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AT: North Korea war advantage

1. War won’t escalate – China and Russia won’t back North Korea

Bandow, 8 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Moreover, the North’s one-time military allies, Russia and China, both recognized Seoul as the cold war concluded. The ROK now does more business with Beijing than with America. The likelihood of either Moscow or Beijing backing North Korea in any new war is somewhere between infinitesimal and zero. The rest of East Asia would unreservedly stand behind South Korea.

2. No risk of war – threats only
Christian Science Monitor 5/26 (Donald Kirk, 5/26/10, " Diplomatic stance trumps tough talk on North Korea ", http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0526/Diplomatic-stance-trumps-tough-talk-on-North-Korea)
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appeared in full accord with her South Korean hosts during a four-hour stopoff Wednesday in which the language was tough – but diplomacy rather than a military response toward the North was clearly taking top priority.

At a press conference, Mrs. Clinton called on North Korea “to halt its provocations and its policy of threats and belligerence,” as seen in the in the sinking of the Cheonan, the South Korean Navy corvette, that resulted in the death of 46 sailors. 

But when it came to the bottom-line issue of how to achieve these goals, according to a spokesman for South Korea’s President Lee Myung-bak, Clinton and Mr. Lee agreed that “strategic patience” was the way to go.

“Time is on our side,” the spokesman was quoted by South Korean media as saying after the meeting. “We shouldn’t go for an impromptu response to each development but take a longer-term perspective.”

The ultimate goal appears to be avoiding another clash that could turn the standoff into a war.

“Things are not going to escalate beyond a certain level,” says Lee Jong-min, dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei University. “The objective is to make sure it does not go beyond a certain point.”

That strategy portends a period of rhetoric and recriminations, intermingled with threats from North Korea, while the United States mounts a massive campaign to bring about international condemnation of North Korea and more sanctions by the UN Security Council. 

3. Deterrence solves North Korean aggression

Bolton 2009 – former US ambassador to the UN (7/3, John, Fox, “North Korea Fires Four More Test Missiles: Should U.S. Be Worried?”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529932,00.html, WEA)

VAN SUSTEREN: Is any risk they're going to turn it towards Seoul? I mean, there's -- I mean, it -- I mean, it's not that far away. And if they're really so unwilling and irrational, why do we think they're rational and won't hit Seoul?
BOLTON: Well, I think, fundamentally, they recognize that if they were to attack South Korea, particularly if they were to use chemical or biological weapons, the retaliation would be unbelievable. Secretary Colin Powell, when he was a civilian, after he was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, used to say to people that if North Korea ever attacked the south with chemical or biological weapons, that we would turn North Korea into a charcoal briquette. And I think even they understand that.

AT: North Korea war advantage
4. South Korea would crush them, and any war would end fast.

MEYER 2003 - served one year with the US Marine Corps in Asia and participated in the massive TEAM SPIRIT 1990 military exercise in Korea. (Carlton, “The Mythical North Korean Threat”, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm) 

When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea.  This  is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army  may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern  equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel.         In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and  ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and  coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout  North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups.        On the other hand, the entire 700,000 man South Korean active duty army can be devoted to the defense of  Seoul.  The modern South Korean army is backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called  to duty in hours.  South Korea has twice the population of the North, thirty times its economic power, and  spends three times more on its military each year.  South Korean military equipment is first class whereas most  of the North Korean military equipment is over 30 years old and much is inoperable due to a lack of  maintenance.  If war broke out, South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and $94 billion in foreign  currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  As a result, South Korea  is roughly five times more powerful than North Korea.       If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which  heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the  road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they  cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically  blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to  clear road paths while under fire.       The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and  concrete fortifications.  However, these attacks would bog down from heavy casualties, and a lack of food and  ammo resupply.  Fighting would be bloody as thousands of South Korean and American troops and civilians  suffer from North Korean artillery and commando attacks.  Nevertheless,  the North Korean army would be  unable to breakthrough or move supplies forward.  Even if North Korea magically broke through, all military  analysts scoff at the idea that the North Koreans could bridge large rivers or move tons of supplies forward  while under attack from American airpower.

5.  U.S. military presence is key to deter a number of Asian conflicts – perception of decline will gut U.S. credibility

Auslin, 10– resident scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/17/10, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments,” House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130, JMP)

 

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region.  There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad.  Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after.  Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time.

There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa.  Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific.  Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions.  The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either.  

It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region.  From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm.  And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts.  Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

AT: North Korea war advantage

6. Withdrawal will cause North Korea invasion of Seoul – Carpenter agrees

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

However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the guise 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.

7. Will escalate to global nuclear war

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

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. 

Xt 2: No war risk
No risk of war

Reuters UK 5/26 (Jack Kim, Jonathan Thatcher, 5/26/10, " Q+A: How serious is the crisis on the Korean peninsula? ", http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N1SD20100525)

Most analysts doubt there will be war, as long as South Korea holds its fire.

North Korea's obsolete conventional armed forces and military equipment mean quick and certain defeat if it wages full-scale war and Pyongyang is well aware of its limits.

South Korea has made it clear it will not retaliate despite investigations that found a torpedo fired by a North Korean submarine sank the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors.

It knows the investment community will take fright if it does attack.

