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China F/L (1/2)

Chinese modernization doesn’t matter

Joseph Cirincione Director, Non-Proliferation Project Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, March 17, 1999, http://www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/nuclear/CEIP031799.html 

Henry Kissinger seems to have a quote for everything. One favorite is, "Academic politics are so vicious because the stakes are so small." That observation applies well to the current controversy over China's nuclear forces. More directly, he notes, "You cannot open a newspaper without reading an attack on China. It's nostalgia for confrontation." This nostalagia may have very serious consequences. China is modernizing economically, politically and militarily. How it develops its nuclear forces will be shaped greatly by how it perceives its security relationship with the United States. "If China is treated like an adversary," former Secretary of Defense William Perry recently wrote, "it will become one."   It is precisely this scenario that concerns many observers of the current political and press frenzy swirling around the U.S.-China relationship. Most independent foreign policy analysts and experts on China agree that the hysteria surrounding this issue is completely out of proportion to the national security issues involved. We should care, of course, how many nuclear weapons China has and how it deploys them. China's arsenal, however, is so small relative to that of the United States that even in the worst case, the impact of its current modernization plans on U.S. national security is marginal. As the new commander-in-chief of our Pacific Command, Admiral Dennis Blair, testified last month, "China would not represent a serious military threat to the U.S. for at least 20 years."    China has only one type of long-range missile capable of reaching the United States mainland. The Dong Feng-5 (or "East Wind") missile was first deployed in 1981. Slowly, over the years, the numbers have grown to about 20 missiles deployed today at Luoning, not far from the ancient city of Xi'an, and further north at the Xuanhua military base.   The DF-5 missiles are deployed with their liquid fuel tanks empty and with their 4- and 5-Megaton nuclear warheads detached and stored separately. Though each has enough explosive power to vaporize an average city, the force pales in comparison to the 7,500 warheads the United States deploys on its modern, highly accurate missiles and long-range bombers, or even when compared to the 144 warheads the United Kingdom carries on its Trident sea-launched ballistic missiles. Of the five recognized nuclear powers (the United States, Russia, Britain, France and China), China has the oldest, least capable, and most stable nuclear deterrent force.   Plans to modernize the missile force are underway. China's military and political leaders want new, modern, solid-fueled missiles, like their nuclear peers. The Chinese have been testing a new missile, the DF-41 over the past few years. When the DF-41 replaces the DF-5, the force may increase in number and will likely be more accurate. Like the other powers, China may opt for multiple warheads atop each missile.   It is this latter issue, in particular the charge that China stole the design for the W-88 nuclear warhead from Los Alamos National Laboratory, that is at the center of the political typhoon today. These new allegations follow on to charges that China used super-computers purchased from the United States to improve its nuclear designs and that China used information gained from United States corporations investigating Chinese satellite launch failures to improve the accuracy of its missiles.   In the worst case, assuming that all the allegations are true, it is possible that over the next 10 years, the 20 aging DF-5 missiles could be replaced by 20 to 30 modern, accurate solid-fueled missiles and each 5-Megaton warhead could be replaced by perhaps 5 warheads in the 150-kiloton range. This would give China 100 to 150 warheads on land-based missiles capable of striking the United States.   That is a large force. But the United States has 192 warheads on just one of the two Trident submarines that regularly patrol the Pacific waters.   In total, the United States has a strategic nuclear arsenal 375 times larger than that of China. If, by 2010, China modernizes its forces as we expect, and the United States reduces to the START II levels of 3500 deployed strategic warheads, the U.S. will still have a nuclear force 35 times the size of China's and one deployed on more modern missiles and bombers. These weapons provide a powerful deterrent to any contemplated Chinese nuclear attack or any threat of attack.   Moreover, even if the United States over the next ten years were to drastically reduce its nuclear arsenal to a thousand warheads or several hundred warheads, as advocated by many experts, we would expect that the United States would still have an enormously powerful force capable of inflicting catastrophic damage on any foe foolish enough to attack the United States.   The bottom-line: Even in the worst case, China's nuclear modernization will have only marginal impact on the national security of the United States. We should be doing all we can to discourage China (and other nations) from building any more nuclear weapons. We should be working hard to bring down our own arsenal and that of Russia. To do so, we need clear, dispassionate, strategic calculations. These efforts and the national security of the United States are not helped by exaggerated fears or resurrected nuclear war-fighting doctrines. 
China F/l (2/2)

China is peaceful and doesn’t seek to disrupt the international system

Hachigian, Nina and Peng, Yuan  ( a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  Director of the Institute for American Studies at the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations in Beijing, ) 2010  “The US-China Expectations Gap: An Exchange”, Survival, 52: 4, 67-86

The international system is currently undergoing a fundamental change. The new international order requires that all the big powers cooperate with each other. The United States, as the only superpower, must assume an especially important role, and China as a rising power should also take its place. But peaceful coexistence is a precondition for peaceful cooperation. China does not intend to challenge US hegemony, nor to change the current international system. On the contrary, it aims to build a good relationship with America through gradual and constructive cooperation, as it achieves its peaceful rise.
China is not a threat to the US.

China Daily, 4-14-2005, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-06/14/content_451423.htm

Former U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell said in Bangkok on Monday, June 13 that China is not a military threat to the United States. He also urged Beijing to do a better job explaining the benefits of cheap Chinese imports to American consumers. Speaking to delegates at a business conference in Bangkok, Powell said China's increasing spending on its military does not make it a threat to the United States. "The threat comes from the capability to execute these plans and the intention to do so," he said. "My analysis in the last four years is that China has no such intention. China wishes to live in peace with its neighbors and the U.S." Tension between China and the U.S. has escalated in recent days over a trade dispute on Chinese textile imports. On Monday, Chinese Vice Premier Wu Yi criticized America's recent decision to impose a 7.5 percent cap on the increase in Chinese textiles this year before talks could resolve the disagreement
China won’t challenge the US.

