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Regime Change CP – 1NC
Text: The United States federal government will utilize all necessary means to forcibly remove  Kim Jong-il from power in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

North Korean belligerence can only be solved by regime change.  

Fly and Halper, 09 - * served in the office of the secretary of defense and on the National Security Council staff and is currently executive director of the Foreign Policy Initiative and ** a research associate at the Foreign Policy Initiative (8/5/09, Jamie M. and Daniel, Politico, “Rethinking North Korea policy,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0809/25797.html)

United States policy toward North Korea in recent decades emphasized satisfying the regime in Pyongyang’s desire for legitimacy and respect, in the hope that this would lead to concessions on the nuclear issue. This approach has failed.

Unfortunately, the president who was elected to office on promises of “hope” and “change” seems destined to stick with the same failed policies of his predecessors. Former President Bill Clinton’s arrival Tuesday in North Korea further illustrates that the Obama administration remains wedded to an approach that legitimizes a dishonest regime that makes and breaks agreements at will.

Since President Barack Obama entered office, North Korea has tested a nuclear device, fired a long-range missile theoretically capable of hitting the United States, unnerved U.S. allies in the region by launching multiple short-range missiles, sentenced two American journalists to 12 years of hard labor in a prison camp and seized a South Korean fishing vessel. These actions, as well as North Korea’s continued proliferation of selling missile and other sensitive technology to state sponsors of terrorism, such as Iran and Syria, have exposed U.S. policy as ineffective at best and, at worst, as strengthening Kim Jong Il’s regime.

The approach must be changed in order to rectify this dangerous predicament.

U.S. efforts should focus on preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and related technologies, enhancing U.S. alliances in the region and preparing for the only long-term solution: regime change in Pyongyang.

On the proliferation front, the Obama administration’s initial approach was correct. North Korean ships trafficking in illicit materials should be followed and harassed until they turn around.

The administration must also continue its financial crackdown on suspect North Korean entities, through both relevant U.N. committees and sanctions by the U.S. Treasury and State departments.

Unfortunately, the administration has made little effort to pair its counterproliferation tactics with enhanced cooperation from U.S. allies in the region. Like his predecessors, Obama appears to believe that the key is to revise the six-party talks process. That process brought us to where we are today.

The talks were based on the assumption that the participants, especially China, would be able to bring pressure to bear on Pyongyang, thus encouraging Kim to give up his nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, China has made it apparent that it has different strategic aims from those of South Korea, Japan and the U.S.

The United States would, therefore, be best served by establishing a coalition of willing parties in the region to confront North Korea without the involvement of China. This coalition would consist of Japan, South Korea, Australia and others with whom the United States shares an ideological and strategic alliance.

To this end, the United States should hold high-profile events aimed at enhancing cooperation with South Korea and Japan (for example: highly visible military exercises that warn the North Koreans while simultaneously admonishing the Chinese for their support of Pyongyang).

The recent announcement that the administration is planning talks with Tokyo on nuclear deterrence is a positive first step. More possibilities include high-profile sales of advanced military equipment and systems to Japan and other regional allies and the loosening of bilateral restrictions, such as South Korea’s agreement with the United States to limit development of long-range missiles.

Ultimately, however, the threat posed to the United States and its allies by North Korea will not be mitigated until Kim and his tyrannical cohorts disappear from the scene. Thus, the stated goal of U.S. policy toward North Korea should be the removal of the current regime. To this end, Congress should explicitly call for the removal of the current North Korean regime and redouble efforts to fund subversive broadcasting into the country and to assist the refugees who make it out of the gulag that is North Korea.

By taking measures to prevent proliferation, strengthening our regional alliances and by making clear that the only solution to the North Korea problem is regime change, the United States will be on a path toward eliminating the North Korean threat rather than prolonging it. Engaging Kim with an envoy — in this case, Clinton — indicates the current administration’s obtuse willingness to cling to a policy with a proven record of failure.

Unless Obama adopts a new approach and takes into account the true nature and intentions — and previous belligerent actions — of the Kim regime, the president’s actions only serve to signal a weakness and naiveté that will prove disastrous for the United States and its allies.
Regime Change CP – 1NC

The risk of North Korean retaliation is overplayed – the longer we wait the greater the collateral damage

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Collateral Damage Could Also Be Less than Feared

Even if the United States was convinced that it could achieve victory in North Korea at acceptable costs for its own people, the same judgment is unlikely to hold true for South Korea, not least in terms of the civilian casualties which might eventuate. However, proponents of regime change may question whether DPRK anticipatory or retaliatory strikes would ever be forthcoming. The proposed drawing down of US forces stationed along the DPRK, once undertaken, will certainly eliminate one of the more obvious targets of such action. Moreover, even if North Korean strikes were to occur, supporters of regime change might argue that the US would be able to swiftly eliminate a significant percentage of the direct threat posed to South Korea and Japan. Regional basing arrangements would allow American fighters and bombers to fly an estimated 4,000 sorties per day; fives times the number coalition forces were generating recently in Iraq.42 Moreover, the substantial US intelligence, reconnaissance, and surveillance assets currently used to monitor North Korea provide an extremely accurate picture of where and how best to target these strikes. As a recent Center For Defense Information (CDI)-sponsored study on the subject observes:

The United States can locate most of the North Korean underground shelters beneath the DMZ and hundreds of other military targets farther north. . . . Weaponeers have decided what the optimum ordinance and approach is for each target set, from caving in entrances and exits to underground artillery batteries, to destroying MiG aircraft in revetted hangers, to causing reactors to collapse upon themselves to limit radioactive release.43

In addition, South Korea and Japan each deploy a reasonable number of Patriot missile batteries (11 and 27 respectively) which might offer some—albeit limited—protection against North Korea missile strikes. The US Navy has also recently announced plans to deploy a guided missile destroyer to the Sea of Japan by September 2004 and is fitting increasing numbers of its destroyers with long-range missile tracking and surveillance capabilities, clearly in an effort to provide greater protection against attacks from countries like North Korea.44 To buttress these defensive capabilities the US could opt to deploy additional Patriot batteries in the lead-up to any Korean contingency, provided of course that South Korean acquiescence to such a move was forthcoming.

In sum, therefore, while it is difficult to deny that DPRK strikes could potentially be catastrophic, advocates of regime change might opt to make the case that a reasonably bad case scenario is rather more likely than the worst case. They might also argue that the longer North Korea is governed by the Kim Jong-Il regime with its attendant nuclear weapons program, the greater the long-term risk of that regime being able to promise the sort of collateral damage which could deter any action to change the regime. The optimum time to attack the North may therefore be seen as sooner rather than later. It will not be pretty or painless for anyone concerned, especially for South Korea, but it may well be more painful to delay it if decisive military action comes to be seen as the only way forward.

Regime Change CP – 1NC

Other options are on balance worse – risks from a nuclearized North Korea outweigh potential harms from an attack. Only regime change can produce sustainable peace.

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Conclusions

The logic of the status quo—the continuing oscillation between alarm over North Korea’s nuclear ambitions and attempts to dampen them through measures short of war—is less robust than some might think. Even if the US ultimately decides against forced regime change as a means to resolve the North Korean nuclear crisis, the resilience of arguments advocating this line could still adversely affect both the negotiation and subsequent implementation of any preferred diplomatic alternative.

