.  Therefore, even if some of the weapons may not be strategically necessary right now we should continue to produce them. Things might change so that we need them later.  

Public unpopularity cripples the agenda and outweighs popularity

Edwards 97 [George C. Texas A&M Polisci Prof, Congress and the Presidency, Volume 25, number 2, pg 121] 

Widespread support should give the president leeway and weaken resistance to his policies. Thus, public support gives a president, at best, leverage, but not control. On the other hand, when the president lacks popular support, this strengthens the resolve of those inclined to oppose him and narrows the range in which he receives the benefit of the doubt. The president’s options are reduced, his opportunities diminished, and his room for maneuver checked; he loses crucial “leeway.”