Straits Times, 3-4-10, http://www.straitstimes.com/BreakingNews/Asia/Story/STIStory_497827.html

CHINA'S growing military has no intention of challenging the United States, a senior People's Liberation Army officer said, before the likely unveiling of the country's annual defence budget on Thursday. PLA Senior Colonel Luo Yan was responding to a new book by a fellow PLA officer, who argues China should aim to displace the United States militarily, the official China Daily reported. At a news conference on Thursday ahead of the convening of the annual session of China's national parliament on Friday, a parliament spokesman is likely to follow past practice and announce the country's defence budget for the year. Some PLA officers, including Col Luo, have called for a rise in military spending that will send a defiant signal to the United States after Washington went ahead with plans to sell $6.4 billion of arms to Taiwan, the self-ruled island that Beijing says is its territory. Col Luo indicated China's military spending was focused on protecting its claims to the island, but not spoiling for a confrontation with the United States, which remains much more powerful economically and militarily.
North Korea F/L (1/3)

1. North Korea has become less and less of a threat.

James T. Laney and Jason T. Shaplen,  “How to Deal With North Korea”, Foreign Affairs, Mar/Apr 2003, Vol 82, Issue 2, JSTOR
But recent events have not been entirely negative. In the two months prior to the October HEU revelation, North Korea had, with remarkable speed, undertaken an important series of positive initiatives that seemed the polar opposite of its posturing on the nuclear issue. These included initiating an unscheduled meeting between its foreign minister, Paek Nam Sun, and Secretary of State Colin Powell in July -- the highest-level contact between the two nations since the Bush administration took office; inviting a U.S. delegation for talks in Pyongyang; proposing the highest-level talks with South Korea in a year; agreeing to re-establish road and rail links with the South and starting work on the project almost immediately; demining portions of the demilitarized zone (DMZ) and wide corridors on the east and west coasts surrounding the rail links; sending more than 600 athletes and representatives to join the Asian Games in Pusan, South Korea (marking the North's first-ever participation in an international sporting event in the South); enacting a series of economic and market reforms (including increasing wages, allowing the price of staples to float freely, and inaugurating a special economic zone similar to those in China); restarting the highest-level talks with Japan in two years; holding a subsequent summit with Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, during which Pyongyang admitted abducting Japanese citizens in the 1970s and 1980s; and finally, allowing the surviving abductees to visit Japan. Viewed individually, let alone together, North Korea's initiatives represented the most promising signs of change on the peninsula in decades. Whether by desire or by necessity, the North finally appeared to be responding to the long-standing concerns of the United States, South Korea, and Japan. Equally important, Pyongyang seemed to have abandoned its policy of playing Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo off one another by addressing the concerns of one while ignoring those of the other two. For the first time, the North was actively (even aggressively) engaging all three capitals simultaneously.

2. South Korea is dependent on the Us to deter North Korea.

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

However, lack of reciprocity from the DPRK led President Lee Myung-bak, elected in 2007, to stop providing unconditional aid and investment. The North responded angrily, but little changed in terms of the military situation. North Korea's armed forces are large but decrepit. Pyongyang could wreak enormous havoc while losing any war. The South has a more modern, better-trained force, including navy. Even so, the ROK remains heavily dependent on the U.S. for its defense.  Instead of focusing on national defense, Seoul has been expanding its ambitions. President Lee now talks about "Global Korea." His government's latest Defense White Paper spoke of "enhancing competence and status internationally." Seoul has begun regularly contributing to international peace-keeping missions.  Washington has promoted this perspective, enlisting the ROK military in Afghanistan and Iraq, for instance. A new study from the Center for a New American Security argues that "the value of the alliance goes far beyond security in the Korean peninsula." Participants urged the South to create a capability "to provide assistance in more global contingencies."
North Korea F/L (2/3)       

3. TURN: US military presence stabilizes Korean Peninsula
Jacquelyn S. Porth, USINFO, Staff Writer, U.S. Pacific Command’s Directorate for Strategic Planning and Policy, ’07, “U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html
U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement.  Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence. The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula.
4. North Korea won’t attack South Korea under present conditions.

The Korea Times, 6/28/2009, “Will North Korea Attack South Korea?”, https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/05/160_47563.html
Tselichtchev, the author of the new book, "Asia's Turning Point: An Introduction to Asia's Dynamic Economies at the Dawn of the New Century," argues that his calculation of the economic principle of "opportunity cost" points the following: North Korea will never engage in a war with South Korea.  "North Korea will never attack South Korea. It's very clear," he said in a speaking engagement here.  That could be a pretty "bold" statement as an economist, and particularly given the escalating tensions surrounding the Korean Peninsula these days.  The explanation, he offers, is simple and intuitive.  "North Korean leaders are not Al-Qaeda terrorists or Islamist extremists." This supports the view that although the North Korean leadership often misbehaves, it nonetheless acts in a very calculative and "rational" way to maximize its interest.  Secondly, he says, "Kim Jong-il has a very big collection of Western movies. He loves them. He enjoys drinking very expensive French and Italian wines. He will never sacrifice this pleasure of life."  He argues that if the North starts a war with the South, the damage will be on both sides and, importantly, as a consequence, the Kim clan will have to renounce their privileged lifestyle. Therefore, for North Korea to start a war goes against the economic principle that mandates one to make a better choice.  He is not someone who harbors any illusion about North Korea.  "North Korea has two faces. On the one hand, it is the sick man of East Asia, and politically, a reclusive dictatorial state with a criminal record.  "On the other hand, in the late 1990s and early 2000s, it made a structural breakthrough, shifting from a centrally planned and tightly controlled economy with the public distribution system at its core to a new economy containing a significant market element."  Tselichtchev, who has been teaching at the Niigata University in Japan, and received in 2005 the title of Seikatsu Tatsujin (A Master of life) from the Japanese government for his outstanding scholarship, essentially argues that the international community's approach to North Korea should reflect more insights learned from economic principles.  "I always feel that there has been too much emphasis on the nuclear issue when we talk about North Korea. Actually, there is more. And there has to be more effort to induce North Korea to move towards pro-market oriented reforms," he said. 

North Korea F/L (3/3)