There is no doubt that any major attack on North Korea by the United States would have very serious consequences, not least for neighboring South Korea. Even if the advocates of forced regime change can get a consensus in the Oval Office, the job of persuading Seoul that their’s is the preferred option would be a truly formidable one. There is every chance of a very serious loss of life, and major infrastructural damage on both sides of the demilitarized zone. Some sort of catastrophic retaliation from the North, including the potential use of weapons of mass destruction, cannot be ruled out. The longer-term diplomatic consequences of the deliberate use of force which would face the United States could harm its regional relations and global image in very significant ways. But all of these become less convincing arguments for avoiding war on the peninsula at any cost, when “any cost” consists of the types of alternatives which are seen as even less acceptable than conflict. It is certainly possible that the latest diplomatic approaches will come to be seen as failures in dealing with North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, (and there are some in the Bush Administration who seem to be expecting them to fail).50 In such a case, the costs of going to war may not look so bad as the dangers of living with an increasingly nuclearized North Asian rogue state that continues to defy the international community. Hence advocates of the use of force will not need to demonstrate that their option is a particularly good, let alone optimal, one. Instead in a world of bad options, the least-worst is king. And as time goes on, the use of force to precipitate regime change may increasingly look like the least-worst option.

Unless the current diplomatic initiatives produce the sort of permanent and satisfactory result which is rather unheard of in relations with North Korea, they will be seen as playing for time when there is precious little time to be played with. The problem, advocates of an attack may well argue, is not so much with North Korea’s nuclear weapons program itself, but with the regime which is behind the program. Without a change in that regime, there is no way of achieving any semblance of long-term security on and with the peninsula. And the only way for regime change in any reasonable timeframe is for it to be achieved through the use of force. At the same time, the major use of force will present opportunities to degrade North Korea’s WMD capabilities in the sort of direct ways that negotiation, verification and even coercion have so far been unable to deliver.

This is not to say that the deliberate use of force to change the regime is the most likely course of events. The chance of such an attack being ordered in the next few years is perhaps something between 10% and 30%. But a one in three chance, or even a one in ten chance, is worth taking very seriously indeed in light of what is at stake. After five decades of stalemate on the Korean peninsula and in light of the potential consequences of the deliberate use of force, it is all too easy for analysts to regard the attack option as both unlikely and irrational. But in an imperfect world of ugly choices, forced regime change may come to be seen as increasingly plausible by key decision-makers in Washington. The world needs therefore to prepare for the possibility of a deliberate and very major attack on North Korea.
2nc Solvency Evidence ***
Forcible regime change is comparatively best – allowing North Korean nuclearization will cause extortion and blackmail and fuel proliferation

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

The Absence of Convincing Alternatives

However, even if the military and civilian casualties involved are likely to be less severe than conventional wisdom supposes, they are still much worse than no casualties at all. But proponents of military action could argue that all of the options in dealing with North Korea have their attendant costs, and that no other option will be nearly as decisive as a major attack.

Of course one option for the US is simply to do very little and to learn to live with a nuclear North Korea. But this would leave open the prospect of North Korea continuing to use its nuclear capabilities, in tandem with its massive conventional force, for purposes of extortion and blackmail. It would afford a regime in desperate need of hard currency the option of exporting nuclear technologies and components to “rogue” states and terrorists worldwide.47 The “do nothing” approach could result in the onset of a regional nuclear arms race were the DPRK to accelerate the pace of its nuclear weapons program. It may also set an undesirable precedent for global nuclear non-proliferation by encouraging other would-be proliferators to attempt a similar breakout.

Advocates of regime change by force could also argue that options involving the application of limited constraints and coercion to thwart North Korea’s burgeoning nuclear program are equally problematic. For example, under the auspices of the so-called Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), the Bush Administration is seeking new international agreements to search North Korean ships and aircraft suspected of trafficking in weapons of mass destruction. Such an approach may help arrest the spread of North Korea’s systems to other countries, and reduce the DPRK’s ability to make hard currency from this proliferation. Questions arise however on at least two fronts. First, the experience of the Agreed Framework suggests that attempts to contain the DPRK are bound to leak. Second, if the United States and its partners are able to intercept a vessel loaded with North Korean weapons systems and destined for another country, this may be seen less as a success for containment and could potentially be used as a justification for military action against the DPRK.

There are also attendant risks attached to any attempts to apply economic pressure on North Korea. If the US chose to implement some form of economic blockade—even in the face of repeated North Korean statements that the application of any form of sanction would be regarded as an “act of war”—it is far from clear that the multilateral support required for such measures would be forthcoming. For reasons noted earlier in this paper, the North’s closest geographic and economic neighbors, China and South Korea, would be especially reluctant to participate. Even in the highly unlikely event that support was forthcoming from these key players, the enforcement of such measures will not be easy. For instance, North Korea shares a highly porous land border with China that is exceedingly difficult, if not outright impossible, to police.

One alternative to a major attack on the DPRK designed to dismember and remove the regime is a surgical strike against its nuclear weapons facilities. But there are doubts about how successful this “surgery” could be. Israel’s 1981 bombing of Iraq’s Osirak reactor—a remarkably precise operation that failed to terminate Baghdad’s nuclear program— serves as an ominous reminder here.48 This concern is further compounded by the fact that the gas centrifuges used in North Korea’s recently exposed uranium enrichment program are highly mobile and can be hidden in relatively small buildings; a factor severely complicating the task of eliminating them militarily.

A limited attack on the facilities could result in the worst of both worlds. On the one hand it is unlikely to place the sort of pressure on the DPRK regime to cause its collapse: the rogue state survives. On the other hand, an attack on North Korea’s known nuclear facilities could send radioactive fallout over South Korea, Japan and parts of China.49 This means a low gain-high cost combination, scarcely more attractive than a decisive attack designed to oust the regime from the beginning. Moreover an initial “surgical” strike could provoke significant retaliatory military action from the DPRK. This could escalate and widen the conflict and cede the initiative to Kim’s regime. Hence, while potentially more costly in the immediate term, a much more substantial and dismembering attack might actually look more appealing than a carefully calibrated and limited strike on North Korea’s nuclear facilities. Such an attack does not need to look like an optimal response to be the chosen option: it simply has to look like the least-worst option.

2nc Troops Key / AT: Perm 
Perm fails - regime change is impossible without ground troops

Blumenthal, 05 - a resident fellow at AEI (July 2005, Dan, “Facing a Nuclear North Korea,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817)

Forceful regime change is even less attractive. It cannot be done through airpower alone--any such strategy would require a substantial commitment of ground troops for combat operations, securing weapons sites, and stabilization operations. Leaving aside the strain on a U.S. military that does not have enough ground troops for its current missions, such a strategy would require active South Korean support, which is highly unlikely. In addition, defense planners cannot rule out the possibility that China would meet its treaty obligations to assist in the defense of North Korea.