Xt 3: Deterrence solves war
U.S. military presence key to deter China, North Korea and prevent terrorism – even the perception of decline will spark an arms race

Blumenthal, 09 – resident fellow at AEI (5/1/2009, Dan, Far Eastern Economic Review, “The Erosion of U.S. Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445, JMP)

Though "soft power" and "smart power" (as opposed, one presumes, to the "stupid power" exercised by President Obama's predecessors) are all the rage in the Obama administration, Asia remains a dangerous place where good, old-fashioned "hard power" still matters. Since World War II, the U.S. military has guaranteed the peace and prosperity that, with few exceptions, have characterized the region. Yet no peace keeps itself; someone has to enforce it. This truism is particularly true in Asia, where just beneath the surface America's allies fear a rising China, a nuclear North Korea, and the continued threat of jihadi terrorism. In short, America's military presence in the region is as important as ever.
One need only scan a map of the region to understand the totality of America's strategic tasks in Asia. The geographical area encompassing the American Pacific Command's "area of operations" includes 50% of the world's population, 36 countries within 15 time zones, the world's three largest economies and five largest militaries. In addition, the U.S. has five alliances to attend to in the region.

While the Pacific Command's main jobs are shielding Japan, South Korea and Taiwan against aggression and maintaining its solid alliance with Australia, on any given day Pacific forces further could be simultaneously engaged in antiterrorist exercises with the Philippines, humanitarian relief operations in Oceania, military exchanges with India, helping to  professionalize the Indonesian military and policing the vital sea lanes through which one third of the world's trade travels.

In fulfilling its security duties in the region, the U.S. military is providing one of the principle public goods of East Asia. To be sure, America's regional allies want Washington to participate in Asia's many diplomatic conferences and contribute to regional economic integration. But to paraphrase Teddy Roosevelt, one of the first American statesman to recognize the Pacific's importance, as much as Asians want the U.S. to "speak softly," they also want it to carry a "big stick." They welcome the U.S. for its unique ability to ensure a stable balance of power in a region marked by a rising global power, China, and a weak but dangerous nuclear nation, North Korea.

All regional allies know that China has not become a postmodern, European-style power that eschews military force. To the contrary, China has become quite fond of its newfound military muscle. Beijing proudly displayed that might last week in Qingdao, as China celebrated the 60th anniversary of her growing navy.

Neither has the conventional threat North Korea poses to its southern neighbor and Japan disappeared. Tokyo watches in dismay as Pyongyang inches ever closer to acquiring the means to deliver its nuclear weapons.
But it is the transformation of Chinese military power that is causing the most Asian heartburn. China has built up its military across the board. Its submarine fleet has grown faster than any other in the world, it now has a large and lethal arsenal of conventional cruise and ballistic missiles, and it has announced plans to deploy aircraft carriers. Worrying about China is far from a case of what Defense Secretary Robert Gates calls "next war-itis." The U.S. isn't in a war with China--mercifully--but there is already a military competition.

Take China's submarine fleet for example. Since 1995 China placed into service 38 new submarines--a rate of 2.9 per year. In contrast, during the same period of time the U.S. has reduced its submarine force by about 25 boats.

The Chinese have not only noticed the imbalance, they are counting on a continued decline in America's Pacific naval power. China's Rear Admiral Yang Yi gloated that "China already exceeds the United States in [submarine production] five times over . . . 18 [U.S. submarines--the amount resident in the Pacific] against 75 or more Chinese submarines is obviously not encouraging [from a U.S. perspective]." The Chinese admiral is spot on. U.S. boats are superior, though the quality gap is closing. And in this vast region, numbers matter.

The rise of the Chinese submarine fleet and symmetrical decline in American subs is reflective of a broader trend. China is well on its way to having the greatest number of fighter planes, surface ships, missiles and submarines in the region. U.S. Secretary Gates rightly wants the military to concentrate on the "wars we are in." But we cannot do so at the expense of the military competition we are in. China military strength is not some futuristic abstraction. Indeed, we might think of China as a power-of-tomorrow, but our Asian allies see the daily realities of rising Chinese power. Beijing has already changed the military balance in the Asia-Pacific region to the great consternation of America's key allies and friends, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and India.

The point is not that Washington is poised to go to war with North Korea or China. Rather, only by maintaining its role as Asia's security guarantor can the U.S. hope to secure an enduring peace in this dynamic region. It has a strong interest in avoiding even the perception of American retrenchment. That would be a recipe for a spiraling arms race among the region's great powers. It is no accident that Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, all capable of acquiring nuclear weapons, have not yet taken that road. They have been confident in the American security umbrella. If current trends continue, are we sure those states would not reconsider the wisdom of that policy?

Xt 3: Deterrence solves war
Military power key to credible threats against North Korea and China
Blumenthal, 09 – resident fellow at AEI (5/1/2009, Dan, Far Eastern Economic Review, “The Erosion of U.S. Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445, JMP)

The president also will pronounce a nuclear North Korea "unacceptable" to the U.S. He will pontificate about the need for more attentiveness to South East Asia. The problem is that without the military power to back up America's diplomatic goals, these policy proclamations will increasingly ring hollow. America's allies know it. And, even worse, China and North Korea know it.
Kim Jong Il’s track record proves he isn’t irrational.