5. Asia Wants US There-Provides Reassurance of Safety

East West Center; 7/22/; U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA APPRECIATED, SAYS PACIFIC COMMANDER; Accessed Online; 7/1/10; http://www.eastwestcenter.org/news-center/east-west-wire/us-military-presence-in-asia-appreciated-says-pacific-commander/
HONOLULU (July 22) – Asia wants the United States to maintain a strong and visible long term presence throughout the Asia Pacific region, the top U.S. military commander for the Pacific told an East-West Center audience recently. “It is certainly in the minds of all our friends, partners and colleagues that the U.S. (should) maintain military superiority in the theater,” Adm. Timothy J. Keating told a lunchtime meeting of the Center’s annual Senior Policy Seminar on July 8. “It’s a limitless theme,” Keating said: “Don’t go anywhere. Stick around.” Public attitudes toward the American military presence differ from country to country, Keating admitted. Some treaty partners are openly enthusiastic, while other nations are more subdued and perhaps not always in perfect alignment with U.S. interests. But in just about every case, he said, “they like the fact that we are nearby.” At times, this is because the massive air and sea capabilities of U.S. forces are invaluable in times of natural disaster or other emergencies, Keating said. This is true even in the face of reluctance on the part of authorities in Burma to accept offered U.S. military aid. But it is also true because the American presence creates a level of security that allows Asian governments to focus their efforts and energy on the remarkable economic and social transformations that have occurred in the region. In a quick tour of the horizon for the Senior Policy Seminar, Keating made these points about the vast and diverse Asia Pacific region: The sailors, airman, Marines and other military personnel who were standing by to assist after the cyclone that swept through Burma were deeply disappointed they were unable to help. Satellite pictures indicated “incomprehensible agony and tragedy,” Keating said, but the eager relief forces were stopped cold while ships loaded with supplies waited just offshore. “Nobody was able to go ‘feet dry,’” he said. The situation between North and South Korea has taken a small but measurable turn for the better, but American troops remain on high alert. There is a good chance that the situation could go from an armistice to a peace treaty situation within the next ten years or so, Keating said. “That’s more likely now that it was even a year ago,” he added. Relations with India are improving rapidly, Keating said, noting he received a far warmer reception there during a recent trip than the greeting he witnessed during his first visit in 1985 as an aide to the then-Pacific commander. A key policy challenge will be developing an Indian Ocean strategy, which does not exist today in any substantial form. “We’re working on it,” he said. Military-to-military relationships with China are improving rapidly, with increasing numbers of high-level visits between the two countries. China’s openness in accepting assistance following the disastrous earthquake was another positive step in relationships between the two countries. “We’re making great progress with the People’s Army and Air Force, but we still have a ways to go,” Keating said. “We’d like a little more transparency on their long-range intentions.” The EAST-WEST CENTER is an education and research organization established by the U.S. Congress in 1960 to strengthen relations and understanding among the peoples and nations of Asia, the Pacific, and the United States. The Center contributes to a peaceful, prosperous and just Asia Pacific community by serving as a vigorous hub for cooperative research, education and dialogue on critical issues of common concern to the Asia Pacific region and the United States. Funding for the Center comes from the U.S. government, with additional support provided by private agencies, individuals, foundations, corporations and the governments of the region. 

6 Party Talks (1/2)

North Korea is only in the six-party talks to detract attention from the Cheonan.

BusinessWeek, 7/20/10, " Japan Says It Isn't Seeking Bilateral Meeting With North Korea ", http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-20/japan-says-it-isn-t-seeking-bilateral-meeting-with-north-korea.html
July 20 (Bloomberg) -- Japan said it isn't seeking a bilateral meeting of foreign ministers with North Korea during an Asian security summit in Hanoi this week. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada “has no intention at this point” of meeting with his North Korean counterpart, Pak Ui Chun, Hidenobu Sobashima, deputy press secretary at the ministry told reporters in the Vietnamese capital today. They might have a chance to meet naturally during the summit, he said. Japan is part of the six-party forum that is seeking to persuade North Korea to resume talks on dismantling its nuclear weapons program. South Korea has ruled out any resumption unless North Korea apologizes for the March 26 sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan, which an international panel blamed on Kim Jong Il's regime. The six-party talks, also involving China, Russia and the U.S., haven't convened since December 2008. Japan proposed a bilateral meeting with North Korea, Nikkei English News reported earlier today, without citing a source for the article. North Korea on July 10 expressed a willingness to return to disarmament talks, a day after the United Nations Security Council adopted a statement falling short of blaming the country for the Cheonan attack. South Korea's Foreign Minister Yu Myung Hwan on July 18 dismissed the North Korean overture as a ploy to divert attention from the sinking. North Korea withdrew from the six-party process after UN sanctions imposed in response to missile tests. The country exploded a second nuclear device in May 2009 after conducting its first test in 2006.
North Korea won’t cooperate with six-party talks.
Christian Science Monitor, 7/28/10, " North Korea, don't mess with South, US signals to Kim Jong-Il ", http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0728/North-Korea-don-t-mess-with-South-US-signals-to-Kim-Jong-Il

Although North Korea did not make good on threats  to challenge the exercises militarily, skeptics see the war games as sharpening a sense of confrontation in the region while setting back peace and reconciliation efforts between the two Koreas.“The US wanted to make sure to continue to maintain and strengthen its leadership in this corner of the world,” says Paik Hak-soon, long-time scholar on North Korea at the influential Sejong Institute in Korea, thereby “sacrificing its former goal of denuclearizing North Korea.”North Korea has said it’s now interested in returning to six-party talks on its nuclear program, which were last held in Beijing in December 2008, but observers believe the North is planning a third underground test of a nuclear device and more missile tests.“North Korea has many options,” says Mr. Paik. “No one can prevent North Korea. Nothing has been accomplished in terms of denuclearizing North Korea. What is left is more pronounced confrontation.”

6 Party Talks (2/2)

North Korea shows no signs of giving up nuclear weapons.

Time, “Why the Six-Party North Korea Talks Failed”, 12/23/2006, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1572764,00.html
Here's a no-brainer prediction for 2007: North Korean negotiators will spend the year driving their American counterparts crazy. They will also manage to squeeze some concessions out of the U.S. while giving nothing substantial away themselves, and in the meantime continue developing an arsenal of nuclear weapons. That may sound a little pessimistic; after all, Pyongyang did return to the negotiating table this week after boycotting the talks or nearly a year. But after the resumed six-party talks aimed at bringing the North's nuclear program to an end concluded in Beijing, Friday, it was depressingly clear that Dear Leader Kim Jong-il is in no hurry to end his newly-minted membership in the nuclear club. Pyongyang's delegates refused to even discuss the nuclear program, instead insisting that the talks first solve the issue of some $24 million in North Korean funds that are frozen in a Macau bank account at Washington's behest. The North Koreans even threatened to raise the stakes: After five days of stonewalling, North Korean delegate Kim Kye Gwan told reporters that in response to Washington's "carrot and stick" approach, the North would adopt a "dialog and shield" approach, adding ominously that by "shield," Pyongyang meant that it would "further improve our deterrent." That was a code word for one thing that no one wants to see: a second, and likely bigger, nuclear test. Last week's talks underlined the painful truth that, right now, Pyongyang is holding most of the cards. The two principals leading the talks with Pyongyang, Washington and Beijing, are seemingly hamstrung. China is scrambling to find a new approach to its wayward client after being blindsided by the North's nuclear test on October 9, which was undertaken despite a specific request for restraint from Chinese President Hu Jintao. Fearful that putting pressure on the North's fragile economy could lead to an implosion that would send hundreds of thousands of refugees streaming into China's north east, Beijing has hardly any room to maneuver. Presumably this will lead to closer cooperation with Washington, a trend foreshadowed by chief U.S. negotiator Christopher Hill, who was noticeably lavish with his praise of his Chinese counterparts. 