Regime Chance Solvency
Regime change is the best way to solve the North Korea threat

Glick, 09 – senior Middle East fellow at the Center for Security Policy, and the deputy managing editor of The Jerusalem Post (Jul 10, 2009, Caroline Glick, Jerusalem Post, “Numbering the days of dictators,” http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/p18122.xml?genre_id=3)
Then there is North Korea. As ailing dictator Kim Jong Il uses his brinksmanship to secure a smooth transfer of control over his malnourished slave state to his son ahead of his death, it seems as though no one in the West has a clue what to do about North Korea. The US, we have been told, is too overextended with its deployments in Afghanistan and Iraq to successfully deter or prevent North Korea from carrying out further provocations and proliferation activities. And anyway, for years we have been told that North Korea isn't really serious about its threats. As far as the "experts" are concerned, North Korea's leaders don't really mean anyone any harm. They just want to scare us all a little to make sure we don't get any ideas about bringing them down.
But the fact is that between its own provocations and its massive proliferation of missiles and nuclear technology, North Korea is an enormous threat to global security. And it is also a fact that overthrowing the regime in North Korea is the easiest, safest, fastest, and most humane way to prevent the likes of Kim Jong Il from provoking and proliferating the world into a nuclear conflagration.
All it would take to put an end to this monstrous regime is for South Korea to open up its borders. How long would it take for the last North Korean to turn off the lights when Seoul beckoned over the horizon?
THE MODELS for overthrowing the regimes in Teheran and Pyongyang are not new. Modified versions were successfully implemented just 20-odd years ago. The model for Iran is Poland circa 1981. The model for North Korea is East Germany in 1989.
Unfortunately, whereas in the 1980s the leaders of the Free World were committed to winning the Cold War against the Soviet Union by securing the freedom of those who lived under Communism's jackboot, today, led by Obama, the Free World behaves as though the Berlin Wall fell of its own devices. The will of free men and women risking everything to oppose tyranny had nothing to do with it, we are told. If we care about peace, we should appease the likes of Ahmadinejad and Kim, not bring them down.
On Tuesday, an insect wrecked Ahmadinejad's victory speech. As he bragged that Iranian democracy is a role model for the world, a large moth zoomed around him, breaking his train of thought. Ahmadinejad was brought low before his people by a moth he couldn't swat.
If a bug could humiliate Ahmadinejad in what was supposed to be his moment of triumph, surely the willing nations of the world - or even just Israel - together with the brave Iranian people can bring him down. It would certainly be more cost effective than trying to negotiate a deal with a nuclear-armed mullocracy.
And certainly the South Koreans and the Japanese can feed the starving North Koreans and free them from the bondage of their monstrous regime. Doing so would be vastly less expensive than living under the shadow of Pyongyang's nuclear-armed psycho-regime.
Just because the US is currently on vacation from its role as leader of the Free World doesn't mean that other free people cannot do the right thing.

Regime Chance Solvency

Regime change is the best policy option

Korea Times, 09 (May 27, 2009, Choi Yearn-hong, “For Regime Change in N. Korea,” L/N)


The North Korean nuclear blast made headline news on the Washington Post's front page on May 26. As a matter of fact, it drew global condemnation.

It is a pathetic regime in the world. The isolated nation's historical allies, China and Russia, joined the international condemnation. I hope this is the beginning of regime change in North Korea.

What kind of nation is North Korea?

A great number of people have starved to death under dictatorial rule. A dictator is like God to the people. Since 1945, two dictators have ruled the nation.

The current dictator's father ruled from 1945 to 1994. After the current dictator, his son is expected to rule. How pathetic a communist nation on Earth is! It should be perished as soon as possible.

The intent of North Korea's detonation of a nuclear device on Monday was discussed in many different ways:

Whatever the intent was, the world will look down on North Korea, and the Obama administration will not engage with the country with a so-called appeasement policy.

Obama himself knows the results and outcomes of his two predecessors' approach to North Korea, the Clinton and Bush administrations. North Korea and some leftist South Korean people, including former president Kim Dae-jung, have had wishful thinking of their own.

The Washington Post editorial on May 26 reflects the changing sentiment of American people toward North Korea. The Democrats, including Sen. Joseph Biden, blamed and accused President George W. Bush's North Korea policy for the North's nuclear tests before remembering Secretary of State Albright's visit to Pyongyang during the last stage of the Clinton administration.
Bush did his best from his hard-line policy "axis of evil" to his soft line policy "six-party talks" to denuclearize North Korea. All failed. The Democrats are now in power. Obama is cool in dealing with North Korea. His secretary of state is Hilary, wife of former President Clinton.

The editorial urged the Obama administration to take a hard-line policy toward the North. I am glad to see the sea of change in the Washington Post editorials toward the North.

It said, "What Kim Jong-il's latest provocation should not cause, however, is the response he is seeking: a rush by the Obama administration to lavish attention on his regime and offer it economic and political favors.

"That approach has already been tried by two U.S. administrations which handed Pyongyang a string of bribes in exchange for ceasing its provocations, suspending its nuclear activities and entering negotiations.
"In each case, the North failed to fulfill its commitments and eventually returned to producing weapons and testing missiles.

"It's time, at last, to break this pattern and call Kim's bluff. There should, however, be no new economic factors to the North, no further political recognition, no grant visits by the secretary of state to Pyongyang.

"Kim, who is 67 and ailing, and who appears to be attempting to shore up his authority so as to hand it to one of his sons, should be nothing to help him with that project."

The editorial suggested strong sanctions: To the extent possible, his regime should be rationally but methodically strangled by sanctions - and any easing should be linked to concrete steps by the North.

Do you know why I made a long quote from the Post editorial? The same editorial was sympathetic to the North and Kim Dae-jung's Sunshine Policy and was critical of the U.S. foreign policy toward North Korea. It has finally realized the regime change is the only way to bring hope to the North.

I propose in this column that the Obama administration should consider a pre-emptive strike of North Korea's nuclear facility once the latter acquires the capability to produce sophisticated atomic bombs with a long-range delivery system.
This is the best preparation for the worse scenario. Eye for an eye, tooth for a tooth.
The two historical allies, China and Russia, should be ashamed of their long support of two of the worst dictators before a third one comes. Kim Dae-jung should not blame the Bush administration for North Korea's rogue status and nuclear testing.

He and his cronies should see who the devil is. Don't blame the conservative Lee Myung-bak government for renewing the Cold War on the Korean Peninsula. See things clearly. Don't make liberalism disgraceful anymore.

Regime Chance Solvency

Positive inducements and engagement will inevitably fail – only regime change has a chance of solving

Lankov, 09 - an associate professor of North Korean history at Kookmin University in Seoul (April 27, 2009, Andrei Lankov, Newsweek International Edition, Vol. 153 No. 17, “Toppling Kim Jong Il Bargaining with Pyongyang is pointless. Regime change is the only option; here's how to make it work,” L/N)


Over the past few months, North Korea's behavior has grown unusually belligerent, even by Pyongyang's prickly standards. The North has cut relations with Seoul, tested a new missile, and, after the U.N. condemned the launch last week, threatened to withdraw forever from further nuclear-disarmament talks and restart its weapons program.