Stratfor 2009 (5/29, “Debunking Myths About Nuclear Weapons and Terrorism,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20090528_debunking_myths_about_nuclear_weapons_and_terrorism, WEA)

Kim Jong Il undoubtedly ranks very high among the world’s most idiosyncratic world leaders. But he has deftly transferred and consolidated control over a country that was run by a single individual, his father, for nearly 50 years. By balancing various groups and interests, he has both maintained internal control and loyalty and kept the attention of some of the world’s most powerful countries focused on North Korea for more than 15 years. Indeed, he has overseen the allocation of resources necessary to build both crude intercontinental ballistic missiles and crude nuclear devices while faced with crushing international sanctions. This is the track record of a competent (if annoying) leader, not a crazy one.

If Kim was merely suicidal, he has had the artillery, artillery rockets and short-range ballistic missiles at hand to destroy Seoul and invite a new Korean War since before his father died — a choice that would be far quicker, cheaper and even more complete than the prototype nuclear devices that North Korea has so far demonstrated. Rather, his actions have consistently shown that his foremost goal has been the survival of his regime. Indeed, he has actually curtailed much of the more aggressive activity that occurred during his father’s reign, such as attempting to assassinate South Korea’s president.

While Kim’s actions may seem unstable (and, indeed, they are designed to seem that way in order to induce an element of uncertainty at the negotiating table), Pyongyang regularly uses ballistic missile tests and even its nuclear tests as part of a larger strategy to not only keep itself relevant, but to ensure regime survival.

Deters and effectively influences China’s strategic moves

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

As China’s capabilities improve, so too have U.S. capabilities in the region. The United States is intent on maintaining the current advantages that allow it to shape China’s strategic choices and deter any potential aggression. As Thomas J. Christensen, former Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted, U.S. officials believe a “strong U.S. presence in Asia, backed by regional alliances and security partnerships, combined with a robust policy of diplomatic engagement, will help maximize the chance that China will make the right choices moving forward.” This “shaping” must be done transparently and in the context of a broader Asia-Pacific strategy that reassures allies and friends of Washington’s continued commitment to the region. 

AT: Japan-South Korea Relations advantage
1. Japan-South korean relations are high now

Auslin, 10 – director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute. (Michael, “Korea Takes Up the Mantle of Leadership,” Wall Street Journal, 5/10, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703866704575225162588210380.html?mod=wsj_india_main)

Korea-Japan relations have traditionally been beset by a host of problems relating to the past, primarily the issue of middle-school-level textbooks that most Koreans believe whitewash Japan's World War II atrocities. Even more painful is the issue of the "comfort women," for whose enforced sexual abuse during the war Tokyo has made apologies that many Koreans, including former comfort women themselves, consider inadequate. 

Yet the weight of history does not obviate the fact that Japan and Korea today are far more like each other than dissimilar. Both are thriving democracies with personal freedoms, a free press, consumer-oriented free markets and enviable higher educational systems, all bound by the rule of law. They are two powerhouses of the global economy, participate in a wide array of global multilateral institutions and are the central U.S. allies in Asia.

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has also reset the tone of his country's foreign policy. He has reached out to the leaders of the U.S., Japan and India, and even shares a close personal friendship with Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono. Mr. Lee has done this while juggling severe domestic political pressures back home, not least of which is North Korea's sinking of the South Korean naval corvette Cheonan last month, which killed 46 sailors. He also sports an impressive economic record: South Korea's GDP expanded at an annualized rate of 7.5% in the first quarter of 2010, driven largely by exports. 

Across the water, worries overshadow the Japanese landscape. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's approval ratings are down to 20% after only six months in office. His government's confused handling of the Futenma airbase relocation issue has strained relations with the U.S. Yet in Japan there is a deeper malaise, just the opposite from South Korea: the sense that the country is becoming more isolated and less relevant in world affairs. Prime Minister Hatoyama's call for a new East Asian Community, for example, was seen as a vague attempt to reassert some level of Japanese leadership in an Asia increasingly responsive to Chinese influence and policies.

Hence it was not surprising that South Korean officials I've spoken with recently are taking the initiative in pushing the idea of closer relations with Japan. They are fully aware of the sensitive nature of the Korea-Japan relationship and the need to overcome historical grievances. Yet they also have one eye firmly fixed on the future. That future is dominated by an unstable North Korea and a growing China, which Seoul's policy makers recognize are the greatest challenges to the South's stability. 

Bowing to reality, the South Korean officials I talked with all saw a triangular U.S.-Korea-Japan relationship as the most likely way for Seoul and Tokyo to work together. High on their list was improving Korea's ballistic-missile defenses, along with continued pressure on Pyongyang to denuclearize. Beyond that, though, they understood that America's security posture in East Asia is not credible without its Japanese bases and a close working relationship between Tokyo and Washington. They worry about the current tension between Japan and America over the Futenma base and are equally concerned that problems between the two could impede the functioning of the alliance, should a crisis on the Korean peninsula erupt. 