**Topicality**

Interpretation: reduce excludes eliminate.

Words and Phrases 2002 (vol 36B, p. 80)

Mass. 1905.  Rev.Laws, c.203, § 9, provides that, if two or more cases are tried together in the superior court, the presiding judge may “reduce” the witness fees and other costs, but “not less than the ordinary witness fees, and other costs recoverable in one of the cases” which are so tried together shall be allowed.  Held that, in reducing the costs, the amount in all the cases together is to be considered and reduced, providing that there must be left in the aggregate an amount not less than the largest sum recoverable in any of the cases.  The word “reduce,” in its ordinary signification, does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior state.—Green v. Sklar, 74 N.E. 595, 188 Mass. 363.
Vote neg:


Education: we learn less about specific military operations when the aff can just withdraw all troops, regardless of their purpose.

**Links**
China Condition CP link

US military presence in South Korea can be used as a bargaining chip.

People’s Daily Online, a Chinese newspaper, “Dual strategy dilutes East Asian unity”, 6/24/2010, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90780/91343/7037957.html

One explanation may be that neighboring countries have not been able to adapt to China's rise. But the strong desire to check China with the US military only sows more seeds of distrust. South Korea and Japan regard the dual strategy as a double guarantee, but they actually turn them-selves into bargaining chips between China and the US. The room that they can gain by maneuvering between China and the US will be small, but the risk of offending either or both is bigger.

Security Link- China Threat

China threat discourse is self-fulfilling.  Their evidence is suspect.

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek

to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations. Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics.^ It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution.
Security Link- China Threat

China threats are largely constructed by American security fears- US perceives China as the opposite to American democracy

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)
At first glance, as the "China threat" literature has told us, China seems to fall perfectly into the "threat" category, particularly given its growing power. However, China's power as such does not speak for itself in terms of an emerging threat. By any reasonable measure, China remains a largely poor country edged with only a sliver of affiuence along its coastal areas. Nor is China's sheer size a self-evident confirmation of the "China threat" thesis, as other countries like India, Brazil, and Australia are almost as big as China. Instead, China as a "threat" has much to do with the particular mode of U.S. self-imagination. As Steve Chan notes: China is an object of attention not only because of its huge size, ancient legacy, or current or projected relative national power. . . . The importance of China has to do with perceptions, especially those regarding the potential that Beijing will become an example, source, or model that contradicts Western liberalism as the reigning paradigm. In an era of supposed universalizing cosmopolitanism, China demonstrates the potency and persistence of nationalism, and embodies an alternative to Western and especially U.S. conceptions of democracy and capitalism. China is a reminder that history is not close to an Certainly, I do not deny China's potential for strategic misbehavior in the global context, nor do I claim the "essential peacefulness" of Chinese culture." For Having said that, my main point here is that there is no such thing as "Chinese reality" that can automatically speak for itself, for example, as a "threat." Rather, the "China threat" is essentially a specifically social meaning given to China by its U.S. observers, a meaning that cannot be disconnected from the dominant U.S. self-construction. Thus, to fully understand the U.S. "China threat" argument, it is essential to recognize its autobiographical nature. Indeed, the construction of other is not only a product of U.S. self-imagination, but often a necessary foil to it. For example, by taking this representation of China as Chinese reality per

se, those scholars are able to assert their self-identity as "mature," "rational" realists capable of knowing the "hard facts" of international politics, in distinction from those "idealists" whose views are said to be grounded more in "an article of faith" than in "historical experience."41 On the other hand, given that history is

apparently not "progressively" linear, the invocation of a certain other not only helps explain away such historical uncertainties or "anomalies" and maintain the credibility of the allegedly universal path trodden by the United States, but also serves to highlight U.S. "indispensability." As Samuel Huntington puts it, "If being an American means being committed to the principles of liberty, democracy, individualism, and private property, and if there is no evil empire out there threatening those principles, what indeed does it mean to be an American, and what becomes of American national interests?" In this way, it seems that the constructions of the particular U.S. self and its other are always intertwined and mutually reinforcing.
Security Link- North Korea

Discourse describing North Korea as a rogue state shapes reality, making aggression inevitable

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 
Instead of appreciating and building on these concessions, US foreign policy towards North Korea focused on Pyongyang’s lingering nuclear ambition. But not everyone believed Pyongyang when it declared in October 2002 that it had never ceased its nuclear programme. The Russian foreign minister, for instance, called the admission a North Korean tactical ‘manoeuvre’.43 Neither claim can be empirically verified, but that is not the main point. More important is the fact that the US failed to pay attention to a series of rather obvious North Korean gestures long before the crisis was acknowledged as such in October. North Korea’s anxiety began to grow with President Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ speech in February. An official North Korean spokesperson, Kim Myong Chol, then told a New York Times journalist, Nicholas Kristof, that he foresaw ‘a crisis beginning in the latter half of this year’. North Korea, he suggested, ‘will respond to the breakdown of the nuclear deal . . . by starting its nuclear program and resuming its missiles tests’.44 That is, of course, precisely what happened eight months later. It is striking how closely North Korea’s approach in 2002–3 paralleled its behaviour during the crisis of 1993–4. Pyongyang most likely assumed, as it did a decade earlier, that a hard-line US administration would not engage in serious dialogue until North Korea threatened to withdraw from the NPT. Scott Snyder, in an extensive study of Pyongyang’s approach during the first crisis, speaks of a ‘crisis-oriented negotiation style’ that is rooted in North Korea’s particular historical experience, most notably the role that some of its leaders played in guerilla activities against the Japanese colonial occupation. Snyder writes of a remarkably rational and entirely consistent approach—one that relies on ‘threats, bluff, and forms of blackmail to extract maximal concession from a negotiating counterpart’.45 Even the dramatic language that shocked the world media in early 2003 was entirely predictable. The apocalyptic threat to turn Seoul into a ‘sea of fire’, for instance, was literally a rehearsed metaphor from the first crisis.46 It is part of an all-too-predictable emotional vocabulary that has prevailed in North Korea’s press for decades. Once translated into standard English it is not very different from the more rationally expressed US threat of pre-emptive nuclear strikes. One can agree or disagree with North Korea’s dramatic brinkmanship tactic, but one cannot ignore its deeply entrenched existence without risking danger- ous miscalculation. At minimum, doing so prevents us from recognizing how Pyongyang may be using its last bargaining chip, its nuclear potential, as a way of entering into dialogue with the US. In case this was not clear from North Korea’s behaviour during the first crisis, Kim Myong Chol stressed the same point again in the above mentioned conversation with Nicholas Kristof. In February 2002, several months before the crisis escalated, Kim pointed out that ‘North Korea cannot kill the heavy-weight champion, the U.S. But it can maim one of his limbs, and so the heavyweight champion will not want to fight. That is the North Korean logic.’47 The logic may be flawed, as Kristof notes, but it is entirely consistent with Pyongyang’s attitude during the first crisis. It demonstrates that Pyongyang had no interest in a military confrontation with the US. Indeed, North Korea’s press repeatedly stressed that the first nuclear crisis ‘was settled through negotiations’ and that this proved the present issue could be solved in the same manner.48 Pyongyang wanted guarantees and concessions. And its demands were not particularly outrageous. For years Pyongyang has requested a non-aggression pact as well as bilateral negotiations with the US, leading to a normalization of the relationship between the two countries, or at least to a recognition of each other’s sovereignty.49 The US, by contrast, has always preferred multilateral negotiations and demanded North Korean disarmament prior to a normalization of relations. Despite numerous and obvious signs, and despite detailed and insightful studies of North Korea’s previous negotiation behaviour, in 2003 US decision- makers repeated exactly the same mistakes made during the first crisis: they believed that by demonizing North Korea as an evil rogue state they could force Pyongyang into concessions. Whether this policy resulted from ignorance or specific design remains open to debate. The bottom line is that the US position was firm: ‘America and the world will not be blackmailed,’ stressed President Bush in his 2003 State of the Union Address.50 The result was predictable: Pyongyang became more recalcitrant. A new nuclear crisis started to take hold of the Korean peninsula. 
Security Link- North Korea