Much of the recent commentary has suggested that these moves are a ploy--an attempt by North Korea to sweeten a coming deal with the United States--and that ultimately, Pyongyang will give up its provocations and open to the outside world, as China has. This is a dangerous fantasy. Kim Jong Il and his circle know that exposing their subjects to foreign influence would be fatal to the regime. So they're likely to continue clamping down and provoking the West. There's only one way for outsiders to stop Kim's aggression: regime change.
North Korea will never follow the Chinese path because its circumstances are profoundly different. The biggest factor is the existence of a rich and free South Korea across the border. Southerners share the same language and culture as the dirt-poor North, but their per capita income is at least 20 times higher--and at the moment, average North Koreans are ignorant of the gap. The regime's self-imposed isolation is so draconian that even owning a tunable radio set is a crime. If North Korea started reforming, it would be flooded with information about South Korea's prosperity. This would make North Koreans less fearful of the authorities and more likely to push for unification with their far richer cousins, just as the East Germans pushed to rejoin the West.
Knowing all this, North Korea's rulers will do whatever they can to maintain control. Given the weakness of its Stalinist economy, this means coming up with new ways to squeeze aid from the outside world. In order to keep the money flowing--with as few conditions as possible--Kim is likely to continue engaging in risky brinkmanship and blackmail. To survive, Pyongyang has to be, or appear to be, dangerous and unpredictable.

But such tactics could easily lead to disaster. The only way to avoid this is to replace the regime.

That's easier said than done: Military options are unthinkable. And sanctions won't work either, since China and Russia are unlikely to cooperate fully. Even if Moscow and Beijing did go along, the only likely result would be a lot of dead farmers. North Korea's great famine of 1996-99 demonstrated that the locals do not rebel when oppressed, even under terrible circumstances. North Koreans are terrified, disorganized and still largely unaware of any alternative to their misery.

But there's a way to change that equation. The past 15 years have seen the spontaneous growth of grassroots markets in the North and partial disintegration of state controls. Rumors of South Korean prosperity have begun to spread, assisted by popular smuggled DVDs of South Korean movies. The world's most perfect Stalinist regime is starting to disintegrate from below.

The best way to speed things up is for Washington and its allies to push for active engagement with the North in the form of development aid, scholarships for North Korean students and support for all sorts of activities that bring the world to North Korea or take North Koreans outside their cocoon. Such exchanges are often condemned as a way of appeasing dictators, but the experience of East Europe showed that an influx of uncensored information from the outside is deadly for a communist dictatorship.

Pyongyang understands the danger of such exchanges, but it needs money and technology badly enough that it might allow them nonetheless--so long as they fill its coffers and don't look too dangerous. This is even more the case when exchanges ostensibly benefit members of the elite. For example, a scholarship program to study overseas would go mostly to students from top families. Yet this wouldn't limit its impact: experience of the outside world will change these young people and turn some of them into importers of dangerous information. A similarly small step helped to unravel the Soviet Union: the first group of students allowed to study in the U.S., in 1957, numbered just four and were carefully selected. Yet two grew up to become leading reformers, and one of them--Alexander Yakovlev--is often credited as having been the real mastermind behind perestroika.

This approach will take time, but it's the only one likely to work. The sole way to make North Korea less dangerous is to change its government. And the only way to do that is to change the North Korean people themselves.

Regime Chance Solvency

Regime change is the only solution to the North’s nuclear program

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Conventional wisdom has held for many years that an attack on North Korea is just too costly to contemplate seriously. While the United States has found it useful to have the threat of possible military action as a useful coercive card up its sleeve, any substantial and deliberate use of force appears to remain a rather unlikely option. To be sure, the current Bush Administration has launched major military campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq. But while it regards North Korea’s nuclear weapons program as a major and unacceptable security threat, the Administration has declared that, at least for the time being, it prefers to deal with North Asia’s rogue state through a multilateral diplomatic strategy.

Most analysts do not rule out the chances of war on the Korean peninsula, but they tend to see major conflict there as the product of some form of misadventure or misjudgment, as opposed to any rational and deliberate decision to go to war.1 Under this logic, the costs and risks of war continue to outweigh the benefits. Indeed, this paper confirms that there are no less than four very important reasons why the United States would not wish to launch an attack on North Korea in the short to medium term.

However, while the risks and consequences of any military action on the Korean peninsula are potentially formidable, this paper also considers nine major arguments that could be made, over time, to develop a strong case that an attack on North Korea is in fact the best among a series of bad alternatives. It finds that the case American policymakers might construct toward this end is actually more comprehensive and its logic more robust than is commonly recognized. Proponents of military action can argue, for instance, that any diplomatic “solutions” will only serve as delaying mechanisms and are bound to collapse under the weight of Pyongyang’s duplicity. As North Korea could not realistically be expected to abandon its nuclear program, despite any undertakings which might be extracted from it, they might also suggest that there is actually little time to buy. And they could conclude that, as any partial resolution to the North Korean problem carries unacceptable risks, the only serious long-term response is to remove Kim Jong-Il’s regime by force. 

Notwithstanding the increasingly popular view that the ongoing challenges in Iraq have sounded the death knell for the Bush Administration’s policy of regime change, this paper concludes that the prospect of a war launched against North Korea is one that still ought to be taken seriously. 

Hardline Policy Good / Appeasement Fails
We need a hard line policy against North Korea – appeasement has empirically failed

Choi, 09 - a retired political scientist who had a long teaching career in the United States and Korea (5/27/09, Dr. Yearn-hong, Korea Times, “For Regime Change in N. Korea,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/266_45743.html)