2. Pro democratic peace studies are flawed

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 14-15

To my mind, the empirical evidence in support of both the dyadic and the nomadic DPP is problematic for several reasons. The most recent studies alluded to earlier, which indicate that democracies are less likely to fight each other and are more peaceful, in general, than non-democracies, are beset by research design problems that severely hinder their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi​dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actually the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged​ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely, extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel, 1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes​tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post​colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research design address this omission. 
AT: Japan-South Korea Relations advantage
3. Democracies start more wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 146

Are Democracies More Peaceful than Nondemocracies with Respect to Interstate Wars? The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu​ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars. The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini​tiate—interstate wars.

4.  Democratic transitions lead to civil wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.147-148

Are Democracies in the Postcolonial World Less Likely to Experience Civil Wars? The results fail to support the democratic peace for civil wars in post-colonial states since democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased probability of intrastate war in postcolonial states. Instead, the results corroborate previous findings that semidemocracy is associ​ated with an increased likelihood of civil war. Therefore, although coherent democracy does not appear to reduce the likelihood of post​colonial civil wars, partial democracy exacerbates the tensions that result in civil war. Given the findings from Chapter 6, these results sug​gest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is not likely to succeed for those states that need it most—the postcolonial, or third world, states. Further, even if full-fledged democracy were to engender peace within these states—which is not indicated by the findings reported here—it would likely generate conflict, internationally, since democracies are more prone to initiate and become involved in inter​state wars and militarized disputes. As noted earlier, the promise of egalitarianism, which is the true appeal of democracy, seems to involve a Hobson’s choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an increased likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a decreased likelihood of international stability.
Xt 1: Japan-ROK relations high

Relations high – North Korean tension brought them together

Agence France Presse, 10 (“US leads warnings to N.Korea, China seeks restraint,” 5/21, lexis)

Experts also see China as benefiting from the division of the Korean peninsula, which provides a buffer state separating it from the US troops in South Korea.

There was no immediate reaction from Russia, another member of the six-nation talks, which historically has enjoyed warm relations with Pyongyang.

Japan, which has long advocated a hard line against North Korea, said it fully supported South Korea.

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama called the torpedo attack "unforgivable" and offered for Japan to spearhead any resolution at the UN Security Council against North Korea.

The United Nations said the findings against North Korea were "deeply troubling," while Australia, Britain, France and the European Union offered condemnation.

Japan fully supports South Korea

Kyodo News, 10 (“Japan offers support to South Korea in dealing with sinking incident,”
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring, May 16, 2010, lexis)

Gyeongju, South Korea, 16 May (Kyodo): Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada offered support to his South Korean counterpart Yu Myung Hwan on Sunday in dealing with the sinking of a South Korean warship in March.

"We will spare no effort in offering cooperation to South Korea," Okada told Yu at the outset of their meeting that took place in South Korea following a meeting of foreign ministers from Japan, China and South Korea on Saturday.

Okada also said he respects the stand of the South Korean government, which is responding "resolutely and calmly in a difficult situation." During the trilateral ministers' meeting the previous day, the three countries agreed to "calmly" await the outcome of the ongoing investigation into the sinking, while suspicions grow about North Korea's involvement in the incident.

South Korea has said that determining the cause of the incident must come before a resumption of the stalled six-party talks aimed at ending North Korea's nuclear ambitions, a stance also supported by Japan. The multilateral framework brings together the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United States.

The outcome of the investigation, conducted by South Korea and experts from the United States and other countries, is expected to be announced around Thursday.

If North Korea's involvement becomes clear, or there are very strong suspicions that Pyongyang is involved, then South Korea may seek to have sanctions imposed on the North by raising the issue at the UN Security Council.

North Korea has denied involvement in the incident, which occurred near the South's western sea border with the North on 26 March and killed 46 sailors.

Okada and Yu were also to have discussed ways of creating a future-oriented relationship between their countries in various areas, including the economic field.

Xt 2-4: Democracy increases war
Democracies are more likely to start wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.68-70

My findings refute the monadic level DPP, which suggests that democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, and they reveal that democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to be involved in—and to initiate—interstate wars and MIDs. Wedding these findings to those in Chapter 2, it appears that the spread of democracy may precipitate an increase in the likelihood of wars as individual states become democratic and, subsequently, more war-prone. Further, cast​ing these findings in the light of recent studies of the DPP highlights some daunting prospects for global peace. For example, recent empirical findings indicate that regime changes are much more likely to occur during or following wars and that losing states are much more likely to experience regime change (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992). Since democracies are more likely to win wars as compared to nondemocracies (Lake, 1992; Stain, 1996; Reiter and Stain, 1998a), it follows that nondemocracies are more likely to experience regime change, which in some cases may result in their full democratization. The result is that war involvement may actually increase the proportion of democratic states in the system and, subsequently, increase the likelihood of war​fare for those newly democratic states. From this perspective, the spread of democracy will create more of the most war-prone states, thereby increasing the likelihood of war involvement and initiation for those states. These relationships hardly encourage a sanguine view of the prospects for peace with a democratic enlargement strategy.
New studies prove democratization doesn’t stop war

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.146

Are Democracies Less Likely to Fight Each Other? The replication and extension of Oneal and Russett (1997), which is one of the most important studies on the DPP, showed that democracies are not significantly less likely to fight each other. The results demon​strate that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings in support of the DPP are not robust and that joint democracy does not reduce the probability of international conflict for pairs of states during the postwar era. Simple and straightforward modifications of Oneal and Russett’s (1997) research design generated these dramatically contradictory results. Specifically, by teasing out the separate impact of democracy and political distance (or political dissimilarity) and by not coding cases of ongoing disputes as new cases of conflict, it became clear that there is no significant relationship between joint democracy and the likelihood of international war or militarized interstate dispute (MID) for states during the postwar era. These findings suggest that the post—Cold War strategy of “democratic enlargement,” which is aimed at ensuring peace by enlarging the community of democratic states, is quite a thin reed on which to rest a state’s foreign policy—much less the hope for international peace.