The aff’s representation of a violent and irrational North Korea generates exclusive identities incapable of peace.

David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, 2008 [Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization  and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html] 
As it was mentioned above, a discourse is the (temporarily) fixing of meaning around signs,  which Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 112) call nodal points. Once partial fixing of meaning is  attained, it determines what counts as valid, true or real; in short, the hegemonic discourse  defines what is meaningful and establishes a taken-for-granted knowledge. This section aims  to scrutinize the representational practices in the documents of the Six-Party Talks 19 in order  to identify what kind of reality is being produced. That is to say, it is intended to look for  indications of what is taken-for-granted, the positioning of subjects in terms of equivalence  and difference and identify patterns of fractures that might lead to contest or change  discursive hegemony. The SPT-documents might be particular suitable to look for specific  representational practices because it can be assumed that because language in those cases is  carefully chosen; it is an accurate account of the reality the parties wish to create.  The majority of the scientific and policy-making community refers to the 2002 Pyongyang  visit by then Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly as the beginning of the ‘second nuclear  crisis’. 20 After his visit, Kelly accused the DPRK of having a secret nuclear program. The  demand of North Korea to hold bilateral meetings with the United States to solve this issue  and the stance of Washington to have direct talks only within a multilateral framework, that is, to include more actors in the negotiations process, point to the struggles about the scope of  problematizing the nuclear issue. While in the April 2003 meeting between the DPRK, United  States and China the matter was discussed trilaterally, with the formation of the Six-Party  Talks it was now made an issue for three more actors, indicating the emerging  problematization of a nuclear North Korea within regional security politics.  One obvious narrative pattern appearing in the SPT-documents is to position a nuclear North  Korea 21 , as a hindrance to local and regional peace and stability. The signifiers ‘peace’,  ‘peacefully’ and ‘stability’, which are being used continuously in the SPT-documents, are  combined (articulatory practice) with the sign ‘denuclearization (of the Korean peninsula)’ –  and to a lesser degree with ‘non-proliferation’ and ‘normalization’ – establishing a mutually  dependent relation between those signs (cf. SPT 2003, 2004a/b, 2005a/b/c, 2006, 2007a/b/c/d).  In other words, regional peace and stability are only attainable with denuclearization  indicating the exclusion of alternative meanings or ways for maintaining and achieving peace  and stability. The reference or emphasis on maintaining peace/stability, attaining permanent  peace or seek a peaceful solution indicate the apprehension by the six parties of a violent, say,  bellicose solution of the nuclear issue. 22 The unanimous reaffirmation that “the goal of the  Six-Party Talks is the verifiable denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in a peaceful  manner” (SPT 2005b: point 1) reveals the efforts by the participants to create unity or  equivalence among them and suggest the valid understanding regarding the meaning of  regional peace or stability. That is to say, common sense in regional security politics is to  problematize a nuclear North Korea in opposition to peace implying the latent danger of war.

 Compensation link

Pulling out troops from South Korea frees up lots of money.

Doug Bandow, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 7/14/10 “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous” CATO Foreign policy briefing no. 90 http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf

Obviously, it would be expensive for Seoul to replicate U.S. military capabilities. According to South Korea’s Ministry of National Defense, U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) enable South Koreans to reduce our defense spending, which contributes to our continued economic development. If we take into account all the equipment and materials that the USFK maintains in-country as well as the several billion dollars it spends on maintenance and operations, its opportunity cost is tremendous. If the USFK should be withdrawn, it would take an astronomical amount of additional defense expenditures to compensate for its absence.24 

Compensation disad link. 

Dan Simpson, a former U.S. ambassador, Post-Gazette associate editor, 8-1-2010. [Center for Research on Globalization, An Exercise in Folly: The Last Thing the U.S. needs Right Now is Another War, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=20385]

Finally, one has to think of the U.S. military aspect of what is going on. It is budget time for the Department of Defense. There will be a lot of pushing and pulling inside the Pentagon to see which service gets what on its wish-list and what cuts Defense Secretary Robert Gates and President Barack Obama may have in mind for the different services. The Navy has been a bit out of the game in both Iraq and Afghanistan, so one has to wonder about the Korean exercise in terms of attracting attention to its needs and desires at a strategic moment.

The Alliance is strong now

Threats from North Korea make the alliance stronger.