The North Korean nuclear blast made headline news on the Washington Post's front page on May 26. As a matter of fact, it drew global condemnation. 
It is a pathetic regime in the world. The isolated nation's historical allies, China and Russia, joined the international condemnation. I hope this is the beginning of regime change in North Korea.
What kind of nation is North Korea? 
A great number of people have starved to death under dictatorial rule. A dictator is like God to the people. Since 1945, two dictators have ruled the nation.
The current dictator's father ruled from 1945 to 1994. After the current dictator, his son is expected to rule. How pathetic a communist nation on Earth is! It should be perished as soon as possible.
The intent of North Korea's detonation of a nuclear device on Monday was discussed in many different ways: 
(1) North Korea wants to be known as a de facto nuclear power nation.
(2) It wants to sell nuclear weapons to some terrorist nations and terrorist forces such as the Taliban and al-Qaida.
(3) North Korea wants to draw attention from the Obama administration, which has so far neglected it in its first 100 days.
(4) It wants to threaten the United States with its nuclear bomb and long-range missile.
(5) North Korea wants to solidify Kim's power transition to his son go smoothly and with nuclear power capability.
Whatever the intent was, the world will look down on North Korea, and the Obama administration will not engage with the country with a so-called appeasement policy. 
Obama himself knows the results and outcomes of his two predecessors' approach to North Korea, the Clinton and Bush administrations. North Korea and some leftist South Korean people, including former president Kim Dae-jung, have had wishful thinking of their own.
The Washington Post editorial on May 26 reflects the changing sentiment of American people toward North Korea. The Democrats, including Sen. Joseph Biden, blamed and accused President George W. Bush's North Korea policy for the North's nuclear tests before remembering Secretary of State Albright's visit to Pyongyang during the last stage of the Clinton administration. 
Bush did his best from his hard-line policy “axis of evil” to his soft line policy “six-party talks” to denuclearize North Korea. All failed. The Democrats are now in power. Obama is cool in dealing with North Korea. His secretary of state is Hilary, wife of former President Clinton. 
The editorial urged the Obama administration to take a hard-line policy toward the North. I am glad to see the sea of change in the Washington Post editorials toward the North.
It said, “What Kim Jong-il's latest provocation should not cause, however, is the response he is seeking: a rush by the Obama administration to lavish attention on his regime and offer it economic and political favors. 
“That approach has already been tried by two U.S. administrations which handed Pyongyang a string of bribes in exchange for ceasing its provocations, suspending its nuclear activities and entering negotiations.
“In each case, the North failed to fulfill its commitments and eventually returned to producing weapons and testing missiles.
“It's time, at last, to break this pattern and call Kim's bluff. There should, however, be no new economic factors to the North, no further political recognition, no grant visits by the secretary of state to Pyongyang. 
“Kim, who is 67 and ailing, and who appears to be attempting to shore up his authority so as to hand it to one of his sons, should be nothing to help him with that project."
The editorial suggested strong sanctions: To the extent possible, his regime should be rationally but methodically strangled by sanctions ― and any easing should be linked to concrete steps by the North.
Do you know why I made a long quote from the Post editorial? The same editorial was sympathetic to the North and Kim Dae-jung's Sunshine Policy and was critical of the U.S. foreign policy toward North Korea. It has finally realized the regime change is the only way to bring hope to the North.
I propose in this column that the Obama administration should consider a pre-emptive strike of North Korea's nuclear facility once the latter acquires the capability to produce sophisticated atomic bombs with a long-range delivery system. 
This is the best preparation for the worse scenario. Eye for an eye, tooth for a tooth. 
The two historical allies, China and Russia, should be ashamed of their long support of two of the worst dictators before a third one comes. Kim Dae-jung should not blame the Bush administration for North Korea's rogue status and nuclear testing. 
He and his cronies should see who the devil is. Don't blame the conservative Lee Myung-bak government for renewing the Cold War on the Korean Peninsula. See things clearly. Don't make liberalism disgraceful anymore. 
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Appeasement of North Korea fails, empirics prove – a hard line policy is needed

Blumenthal, 05 - a resident fellow at AEI (July 2005, Dan, “Facing a Nuclear North Korea,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817)

Why has more than a decade of diplomacy and engagement failed to prevent North Korea from attaining nuclear weapons? Because Pyongyang’s nuclear aspirations go to the core of the regime’s raison d’être--ensuring its own survival and forcefully unifying the peninsula under its control. So long as the regime is willing to pursue its nuclear program even as its people starve and its economy lies in shambles, the chances are very remote that the United States can persuade Pyongyang to abandon nuclearization. In addition, China remains unwilling to use its leverage--the provision of most of the DPRK’s fuel and food--to coerce Kim Jong Il to disarm. The impending failure of the six-party talks necessitates a reassessment of U.S. policy on North Korea. The only viable option for the United States today is to pursue a strategy of containment and deterrence against the use or proliferation of North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction.
After the United States confronted North Korea in late 2002 with evidence that Pyongyang violated the Agreed Framework on its nuclear reactors and related facilities, proponents of multilateral negotiations within the Bush administration made the reasonable bet that if faced with a united front of Russia, South Korea, Japan, the United States, and China, Pyongyang would back down from its nuclear ambitions. But this gamble was undermined by two flawed assumptions: that all parties held North Korean denuclearization as their top priority, and that North Korea could be talked into abandoning its nuclear program.

The primary benefit of the six-party talks may have been to reveal just how flawed those assumptions were. For very different reasons, two of the critical players in those talks--China and South Korea--are unwilling to coerce North Korea to disarm. While Beijing would rather see a nuclear-free North Korea, it fears that pressuring Pyongyang by halting shipments of food and fuel might result in the regime’s collapse and chaos on China’s northeastern border.

Likewise, the current leadership in Seoul is beholden to delusions born during the era of inter-Korean engagement under former president Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine policy.” Although the sunshine policy was an understandable approach by Seoul to capitalize on the hoped-for nonproliferation breakthrough presented by the Agreed Framework in 1994, Pyonyang’s 2002 admission that it had a highly enriched unranium program made plain that it did not uphold its end of the “engagement” bargain. However, Seoul remains unwilling to come to terms with the fact that the sunshine policy has neither made South Korea safer nor led to reform in North Korea.

Some members of the Bush administration are still trying to breathe life into the six-party talks, as indicated by the recent meeting between North Korean envoys and State Department officials in New York. Concurrently, other administration officials are arguing in favor of putting more pressure on China and North Korea. This divergence of views is reflective of a lack of coherence in American policy. As it becomes clearer every day that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) cannot be talked out of nuclear weapons, it is high time for the United States to formulate a new, more coherent North Korea policy.

Why the Six-Party Talks Failed

The reason the multilateral diplomatic approach has failed has primarily to do with the nature of the Kim regime, but is also rooted in the behavior of China and South Korea.

China: Stability First
China has a number of goals in its North Korea policy. While Beijing would prefer the Kim regime did not possess nuclear weapons, China’s primary objective is the survival of that regime in order to avoid instability or warfare on its border. Beijing is also approaching this crisis with an eye toward its long-term goal of becoming the pre-eminent power in Asia. This means enhancing China’s diplomatic prestige in Asia and avoiding the emergence of a unified Korea that is allied with the United States.

Because of these foreign policy preferences, the Chinese leadership is satisfied with the status quo--North Korea’s de facto nuclearization, intermittent diplomacy to lower tensions on the peninsula, and sustaining the Kim regime through plentiful aid. Beijing has also reaped symbolic benefits from moderating the six-party talks, as it portrays itself as the region’s honest broker, more flexible and diplomatically dexterous than either the bullying Americans or the rogue North Koreans. Beijing’s concern with Kim’s survival is illustrated by its increased trade with North Korea since the crisis began: according to the Washington Post, bilateral trade between China and North Korea “nearly doubled between 2002 and 2004 to $1.39 billion.”[1] And, an additional benefit from Beijing’s point of view is the strain in the alliance between America and the Republic of Korea (ROK).

South Korea: Trapped in a Cycle of Appeasement
The ROK has less nefarious motivations for its policy, but it is nonetheless unwilling to pressure Pyongyang. Since President Kim Dae Jung promulgated his sunshine policy in the 1990s, South Korea has been trapped in a cycle of appeasing Pyongyang. Seoul’s desire to persuade Pyongyang to reform its economy and give up its nuclear aspirations is understandable. After decades of living under siege, the South Koreans hoped that the 1994 Framework Agreement represented a diplomatic breakthrough that would lay the groundwork for peaceful unification.