The democratic peace theory is obsolete

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.145

I n this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study and briefly discuss their research and policy implications. The main finding resulting from the statistical analyses is that democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of internation​al wars, militarized disputes, or civil wars in postcolonial states. There does not appear to be a dyadic democratic peace or a monadic one. To the extent that a democratic peace obtains, it does for extrastate wars, which are more than likely relics of a bygone era; nevertheless, even for these wars, while democracies in general are less likely to become involved in them, Western states—especially Western democracies— are more likely to fight them. These findings result from analyses using straightforward research designs, similar data, and identical sta​tistical techniques as those found in research supporting the DPP. They suggest that politico-economic factors in the postwar era greatly con​tributed to the phenomenon that is erroneously labeled the “democrat​ic peace.” Further, they imply that foreign policy strategies aimed at increasing the likelihood of peace in the future by spreading democra​cy are likely to be ineffective, at best, or conflict exacerbating, at worst.

Xt 2-4: Democracy increases war

Even if democratic peace theory is true, it will only minimally dampen propensity for conflict

Randall Schweller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, 2000, American Democracy Promotion, p. 43

The bad news is that extending the democratic zone will not lead to a per​petual peace among nations. This is because the fundamental causes of inter​national conflict will remain, for they cannot be transcended. The spread of democracy promises to dampen potential conflicts but it will not effect a major ‘qualitative change’ in international politics, which will remain much as it has always been: a struggle for power and influence in a world of, at a min​imum, moderate scarcity. Though I am willing to concede the point—though other realists have challenged it—that democracies have not fought each other in the past, I, like Kydd, ‘find it perfectly possible that democracies could fight—indeed could fight long and bloody wars against each other—so long as the aims of the populations are in fundamental conflict’
Countless examples disprove democratic peace

Schwartz and Skinner, 2 - * Professor of Political Science at UCLA, AND ** Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and the Hoover Institution and Assistant Professor of History and Political Science at Carnegie Mellon University, (Thomas and Kiron, “The myth of the democratic peace,” Orbis, v46 issue 1, Winter

Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.) Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain) Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France) War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain) Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico) Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico) Roman Republic vs. France, 1849 American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy) Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863 Franco-Prussian War, 1870 War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia) Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian nations) Spanish-American War, 1898 Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State) World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.) Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina) Ecuador-Peru, 1941 Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon) Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic) Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus) Ecuador-Peru, 1981 Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan) Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia) Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia) Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia) Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and allegedly Russia) Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995 NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999 India-Pakistan, 1999 Whether these examples refute democratic pacifism depends on how one answers two questions. Question 1. What is a democracy? Some democratic pacifists prefer "republic" or "liberal state"; none favors "democracy" in the etymological sense of popular rule. Whatever the label, most would accept six criteria: broad adult suffrage (ideally universal and equal), competitive elections, the usual civil liberties, the rule of law, equality before the law, and a fair measure of either popular choice or legislative control of the executive. Because those criteria admit of degree, we can always save democratic pacifism from disconfirmation by demanding ever higher degrees of fulfillment, by raising the bar of democracy. But every time we do that we shrink the democratic category, and that makes the theory weaker, less testable, less interesting. If we raise the bar so high that there are no democracies or only one, we make the theory vacuous: there can be no disconfirming evidence, but for that very reason there also can be no confirming evidence. In examining the examples above, we do not insist on setting the bar of democracy high or low: we accept any setting that helps the democratic pacifist make his case for an interesting theory. We do insist on not tilting the bar¯¯on not imposing tougher standards of democracy on some states than others. We also insist on counting the United States as a democracy, now and in times past, if any state counts: at some times maybe even the United States did not count, but then no state counted. We are not chauvinists, but the United States has long been so powerful (latently at least) and so staunch in its advocacy of democracy that a "democratic peace" that excluded the United States would not amount to much. Question 2. Is democratic pacifism to be read as an exceptionless law or a mere tendency? To be generous we shall read it as a tendency: owing to their shared form of government, democracies fight each other proportionately less than states in general do. That allows exceptions but opens a problem of measurement. One cannot measure fighting between states by counting wars between them. If democracy-democracy wars were numerous but unusually low in magnitude¯¯in duration, casualties, expenditures, and damage to property¯¯there would indeed be proportionately less fighting between democracies than between states in general, but to show that one would have to go beyond counting wars and weight them by magnitude. Besides, a mere counting of wars would be highly sensitive to how one divides belligerent activity into distinct wars, and the conventional ways of doing that are somewhat arbitrary. Obviously what matters is how much fighting has taken place between two states, not how finely politicians or journalists have, in the heat of the moment, divided that fighting by christening parts of it with episodic names containing the morpheme "war." Yes, it is often easy to see causal connections between episodes of a single war, conventionally so called. But likewise between whole wars. Witness King George's War, the Seven Years' War, and the American Revolution, also the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars (jointly plural, severally anonymous), the Texas Independence and Mexican wars, the two Balkan wars, the Franco-Prussian and First World wars, and especially World Wars I and II.
***Affirmative