Voice of America 7/23 (7/23/10, " Clinton In South Korea ", http://www1.voanews.com/policy/editorials/Clinton-In-South-Korea-99133454.html)
 After visiting the Demilitarized Zone –- a 3 mile buffer separating North and South Korea -- U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton commented on how these 2 countries are worlds apart. "The Republic of Korea," she said, "has made extraordinary progress. It has leaders who care about the well-being of the people. It has an economy that is growing and creating jobs and opportunities. It has a commitment to common values, democracy and freedom."  "By contrast," said Secretary Clinton, "the North has not only stagnated in isolation, but the people of the North have suffered for so many years." It is the men and women in the Republic of Korea, the United States of America, and a multinational force who today stand watch for freedom and who helped protect South Korea.  U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said, "Our commitment to South Korean security is steadfast. In fact, our military alliance has never been stronger and should deter any potential aggression."  In a move that makes clear to North Korea that its provocative behavior towards South Korea is unacceptable, Secretary Clinton announced new sanctions against DPRK proliferation and illicit activities. These measures will target the sale or purchase of arms and related materiel, the acquisition of luxury items, which are banned under UN Security Council Resolution 1718, and other illicit activities conducted by the DPRK that could be used to help fund its weapons programs, such as counterfeiting of U.S. currency, cigarette counterfeiting, and money laundering. The United States will also act under existing authorities to freeze additional assets of DPRK proliferations-related entities, work to prevent more DPRK proliferators from traveling abroad, and urge banks to prevent financial transactions of designated North Korea entities as required under UN Security Council Resolution 1874. 

The sinking of the Cheonan has only strengthened the alliance.

Jim Garamone, American Forces Press Service, “Cheonan Tragedy Strengthens U.S.-South Korean Alliance”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=60103

The meetings also highlighted the continuing U.S. commitment to South Korea following North Korea’s March attack on the frigate Cheonan that killed 46 South Korean sailors.  “What has happened since the sinking has validated the U.S.-South Korean alliance,” Mullen told the servicemembers. He related how a senior South Korean leader told him that the Republic of Korea now really knows who its friends are in wake of the tragedy.  The alliance between the U.S. and South Korea has grown stronger since the Cheonan attack, Mullen said, noting that’s probably not the result the North Koreans neither wanted nor expected.  The South Korean government did not jump to conclusions following the sinking and did not launch rash actions, Mullen pointed out. The South Korean government withheld judgment about what sank the vessel until a special panel made up of experts from South Korea, Sweden, the United States, Australia, Canada and Great Britain delivered the report. The evidence was conclusive – a North Korean torpedo had sunk the Cheonan inside South Korean territorial waters.  South Korea presented its case to the United Nations Security Council and all 15 nations on the council voted for a presidential finding on the sinking. The finding says the Cheonan was attacked, but does not identify the attacker. The “yes” votes in the Security Council included those of China and Russia – two neighbors with council veto powers. The voting “shows we’re all concerned about Pyongyang and where this leadership [North Korean dictator Kim Jong-il] goes,” Mullen said.  “He’s a pretty unpredictable guy,” the admiral said of Kim Jong-il.  The United States and South Korea will soon hold combined naval and air exercises to send a clear, strong message to the North that their attacks and provocations must stop, Mullen said. The first exercise begins July 25, and includes the USS George Washington Carrier Strike Group. Hundreds of U.S. and South Korean aircraft will participate, including Air Force F-22 Raptors – the most sophisticated jet in the world.  The United States has 28,500 servicemembers in South Korea, and that number will remain constant for the foreseeable future, the chairman said. The details of the U.S. footprint and capabilities those forces bring to the alliance will change over time, “but our commitment will not,” he said.  In fact, some of the details are already known. U.S. servicemembers can now serve three-year tours to South Korea and can bring their families. That option is limited right now as the United States and South Korea builds the infrastructure to support it, but some military families have already taken advantage of it. Mullen said there will be more schools, health facilities and housing for U.S. military families on the peninsula.  The U.S. footprint in South Korea will change, Mullen said. Camp Red Cloud itself – named for Army Cpl. Mitchell Red Cloud, who posthumously received the Medal of Honor for his actions in the Korean War – will close as the 2nd Division shifts south of the Han River to Camp Humphreys. Other U.S. bases in South Korea will close or consolidate through 2016, but the total numbers of troops in country will remain constant.  The United States must remain committed to South Korea and the region, Mullen said, as well as in other parts of the world.  “In a world that is so much more interconnected the requirements for global presence and interaction [is larger],” the admiral said.  As the U.S. military reviews its global footprint, one guiding principle is that America must remain engaged with other nations, Mullen said.

Alliance Strong Now

The alliance is adaptable.

The Korea Times, “S. Korea, US to set new alliance vision”, 7/22/2010 http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/07/205_69977.html
South Korea and the United States will establish a new roadmap to outline a broader alliance by the year’s end in tandem with a changing security environment around the Korean Peninsula, the Ministry of National Defense said Thursday.  The new plan, “Strategic Alliance 2015,” will be a top topic for a meeting of defense ministers from the two governments in October in Washington, D.C., deputy minister for policy Jang Kwang-il said.  The plan will include measures regarding the transfer of wartime operational control (OPCON) in 2015, new operational plans by the South Korean and U.S. militaries, as well as the relocation of U.S. bases to south of the Han River by 2015 to 2016, Jang said.  “The new plan will include various issues to be improved and readjusted in the six-decade-old ROK-U.S. alliance,” he told reporters. “Following a recent decision to delay the OPCON transfer to 2015, there is a need to modify alliance issues and their timelines.” 

**CP**

Military Exercises CP 1NC (1/2)

CP text (tentative): The United States federal government should remove all military presence from South Korea except for the USS George Washington Battle Strike Group.

The troops leading the joint US-South Korean military exercises are vital to supply Aegis BMD ships to deter North Korea from attacking.

Riki Ellison, Chairman and Founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, quoted in PR Newswire, “U.S. Finally Reacts to North Korean Sinking of Korean Ship”, 7/30/10, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/us-finally-reacts-to-north-korean-sinking-of-korean-ship-99623534.html
WASHINGTON, July 30 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- Riki Ellison, Chairman and Founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance (MDAA), www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org, has analyzed the U.S. military exercises off the Korean Peninsula this week . Ellison is one of the top experts in missile defense in the country. His observations are the following:  "Off the Korean Peninsula this week our U.S. forces, led by the USS George Washington Battle Strike Group made up of 20 ships, 100 aircraft and 8,000 sailors, made a definitive statement to our ally, South Korea, of extending our military deterrent. "This military exercise with Korean forces involved a coordinated and integrated application of both offensive and defensive forces that are required to handle a military crisis in this region of the world. This exercise ties together the advancements of military technology, the updating of older systems and new sailors and officers gaining needed experience. It is a necessary requirement that needs to take place regularly in order to secure the peace and stability of our allies that live on and around the Korean Peninsula."The timing of this exercise comes only a few months after the sinking of the Cheonan, a South Korean ship, by a North Korean torpedo which resulted in the death of 46 South Korean sailors. The exercise is not deemed to be a provocative act towards North Korea. Instead, it is a much needed show of stability and U.S. extended protection of the people and government of South Korea in this particularly dynamic situation. The South Korean leadership resisted any provocative military response to the sinking and deaths of its sailors on the strength of the U.S. influence and diplomatic skill. This military exercise was needed for a show of respect and a continued display of a strong alliance to the South Korean public and their leadership."One of the critical new platforms and military strategies that are being integrated and re-introduced in this exercise is the missile defense component consisting of the U.S. Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) Ships in the participating battle group. This combination of offense and defense adds a much broader, stronger and safer deterrent as it forces Kim Jong-Il and his military leadership to change their strategic and tactical calculus; putting his threats into rhetoric rather than reality."These Aegis BMD destroyers and cruisers are tasked with protecting the battle group as well as selected nearby areas from short-range ballistic missile attack."In light of the large numbers of North Korean short-range ballistic missiles, with an approximate range of 300km, and their growing nuclear capability it is essential to show, through these types of military exercises, that South Korea and our allies will be protected throughout the world. It will also show those who are reliant on U.S. extended deterrence that we have the deployed military capability and clear intent to protect them."With the resolve and mission of the U.S. Navy to provide extended deterrence along the vital waters of our world, the growth of the United States Navy's ballistic missile defense capability is warranted."