Engagement is not always the wrong policy. For engagement to succeed, however, several conditions must hold: the regime being engaged has to see reform as a national interest, and the engaging party must have effective carrots and sticks with which to drive engagement. In the case of North Korea, neither of these conditions was met. Pyongyang is uninterested in economic reform, and even less interested in abandoning its nuclear program. In addition, Seoul discovered that it has few diplomatic sticks at its disposal short of military action. Caring little about the welfare of his people, Kim is not concerned by the withdrawal of food aid. Moreover, few economic sanctions are available, given that North Korea exports little more than narcotics, missiles, and technology related to weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

The reason that Seoul became mired in engagement despite its failures has been explained by Peter Feaver of Duke University in a different context: because engagement values process over substance, engagers develop incentives to overlook the engagee’s bad faith and ignore the fact that no actual objectives are being met.[2] How else can one explain why South Korea has increased its trade with the DPRK since the six-party talks stalled late last year? Despite North Korea’s continued violations of previous commitment and a continued hostile posture, in the first three months of 2005 alone, trade with the North increased 58 percent over the same period in the previous year.[3] The South Korean claim that such economic exchange prevents Pyongyang from even worse behavior demonstrates how easy it is for engagement to shift into appeasement.

In addition, because South Korea’s engagement policy set such high popular expectations for lasting reconciliation, the South Korean government and people are more willing to identify the United States as the obstacle to diplomatic breakthrough rather than acknowledge Pyongyang’s recalcitrance. This dynamic explains the South Korean government’s behavior since the 2002 crisis: it has publicly questioned the Bush administration’s October 2002 statement that North Korea had admitted to having a highly enriched uranium program, dismissed the hostile interception of a U.S. reconnaissance plane by North Korean fighters as “predictable,” and has repeatedly played down North Korean nuclear threats as a “bargaining chip.”[4] Most recently, South Korea removed any reference to North Korea as a “main enemy” in its 2005 defense white paper. These acts have affected public opinion: in a January 2005 poll, 39 percent of respondents identified the 
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United States as the “country most threatening to South Korea,” while only 33 percent identified North Korea as such.[5] If the leadership in Seoul does not awaken from its fantasies, the prospects for an enduring U.S.–Korean alliance will become even dimmer.

North Korea’s Objectives
After more than a decade of nuclear talks with North Korea, it has become clear that North Korea’s objective of attaining a nuclear arsenal is an “enduring and unshakable commitment, a top state priority,” which diplomacy will not change.[6] Indeed, Nicholas Eberstadt and Joseph Ferguson have persuasively summarized the lessons learned after repeatedly probing North Korea’s intentions through negotiations:

Over the past dozen years Western diplomacy has devoted no small effort to probing [North Korean intentions]. In the early 1990s, the ROK . . . probed them for two years, eventually securing a Joint North–South Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean peninsula in 1992. When the agreement collapsed, the Clinton administration and the U.S. government probed Pyongyang’s intentions with a year and a half of diplomacy that culminated in the 1994 Agreed Framework. The Clinton administration probed North Korean intentions still further through what became known as the “Perry Process.” And, of course Kim Dae Jung probed North Korean intentions with his now-discredited “sunshine policy.” Reviewing this record one might suggest we actually have a fairly good idea of North Korea’s nuclear intentions.[7]

Although the North Korean government claims that it has only pursued nuclear weapons in response to America’s hostile attitude, both Kim and his father pursued such weapons consistently and steadfastly for over two decades, through economic hardship and famine, and without regard to U.S. hostility or friendliness.[8] Indeed, the highly enriched uranium program that the United States detected in late 2002 had been underway since about 1997–98, the heyday of both Clinton-era engagement and South Korea’s sunshine policy.[9] The only reasonable conclusion is that having nuclear weapons is perceived as a vital necessity for a regime whose fundamental national goal is to reunify the peninsula by force under its rule.

U.S. Policy Objectives

As the United States comes to terms with the inability of diplomacy to achieve the disarming of North Korea, it has an opportunity to reassess its North Korea policy and clarify its priorities on the peninsula.

The first U.S. priority is “keeping the world’s most dangerous weapons out of the hands of the most dangerous regimes.”[10] Although America has failed to achieve this in North Korea, it should still aim to restrict what Pyongyang does with its WMD arsenal. The primary concern today should be what then-deputy secretary of defense Paul Wolfowitz called Kim Jong Il’s willingness to “sell anything to anybody.”[11] Thus, the primary U.S. objective should now be to prevent Kim from selling or giving his nuclear weapons or any other weapons of mass destruction to either another rogue state or to a terrorist organization. The protection of the U.S. homeland, allies, and friends from a North Korean–assisted WMD terrorist attack should now take priority over the futile attempts to roll back the DPRK’s weapons program.

The second priority is the maintenance of alliance commitments, especially to South Korea and Japan. A nuclear North Korea changes the balance of deterrence in the region--and requires the U.S. nuclear umbrella to be extended and credible. Just as our allies lived with the nuclear threat from the Soviets, it is not unreasonable to formulate policies that protect and reassure Japan and South Korea.

The third priority is to maintain and bolster the U.S.-led security order in Asia, especially as China moves to use its growing power and influence to undermine it. On this account, the United States has already lost ground during the six-party talks. China has successfully taken advantage of the U.S. lack of coherence to portray Washington as inflexible and as an obstacle to resolving the issue.

The fourth priority is keeping U.S. commitments to the spread of democracy and human rights throughout the world. In the case of North Korea, it may well be impossible to substantially improve human rights conditions or promote democracy under the regime of Kim Jong Il. But, a commitment to publicly highlighting and using whatever means possible to promote human rights in North Korea will help undermine the regime with an eye toward eventually helping a more humane North Korean leadership come to power.

Policy Options

As statesmen throughout the ages have discovered, foreign policy is the art of selecting among bad options. This rings true with respect to North Korea, where policy options are restricted to pursuing more attempts to talk North Korea into abandoning its weapons program; a military attack on North Korea’s WMD facilities; a policy of regime change by force; or a containment policy that also works to undermine the Kim regime over time.

Jaw-Jaw. . .
Because Washington was focused on military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, it allowed the six-party talks to drift and let the Chinese and North Koreans set the timing and all too often the agenda of the talks. To its credit, the Bush administration refused to buy off the DPRK as the Kim regime raised the ante. However, the administration’s approach to North Korea--a combination of tough pronouncements and efforts to block proliferation and other bad behavior, all the while going along with the meandering six-party talks, did not amount to a coherent policy.

The talks will continue to fail for the simple reason that there are very few compelling ways to threaten the North Koreans short of military force. Most proponents of bilateral negotiations or a “grand bargain” argue for a set of inducements and punishments aimed at changing North Korean policy. While inducements are plentiful (e.g., economic aid, enhanced prestige, security assurances), there is not much the administration can do to punish Kim short of attacking. There is no economic exchange to block, and Kim has always been unmoved in response to the reduction of food aid. The Chinese can cut off the North Korean regime’s lifeline, but they are unwilling to do so.

A bargain of the kind that was recently proposed by Senators Hillary Clinton (D-N.Y.) and Carl Levin (D-Mich.) is beset with the problem of an absence of credible “sticks.” There is no reason for Pyonyang to believe, even after a round of “more serious” bilateral diplomacy, that China and Russia will agree to refer the matter for UN sanctions. China will not be any less concerned about the collapse of the North Korean regime even if another round of diplomacy places the blame for failure squarely with Pyongyang.[12]

Given the paucity of sticks, it is no surprise that since North Korea’s October 2002 confession that it had a secret highly enriched uranium program and during talks that succeeded it, the North faced no punishment for its bad behavior. It has not faced a single sanction for its violation of its 1994 commitments, its subsequent expelling of International Atomic Energy Agency inspectors at the Yongbyon nuclear facility, its reactivation of Yongbyon, and its reprocessing of plutonium from 8,000 spent fuel rods that were stored there. Nor has proliferation been punished. In early 2005, the United States announced that it was near certain that North Korea had provided Libya with processed uranium after 9/11. The fact that the Bush administration did not punish Kim for these offenses is not for lack of will--it highlights the fact that there are no punishments except the use of force, which is unduly risky.