Democratic peace theory good

Empirical studies prove democracies are substantially less likely to go to war, as long as they have a strong separation of powers

Lynn-Jones, 98  - Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, (Sean, “Why the United States Should Spread Democracy”, Discussion Paper 98-07, March, http://bcsia.ksg.harvard.edu/publication.cfm?ctype=paper&item_id=245)
In addition to improving the lives of individual citizens in new democracies, the spread of democracy will benefit the international system by reducing the likelihood of war. Democracies do not wage war on other democracies. This absence-or near absence, depending on the definitions of "war" and "democracy" used-has been called "one of the strongest nontrivial and nontautological generalizations that can be made about international relations."51 One scholar argues that "the absence of war between democracies comes as close as anything we have to an empirical law in international relations."52 If the number of democracies in the international system continues to grow, the number of potential conflicts that might escalate to war will diminish. Although wars between democracies and nondemocracies would persist in the short run, in the long run an international system composed of democracies would be a peaceful world. At the very least, adding to the number of democracies would gradually enlarge the democratic "zone of peace."  1. The Evidence for the Democratic Peace Many studies have found that there are virtually no historical cases of democracies going to war with one another. In an important two-part article published in 1983, Michael Doyle compares all international wars between 1816 and 1980 and a list of liberal states.53 Doyle concludes that "constitutionally secure liberal states have yet to engage in war with one another."54 Subsequent statistical studies have found that this absence of war between democracies is statistically significant and is not the result of random chance.55 Other analyses have concluded that the influence of other variables, including geographical proximity and wealth, do not detract from the significance of the finding that democracies rarely, if ever, go to war with one another.56 Most studies of the democratic-peace proposition have argued that democracies only enjoy a state of peace with other democracies; they are just as likely as other states to go to war with nondemocracies.57 There are, however, several scholars who argue that democracies are inherently less likely to go to war than other types of states.58 The evidence for this claim remains in dispute, however, so it would be premature to claim that spreading democracy will do more than to enlarge the democratic zone of peace.  2. Why there is a Democratic Peace: The Causal Logic  Two types of explanations have been offered for the absence of wars between democracies. The first argues that shared norms prevent democracies from fighting one another. The second claims that institutional (or structural) constraints make it difficult or impossible for a democracy to wage war on another democracy.  a. Normative Explanations The normative explanation of the democratic peace argues that norms that democracies share preclude wars between democracies. One version of this argument contends that liberal states do not fight other liberal states because to do so would be to violate the principles of liberalism. Liberal states only wage war when it advances the liberal ends of increased individual freedom. A liberal state cannot advance liberal ends by fighting another liberal state, because that state already upholds the principles of liberalism. In other words, democracies do not fight because liberal ideology provides no justification for wars between liberal democracies.59 A second version of the normative explanation claims that democracies share a norm of peaceful conflict resolution. This norm applies between and within democratic states. Democracies resolve their domestic conflicts without violence, and they expect that other democracies will resolve inter-democratic international disputes peacefully.60  b. Institutional/Structural Explanations  Institutional/structural explanations for the democratic peace contend that democratic decision-making procedures and institutional constraints prevent democracies from waging war on one another. At the most general level, democratic leaders are constrained by the public, which is sometimes pacific and generally slow to mobilize for war. In most democracies, the legislative and executive branches check the war-making power of each other. These constraints may prevent democracies from launching wars. When two democracies confront one another internationally, they are not likely to rush into war. Their leaders will have more time to resolve disputes peacefully.61 A different sort of institutional argument suggests that democratic processes and freedom of speech make democracies better at avoiding myths and misperceptions that cause wars.62
Autocratic regimes are more likely to cause the impacts—we have the only comparative evidence

Natan Sharansky, 2004, Former Minister of the Interior of Israel, (The case for democracy pg 88-89)

Now we can see why nondemocratic regimes imperil the security of the world. They stay in power by controlling their populations. This control invariably requires an increasing amount of repression. To justify this repression and maintain internal stability, external enemies must be manufactured. The result is that while the mechanics of democracy make democracies inherently peaceful, the mechanics of tyranny make non democracies inherently belligerent. Indeed, in order to avoid collapsing from within, fear societies must maintain a perpetual state of conflict.  Nondemocratic societies have always been power kegs ready to explode, but today the force of that explosion can be far more lethal than it was in the past. In an age of weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism, the dangers of ignoring the absence of democracy in any part of the world have increased dramatically. For a half century, the totalitarian regime in Pyongyang has threatened the security of South Korea. Once it developed long-range missiles, it threatened the security of neighboring Japan and endangered other countries with the proliferation of ballistic missile technology. Now that Pyongyang has reportedly developed nuclear weapons – weapons that can be provided to international terrorist organizations – it endangers the security of the entire world. The threat posed by North Korea is not a function of the increase of the destructive capacity of its weapons. Rather, it is the enhanced capacity of its weapons coupled with the nature of its regime that is the source of the problem. Just as nuclear weapons in the hands of a democratizing Russia do not pose the same threat as they did in the hands of the Soviet Union, the weapons of a democratic North Korea would pose no danger to the world than if they would be in the hands of a democratic South Korea. In the hands of leaders whose power is dependent on people who see war as a last resort, weapons of mass destruction will be a weapon of last resort. But in the hands of leaders whose survival depends on maintaining a constant state of tension, the danger of these weapons being used directly, or via terrorists proxies, increases enormously. 