Ext- Deterrence Now 

Recent naval exercises have heightened U.S. deterrent credibility. 

Kim Jin-Young, professor at the Department of Political Science and Diplomacy of Pusan National University, 7-26-2010. [Xinhuanet, Debate: US-ROK drill, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/26/c_13415169.htm]
Who is the first winner in the Cheonan incident? The answer is the US.

The US has made two important gains from the Cheonan incident. Taking advantage of the ROK government's resentment against the DPRK and disappointment with the way China has dealt with the issue, the US has got the opportunity to show off its state-of-the-art naval armament in the East Sea (Sea of Japan) and demonstrate to the world, especially China and the DPRK, its willingness to protect its precious Asian ally. Plus, it made former Japanese prime minister Yukio Hatoyama concede to its demand of maintaining the American air-force base in Okinawa, because of the seemingly heightened security threat from the DPRK.

Ext- Exercises Key to Assure South Korea 

Military exercises are crucial show of support to South Korea. 

Christian Science Monitor 7-20-2010. [How about China?, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0720/USS-George-Washington-S.-Korea-military-drills-send-mixed-signals-to-North-Korea/%28page%29/2]
Building up goodwill, the USS George Washington is mooring this week at the South Korean port of Pusan and hosting tours of journalists, VIPs, and citizen groups, including orphans. Three destroyers with Aegis countermissile systems will also be in Pusan and also in Chinhae, the port off the southern coast that is the headquarters for US and South Korean naval operations.

“It’s good public relations for the South Koreans,” says an official at the US military headquarters here. “It’s to show force and build up relationships.”
South Korean experts agree.
“Basically, it’s to show power to North Korea,” says Kim Tae-woo at the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses. “It seems to be diluted by moving the exercises from the Yellow Sea, but politically it’s a very important event, and we welcome it.”

Ext- S. Korea wants BMD

South Korea wants BMD systems to deter North Korea.

The Korea Herald, 'Seoul open to talks on missile defense with U.S.', 2/18/2010, Lexis 

South Korea is willing to discuss its participation in the U.S.-led regional ballistic missile defense system to deter a growing threat from North Korea, a senior defense official was quoted as saying.The U.S. Department of Defense said this month that South Korea is an important U.S. BMD partner and the two sides are discussing the missile defense cooperation in a bilateral framework. Yonhap News yesterday cited a Defense Ministry official as saying, "We are wiling to discuss our participation in a regional MD system in response to the North's missile threat."The official said defense research institutes from the two countries have exchanged opinions about possible BMD cooperation. But there were no formal talks between the two governments, he added. Seoul has been reluctant to join the U.S. anti-missile efforts out of concern that its explicit participation would provoke Pyongyang and sour Seoul's ties with China and Russia. The development and deployment of BMD capabilities would cost the government tremendously. Pentagon's 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review released early this month classified South Korea as an important BMD partner in East Asia along with Japan and Australia. The United States and Korea "are working to define possible future BMD requirements. As these requirements are determined, the United States stands ready to work with the Republic of Korea to strengthen its protection against the North Korean missile threat," the review said.
Eliminating presence is bad

Eliminating the US precence in the ROK is dangerous- a reduction, not elimination is key.

Michael F. Davino, Colonel in the United States Army, “SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN KOREA?”, 3/15/2004
This paper will show that the U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula can be reduced without destabilizing the region.  Because the ROK has made significant improvements in its ability to defend itself, the ground force component of U.S. Forces Korea could and should be downsized.  The remaining U.S. Army ground combat forces must be repositioned to locations south of Seoul. These measures will reduce the vulnerability and increase the survivability of our remaining forces in the event of a sudden North Korean attack.  Furthermore, it will better posture our forces for employment elsewhere in the region in support of the U.S. strategy for Northeast Asia.
A withdrawal sends the wrong signal to North Koreans, causing them to proliferate. 

Michael F. Davino, Colonel in the United States Army, “SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN KOREA?”, 3/15/2004
Although the region’s economy and the support we receive from our allies are important, the major reason for maintaining the U.S. presence in the region, particularly in South Korea, is as a deterrent to the DPRK.  “North Korea poses many problems, of which its two nuclear programmes – the main worry of the moment – are just the start.  Also alarming are its missile development and proliferation [and] its chemical and biological warfare capacity….”   Northeast Asia therefore, is a critical region in the struggle against proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile technology.  Our national security strategy requires that “we must be able to stop rogue states before they are able to …use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends.”   Both the PRC and Russia are nuclear powers, it is likely that the DPRK has several nuclear weapons, and the ROK and Japan are clearly capable of developing them.  However, the presence of U.S. forces in the region and the implied willingness of the U.S. to provide a nuclear umbrella for the ROK and Japan, has been enough to keep them from pursuing their own nuclear weapons programs.  A total withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Korean Peninsula, or elsewhere in the Northeast Asia region, at a time when tensions over the North Korean nuclear program are increasing, would risk sending the wrong message to both our allies and the North Koreans.
AT: The Naval Exercise Are Finished 

Recent exercise were just one of many between South Korea and the U.S. 

Global Times 7-22-2010. [More S.Korea, US drills likely, http://www.peopleforum.cn/viewthread.php?tid=28804]

The first of the much-discussed and delayed South Korea- US joint naval drills, dubbed "Invincible Spirit," will be held off South Korea's east coast from July 25 to 28, with around 8,000 soldiers from both countries mobilized, JoongAng Daily reported Wednesday, quoted the South Korean Defense Ministry.