Previous U.S. engagement with North Korea amounted to the provision of aid that allowed Kim to prop up his regime and pursue his nuclear ambitions. The Agreed Framework kept the Kim regime alive. Since 1995 Washington has provided over $1 billion in foreign assistance to North Korea, “about 60 percent in the form of food aid and 40 percent in the form of energy assistance.”[13] As Eberstadt points out, given North Korea’s economic performance, “Washington’s foreign aid lifeline to the DPRK . . . looks more significant than any Washington has arranged in recent years for allies and friends.”[14] Unless Washington wants a policy that is aimed at propping up Kim without getting anything in return, a new form of engagement makes little sense.
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We must take a hard line stance on North Korea’s nuclear program

Pletka, 03 - the vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at AEI (1/15/2003, Danielle, Financial Times, “End Nuclear Extortion,” http://www.aei.org/article/15430)


For as long as North Korea has nuclear weapons, the world will face a regular cycle of threat and demands.
This week, the Bush Administration bowed to the chorus of international demands for U.S. engagement and agreed to talks with North Korea. Secretary of State Powell conceded that "we have made it clear we have no aggressive intent", toward North Korea, another nod to Pyongyang's demands for a non-aggression pact with the United States. After having insisted the United States would never again play the nuclear extortion game with North Korea, the Administration has not only agreed to play, it has allowed North Korea to set the rules.

In hindsight, America's fatal error is clear; we confronted North Korea over its illegal uranium enrichment program, never expecting a frank admission of guilt. In receipt of that admission, we pondered over our next step in secret, never expecting North Korea to go public. Righteously indignant, we were once again surprised to find that South Korea, Japan and China did not seem to share our indignation. In all this time, never once did the Administration appear to have a plan to deal with the problem.

Most recently, within 24 hours of Powell's decision to soothe tensions and proclaim the U.S. commitment to diplomacy, North Korea announced its withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Seeing the U.S. in retreat, North Korea resorted to form and upped the ante. Powell should expect to be slapped in the face again.

The United States is in a difficult position. We are focused on Iraq and all of Washington's political, military and diplomatic eggs are in that basket. Colin Powell's most important task is to move North Korea to a back burner and allow the President the maneuvering room to dispose of Saddam Hussein. Where he went wrong was in assuming North Korea would cooperate with his efforts to defuse tensions. Nuclear brinksmanship worked for Pyongyang once, and Kim Jong Il appears determined to make it work again.

Many around Asia and veterans of the Clinton Administration around Washington are urging the Bush Administration to make a new deal with North Korea. South Korea has pressed Washington and Pyongyang to be ready to make concessions (as if somehow there were guilt on both sides). The time has come for Bush and Powell to stop dancing around the problem and confront it head on.

The real solution, of course, is to support regime change in North Korea. Nuclear weapons, missile exports and support for terrorism are horrors Kim Jong Il inflicts on the outside world. His treatment of his own people and a bloody record of starvation and murder will be his legacy at home. Sadly, however, neither South Korea nor the United States (to say nothing of China) appears to have the stomach for a sustained campaign to oust the world's last Stalinist dictator. Step by step diplomacy will have to suffice.

First, South Korea, Japan, China and others must be reminded that a nuclear North Korea, while a concern to the United States and a threat to our 37,000 troops on the Korean peninsula, is a much smaller problem for us than it is for them. We, after all, can leave.

Second, the United States should stop bullying the International Atomic Energy Agency to delay action on North Korea's breach of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (to which it was then a party), and allow the IAEA to refer the North Korea nuclear problem to the United Nations Security Council. The Security Council should slap an immediate embargo on North Korean exports--chiefly missiles and missile components.

Third, the Bush Administration must state without equivocation that the 1994 Agreed Framework is dead. Given all that we have learned about North Korea's nuclear ambitions, Washington should under no circumstances be party to an agreement that provides nuclear reactors to North Korea.

Fourth, North Korea must understand what is required in clear and uncompromising language: Full and verifiable dismantlement of its nuclear program and an end to Pyongyang's proliferation of missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Only then can other nations consider the kind of large-scale assistance North Korea so desperately desires.

Finally, no nation can be complicit in the maintenance of one of the world's most brutal dictators. Kim Jong Il must demonstrate systemic improvements in his human rights record and he must open his borders--preferably in coordination with a Chinese decision to open its borders--and allow his imprisoned people to leave.

It is possible that the Bush Administration will decide against these firm demands and instead replay the 1990s, ignoring agreements and appeasing North Korea's ever-escalating demands. But for as long as North Korea has nuclear weapons, the world will face a regular cycle of threat and demands. It worked once, it may work twice; no one knows when it will stop working. The time has come to take the nuclear card from North Korea's hands, one way, or if necessary, another.

Deterrence Policy Fails

A deterrence policy would kill ROK relations and won’t work – Kim can’t be deterred

Blumenthal, 05 - a resident fellow at AEI (July 2005, Dan, “Facing a Nuclear North Korea,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817)

Risks of a Containment Policy

One key risk in a containment policy is that the alliance with South Korea would be permanently damaged. A declared policy of containment could either shock South Koreans out of their delusions that appeasement will work or so harden opinion against the United States that the alliance is no longer sustainable. The risk can be mitigated by a speech by the president or the secretary of state directly to the South Korean people that says: (1) over a decade of diplomacy and engagement has failed to prevent a nuclear North Korea; (2) we do not want a war and are therefore choosing to deter one; and (3) our deterrence will be credible and will protect the South Korean people. If this still does not convince them, the United States must go forward anyway--in the post-9/11 security environment North Korean nuclear weapons are not simply a Korean peninsula problem, they are a threat to global security.

The 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States (NSS) reaffirmed the option of preemptive action against rogue regimes and terrorist networks who sought WMD and were not deterred by “the conventional superiority of the United States.”[30] This concern was one of the factors influencing the decision to use force to remove Saddam Hussein from power. A containment policy against North Korea would rely on traditional deterrence based upon both defenses and the threat of retaliation, as described in the NSS. However, the opacity of the Kim regime leaves open the question of whether he will understand the U.S. commitment to protecting its interests, and the U.S. readiness to use force, including nuclear weapons in order to do so. Kim’s understanding of these messages is critical to successfully deterring him. A containment policy will also be difficult to implement if South Korea and China refuse to go along with it. As many experts have pointed out, it is difficult to detect the passage of plutonium needed for a bomb--which is roughly the size of a soccer ball--by air shipment. But this is where the declared threat of retaliation is essential.