Democratic peace theory good

Democratic transitions increase the peace – their historical examples are flawed 

WARD & GLEDITSCH  ’96  (Prof of Poli Sci @ U of Washington – Seattle & PhD Poli Sci, researcher @ Globalization and Democratization Program, U of Colorado  Michael D., & Kristian S., “Democratizing for Peace,” Program on Political and Economic Change: institute of Behavioral Science, 8 nov., 1996  http://www.colorado.edu/IBS/GAD/Manuscripts/warornot..htm)
There remain, however, strong images that support the notion of a dangerous democratization. One such image at the time of this writing is that of an incapacitated Russian leader faced with a welter of nationalist competition inside Russia. The small bandage placed over the gaping wound in Grozny may be perceived as a opportunity that motivates a democratic consolidation. The stylized fact of the dire conflict in the Balkans is often offered as evidence that democratization is not only fragile but dangerous. Recent events in Eastern and Central Europe after the breakup of the Yugoslavia and the Soviet Empire have spawned considerable speculation about the dangers of democratization (e.g., Mansfield and Snyder, 1995a,b). Typical examples offered are Serbia (Yugoslavia), Croatia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. While these regimes may enjoy considerable popular support, it seems dubious whether they might be accurately characterized as democracies. These countries did not exist as countries prior to 1991, and it thus hard to say how democratization-even if it is underway-can be separated from the process of state-building and institutionalization. It is appropriate to question whether these examples are really typical at all. Many conflicts in the area have been predicted that have failed as yet to materialize (e.g., Hungary versus Romania, Russia versus the Ukraine, Poland versus Lithuania, Russia versus the Baltics). Thus, even the stylized facts are quite complicated and do not necessarily lead to the conclusion that newly emergent democracies are war prone. Not all political change is toward greater institutionalization of democratic norms and practices; not even all post Cold War change in Europe.  The democratic peace hypothesis has maintained that democracies don't go to war against other democracies. The dangerous democratization hypothesis has suggested that emergent democracies may be quite prone to international violence, largely as a result of "deformed" institutional forces. Our research does not rule out such an outcome, but it does demonstrate that on the whole the process of democratization proceeds in a way to reduce the risk of war. It also shows that there is little statistical evidence to suggest that the transition of a state toward more democratic practices makes it more dangerous as a threat to international peace.

Democratic transitions massively decrease the risk of war – research proves

WARD  & GLEDITSCH ’98  (Prof of Poli Sci @ U of Washington – Seattle & PhD Poli Sci, researcher @ Globalization and Democratization Program, U of Colorado Michael D., & Kristian S., “Democratizing for Peace,” The American Political Science Review March 1998, Vol. 92, Iss: 1.: pg. 51-62)

The argument that democratization can bring about war is a powerful critique suggesting limits to the linkage between democracy and peace. This research examines this claim. Our findings demonstrate that democratizing polities are substantially less war prone than previously argued. By focusing on the characteristics of the transition process, we show that as contemporary polities become more democratic they reduce their overall chances of being involved in war by approximately half. We also find that rocky or especially rapid transitions or reversals are associated with a countervailing effect; namely, they increase the risk of being involved in warfare. Both in the long term and while societies undergo democratic change, the risks of war are reduced by democratization and exacerbated by reversals in the democratization process. To reach these conclusions, we developed and applied a logit model linking authority characteristics and war involvement using Polity III and Correlates of War databases.  

Democratic peace theory good
Transition theory is wrong – any move to democracy massively reduces the risk of conflict

WARD  & GLEDITSCH ’98  (Prof of Poli Sci @ U of Washington – Seattle & PhD Poli Sci, researcher @ Globalization and Democratization Program, U of Colorado Michael D., & Kristian S., “Democratizing for Peace,” The American Political Science Review March 1998, Vol. 92, Iss: 1.: pg. 51-62)

As Figure 1 details, democratization-whether in mild or strong degrees-is accompanied by reduction, not increase, in the risk of war. Though we do not present graphs of the converse, changes toward autocracy and reversals of democratization are accompanied by increased risks of war involvement. These risks are proportionally greater than the decline or benefits of further democratization. Thus, there is strong evidence that democratization has a monadic effect: It reduces the probability that a country will be involved in a war. Although the probability of war involvement does not decrease linearly, it does decrease monotonically, so that over the entire range of democracy minus autocracy values, there is a reduction of about 50%. During the democratic transition, at every point along the way as well as at the end points, there is an attendant reduction in the probability of a polity being at war.  We also find that reversals toward greater levels of autocracy (not shown) not only increase the probability of war involvement. Apparently, it is more dangerous to be at a given level of democracy if that represents an increase in the level of authoritarianism than it is to be at the same level of democracy if that represents a decrease in the authoritarian character of the regime. Stated differently, reversals are riskier than progress.ll It has been argued that institutional constraints are theoretically important in translating the effect of democracy into foreign policy (Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller 1992; Siverson 1995). If the idea of democracy is separated into its major components, then the degree of executive constraints empirically dominates the democracy and autocracy scales (Gleditsch and Ward 1997). Accordingly, we demonstrate that moving toward stronger executive constraints also yields a visible reduction in the risk of war.