"The two countries will continue to hold joint military exercises either off the east coast or the west coast (of South Korea) for months to come," the ministry said Tuesady after a meeting between South Korean Defense Minister Kim Tae-young and US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates.

More exercises are planned next year. 

ITAR-TASS 8-1-2010. [Situation on Korean peninsula is on the brink of war – KCNA, http://www.itar-tass.com/eng/level2.html?NewsID=15365363&PageNum=0]

Moreover, Washington and Seoul intend to hold a series of military exercises targeted against the DPRK next year with an aim to gain military supremacy in North East Asia. The Korean Central News Agency wrote that the United States was actively trying to involve Japan in its provocative strategy.

Dozens of exercises will be held this year. 

Xinhua 8-1-2010. [DPRK media: U.S. worsens situation on Korean Peninsula, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-08/01/c_13424424.htm]

The U.S. and South Korea have declared to hold dozens of military exercises later this year and this indicated that the situation on the Korean Peninsula would be pushed to an "explosive state" by the U.S with its stronger military presence in the region, according to the KCNA.

The U.S. should respond to the DPRK's proposal of signing a peaceful agreement to guarantee the peace and stability of the Korean Peninsula, it said.

The KCNA warned that if the U.S. and South Korea insisted on igniting a new war, the DPRK must defeat all of its enemies with all of its self-defense strength.

The U.S. and South Korea held a joint naval maneuver in waters off the east coast of the Korean Peninsula from July 25 to 28.

The two nations also declared plans to conduct a maneuver code-named "Ulji Freedom Guardian" on Aug.16-26 and fresh joint naval exercises from late August until early September.
The military exercises will continue for months.

NPR, “Clinton Announces New North Korea Sanctions”, 7/21/2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=12 8661654 

NORTHAM: Well, Secretary Gates said that indeed there were going to be joint war fighting exercises in the region in the next short while, and that they would take place in the Yellow Sea and the Sea of Japan. And he said, both yesterday and today, that this should be seen as a signal of deterrence to North Korea.  And this is much in response to the attack on the South Korean warship back in March, where 46 South Korean sailors died in a torpedo attack. You know, a South Korean investigation said North Korea was to blame for that, although the government there denies that.  So these joint military exercises are going to take place over several months. And again, they're in response to that attack. They're going to focus on practicing submarine warfare techniques and interdicting cargo vessels. And, you know, this is really seen as a show of force against North Korea, although China has expressed its concern and its opposition over these military maneuvers.
BQ’s aff isn’t inherent (DON’T READ THIS WITH THE CP)

The US and South Korea have already stopped joint military exercises.

AFP, “S. Korea, US end naval drills”, 7/27/2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5j_JTok8HbtarasfzikPP2ovfoNHw
SEOUL — A full-scale US and South Korean military exercise designed to deter North Korea ended without incident Wednesday despite Pyongyang's threats of possible nuclear retaliation. The two allies, who accuse the North of a deadly submarine attack on a South Korean warship, said they staged the four-day naval and air exercise to send a "clear message" that any future provocations would not be tolerated. About 20 ships including the 97,000-ton carrier USS George Washington, 200 aircraft including four F-22 Raptor stealth fighters, and 8,000 personnel took part in the largest joint drill for years. "We practised well together and the (South's) military has built confidence that it can deter and defeat any North Korean aggression at any time, based on its alliance with the US," an official with Seoul's Joint Chiefs of Staff said.

The exercise which ended at 5:00 pm (0800 GMT) was a "formidable show of force" to North Korea, he told reporters in a background briefing.

The North vehemently denies involvement in the sinking of the warship in March with the loss of 46 lives. It had threatened nuclear retaliation against the drill, which it depicted as a rehearsal for invasion.

Seoul's military said no unusual military moves have been detected across the border since Sunday.

But the presidential office said the National Cyber Security Center had received intelligence reports of a possible cyber attack from the North, following its vow to hit back for the exercise.

A presidential team "has been on emergency alert against hacking in cooperation" with the centre, a presidential spokeswoman said.

South Korea's spy chief blamed North Korea for cyber attacks from China-based servers that briefly crippled US and South Korean government and commercial websites in July last year.

Tensions remain high on the peninsula almost six decades after an armistice ended the 1950-53 Korean War. It was never followed by a peace treaty.

North Korean leader Kim Jong-Il attended a concert marking Tuesday's 57th anniversary of the armistice, Pyongyang's official news agency said early Wednesday.

Kim hailed his country's "shining victory" in the conflict and enjoyed numbers such as "Our General Is the Best" and "July 27, Our Victory Day", it said.

The exercise which ended Wednesday in the Sea of Japan (East Sea) focused on defences against submarines. Seoul's defence ministry has said some nine other joint drills will be held later this year.

The United States has also announced new sanctions to punish the North for the sinking and push it to scrap its nuclear weapons programme.

Robert Einhorn, the State Department's special adviser for non-proliferation and arms control, will arrive in Seoul this weekend, Yonhap news agency quoted a diplomatic source as saying.

South Korean officials will meet the Americans Monday to discuss financial sanctions and other penalties against the North, the source said. The dates could not immediately be confirmed.

"We?re looking to identify front companies which help North Korea evade existing sanctions," State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said Monday.

The Us is moving troops away from the DMZ now.

AP, “U.S. Troops in South Korea Moving Away From DMZ”, 6/6/2003, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,88674,00.html
WASHINGTON —  In a historic move after a half-century, the United States will pull its ground troops away from the Demilitarized Zone (search) separating North and South Korea and consolidate them at bases well to the south.  The realignment, announced in a joint U.S.-South Korean statement Thursday, has been in the works for months. It reflects Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld's push to break a Cold War mold of assumptions about the usefulness of having troops along the tense DMZ.  The moves in Korea are part of a broader Pentagon strategy to realign U.S. forces around the globe, to include likely reductions in Germany and the establishment of new bases in eastern Europe. Last month the United States pulled its troops out of Saudi Arabia after a 12-year stay.  But also, residents have complained that the sprawling 8th U.S. Army headquarters in downtown Seoul (search) occupies prime real estate and worsens the city's chronic traffic congestion. Younger generations of South Koreans see the foreign military presence in their capital as a slight to national pride.  When President Bush and Roh met in May, they agreed that South Korea's growing economic strength allows the country to play a bigger military role in defending itself.  In Rumsfeld's view, moving U.S. troops away from the DMZ and consolidating them at perhaps two main "hub" bases south of Seoul will create a more formidable fighting force. It will not remove the troops from danger, and in Rumsfeld's view it does not weaken the U.S. deterrent at a time when communist North Korea is openly pursuing an expanded nuclear arsenal. 
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