Democracies solve war, the environment, famine, terrorism, human rights, the economy, and refugees

Moore, Professor of Law at University of Virginia, 2004 (John Norton, 44 Va. J. Int'l L. 341, lexis)

The "democratic peace" has achieved broad contemporary support because it reflects an impressive reality about war. Major international war, that is, interstate war with over one thousand casualties, occurs at an extraordinarily low rate, if at all, among well-established democracies. This insight, postulated by Immanuel Kant over 200 years ago, n4 seems powerfully supported by recent scholarship, particularly the work of Professors Rudy Rummel and Bruce Russett. n5 According to Rummel, of 353 pairings of nations fighting in major international wars between 1816 and 1991, zero occurred between two democracies. n6 Perhaps a better way to perceive this data is that 100 percent of such wars in this period involved one or more nondemocracies. n7 And in Grasping the Democratic Peace published in 1993, Professor Russett, a former chairman of the Political Science Department at Yale, lends powerful support to the basic proposition, including a careful refutation of the most common counterarguments. n8 While a few scholars still  [*344]  challenge the statistical reality of this seminal proposition, n9 argue that it is principally a product of a unifying Soviet threat during the Cold War, n10 question whether it holds during prolonged transitions to democracy, n11 or question whether it would necessarily hold in a world of all democracies, n12 most now accept that the democratic peace is one  [*345]  of the most important correlations found to date about the nature of war. The significance of this finding is powerfully supported by studies of the relationship between the type or "structure" of government and other widely shared goals, including human rights, economic development, environmental protection, famine avoidance, control of terrorism, corruption avoidance, and even ending mass refugee flows. On each of these major human goals, government structures rooted in democracy, the rule of law, and human freedom perform impressively better than totalitarian and authoritarian models rooted in Hegelian statist mystique.

Democratic peace theory good
The spread of Democracy prevents conflict and ethnic wars
DIAMOND ’95 senior fellow @ Hoover, editor Journal of Democracy, co-director of the Int’t Forum for Democratic Studies - National Endowment for Democracy, prof. poli sci and sociology @ Stanford, coordinator Democracy Program of the new Center for Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law at Stanford  [Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990’s: Actors and Instruments, Issues and Imperatives,” Dec., http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm]

ETHNIC CONFLICT Apologists for authoritarian rule--as in Kenya and Indonesia--are wont to argue that multiparty electoral competition breeds ethnic rivalry and polarization, while strong central control keeps the lid on conflict. But when multiple ethnic and national identities are forcibly suppressed, the lid may violently pop when the regime falls apart. The fate of Yugoslavia, or of Rwanda, dramatically refutes the canard that authoritarian rule is a better means for containing ethnic conflict. Indeed, so does the recent experience of Kenya, where ethnic hatred, land grabs, and violence have been deliberately fostered by the regime of President Daniel arap Moi in a desperate bid to divide the people and thereby cling to power. Overwhelmingly, theory and evidence show that the path to peaceful management of ethnic pluralism lies not through suppressing ethnic identities and superimposing the hegemony of one group over others. Eventually, such a formula is bound to crumble or be challenged violently. Rather, sustained interethnic moderation and peace follow from the frank recognition of plural identities, legal protection for group and individual rights, devolution of power to various localities and regions, and political institutions that encourage bargaining and accommodation at the center. Such institutional provisions and protections are not only significantly more likely under democracy, they are only possible with some considerable degree of democracy.5
North Korean war likely

North Korea will engage in additional provacatins

Klingner, 10 - Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation (Bruce, “It Was A North Korean Torpedo”, 5/20, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/05/20/it-was-a-north-korean-torpedo/)
As if the Cheonan attack was not bad enough, Seoul will be nervously waiting for the other shoe to drop. It can be expected that North Korea will react strongly to any international efforts to punish it for the Cheonan attack. It is also likely that the Cheonan sinking is not a singular event but rather the beginning of a North Korean campaign to raise tensions. Pyongyang could even be looking for a strong international response to the Cheonan sinking in order to justify additional belligerent behavior. If that is the case, then North Korea will engage in additional provocative behavior, particularly in the run-up to Seoul’s hosting of the G-20 summit in November.

Future North Korean provocations are inevitable
Auslin, 10 - director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute. (Michael, “Asia's Troubled Waters,” Wall Street Journal, 5/21, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703957904575253292263660122.html?mod=googlenews_wsj
Naval clashes between North and South have been a regular feature of the Korean standoff for the past decades. But the unprovoked sinking of the Cheonan is a major escalation in the North's actions that may well portend even larger clashes—especially if Kim Jong Il feels his navy has escaped scot-free in the murder of dozens of South Korean sailors.