Regime Collapse Inev

Regime collapse is inevitable long term – now is better on our own terms

Scobell, 08 - (March 2008, Dr. Andrew, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College, “Projecting Pyongyang: The Future of North Korea's Kim Jong Il Regime,” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=844)

This monograph considers the future trajectory of the Pyongyang regime and explores a range of future scenarios. It does not consider the future of North Korea as a geographic or territorial entity. Some analysts and observers discuss the future without clarifying whether they are discussing the country of North Korea or the Pyongyang regime. In this monograph, the focus is on the fate of the regime dominated by the Kim Dynasty, initially ruled by Kim Il Sung and then led by his son, Kim Jong Il, following the former?s death in 1994. A fundamental assumption is that the regime will collapse. Thus, the key question is not whether the regime will collapse, but when and how it will collapse. The logic behind this assumption is based on this author?s assessment that the Kim regime is a totalitarian one, and that such a regime has a limited life span. However, this collapse may be a long and drawn out process that could very well play out over a period of years or even over the course of a decade or more.

The purpose of this monograph is to set out an array of scenarios to assist planners and decisionmakers in thinking about and preparing for possible future contingencies concerning North Korea. This monograph does not dwell on war or conflict scenarios involving North Korea because military planners have already focused considerable effort and attention on these. It is entirely possible that the fate of the country as a political, territorial, and juridical entity is intimately bound up with the fate of the regime, but one should not assume this to be so. In other words, the collapse of the Kim regime may not lead to the collapse of North Korea as a state. Moreover, one should not assume that even if the regime collapse is followed by state collapse that these events would inexorably lead to Korean unification.

How does one differentiate between a state and a regime? A state is a political entity that is recognized as having the sole legitimate authority over a geographic area. A state is responsible for the basic safety and welfare of the inhabitants of this area, including protection from both foreign and domestic threats. Different states have different structures and formats. The term regime refers to how a state?s political power is organized. The most common distinction used in identifying a state?s regime type is whether it is a democracy or a dictatorship. Of course, there are many variants of each. There are many types of authoritarian regimes?monarchies, military governments, one-party dictatorships, one-person dictatorships, and totalitarian systems, to name but a few. ?Regime change? in this context refers to a transition from one type to another. This change may be violent or peaceful; it may be gradual or sudden. In any event, such change almost never occurs without some kind of upheaval or drama. A state can be considered ?failed? when it loses authority over large areas of the territory it claims and loses control of its borders. Failed states are usually plagued by chronic internal warfare, violence, lawlessness, and economic collapse.

Forecasting the future of any country is challenging, but these problems are magnified when, as in the case of North Korea, the amount of information we possess about the country?s domestic politics, the decisionmaking process, and statistics from economic to demographic information is typically not authoritative or verifiable. We actually know quite a lot about North Korea, and the twin challenges confronting analysts are: (1) how to avoid drowning in the vast sea of open source information available, and (2) how to determine which data are reliable and useful and which data are not. Moreover, the information available is prone to a variety of interpretations. In short, experts can and invariably do tend to disagree about North Korea. One dispute among analysts concerns the basic nature of the political system in North Korea. No credible analyst would describe the Democratic People?s Republic of Korea (DPRK) as anything but authoritarian with brutal and repressive features that are distasteful and deplorable.

But what credible analysts do differ on is the degree of dictatorship and rate of change in North Korea. Some analysts contend that the DPRK is a totalitarian regime in which a single dictator wields near absolute power and presides over a centralized coercive regime that seeks to control all aspects of human activity, including political, social, and economic. Others insist that while the preceding characterization may have been entirely appropriate to describe North Korea in the past, today a very different system exists.

A regime is said to collapse when it loses ?political hegemony? and a country experiences the ?disorganization of political power.? A failing regime is one that is becoming increasingly disorganized; a failed regime is one that is extremely disorganized and in many respects has ceased to function even though significant institutions still exist; a collapsed regime is one in which political power has completely evaporated, as has its structure. A collapsed regime can leave a power vacuum or trigger a reorganization of state power leading to the establishment of a new regime type. The precise dividing line between ?failing,? ?failed,? and ?collapsed? seems difficult to discern. This is because the process of state decline is often gradual. Perhaps the best approach is to think of failure and collapse as processes rather than outcomes.

Another way to conceive of this difference of opinion over North Korea?s regime type might be as an optimist/ pessimist distinction; in other words, arguing whether the glass is half empty or half full. This debate ought not to be dismissed as simply academic and therefore irrelevant to real world policymakers and planners. This would be dangerous because the nature of the North Korean regime itself has significant implications for its future. This author contends that there is a real difference between whether the glass is half full (no longer totalitarian) or half empty (still fundamentally totalitarian). If the glass is half full, then fundamental economic 
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and political change in the DPRK is possible in the near future; if the glass is half empty, then such thoroughgoing reform is not imminent. There seems to be one basic truth where totalitarian regimes are concerned: they do not undertake systemic reform.

But while such regimes are resilient and enduring, they also tend to be quite brittle, and burnout is inevitable. They certainly do not live forever. No totalitarian regime in history has survived longer than a few decades?until Pyongyang that is. North Korea is the world?s longest lasting species of totalitarianism?5 decades so far and counting. In the first decade of the 21st century, Pyongyang is best described as a failing or eroding totalitarian regime where exhaustion, loosening of central control, and weakening of the monopoly of information are taking their toll.

When totalitarian regimes end, they seem either to collapse through defeat in war?the way Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy did?or evolve into post-totalitarianism, as in the cases of the Soviet Union and China after the deaths of Stalin and Mao. Economic disaster, or indeed complete collapse of the economy, does not necessarily lead to political collapse. Numerous dictatorships have survived despite severe economic problems such as hyperinflation, widespread famine, and or mass unemployment. The deathwatch for the Pyongyang regime has lasted more than 15 years. Those who predicted or anticipated its imminent demise have had to eat their words or do a lot of explaining. Pyongyang is far from dead, and there is evidence that the regime may be regrouping.

Looking to the future, there seem to be three possible and analytically distinct trajectories: suspended animation, a soft landing, or a crash landing. Suspended animation refers to a future in which the status quo persists?the regime continues to survive without major policy changes. A case in point would be Albanian communism in its twilight years. A soft landing refers to a scenario in which Pyongyang adopts significant economic reforms and moderates its security policies. A case in point would be China?s transition from Mao Zedong to Deng Xiaoping. A crash landing sees a situation in which the regime collapses. A case in point would be the end game of Romanian communism.

Between ?China?s? Soft Landing and ?Romania?s? Crash Landing scenarios, one might also insert another scenario that possesses some aspects of each. This hybrid scenario would closely approximate the experience of Cuba. Like Pyongyang, Havana experienced tremendous economic difficulties in the final days of the Soviet Union and in the aftermath of its patron?s collapse. Like North Korea, Cuba confronted an economic crisis of monumental proportions as subsidies and credit from Soviet bloc countries evaporated. The Castro regime adopted ad hoc reforms in piecemeal fashion starting in the early 1990s. But Cuba and North Korea do seem to have much in common, including the fact that both regimes are in a holding pattern of sorts, ruled by dynasties wherein the current dictator?s days are clearly numbered. In each case, there appear to be clear limits to the change possible in the immediate future. In early 2008, Fidel Castro, who had been plagued by medical problems, handed over the reigns of power formally to his younger brother and designated successor, Raul. Fidel, who turned 81 years old in August 2007, remains the dominant political figure in Cuba, although Raul is in charge of the day-to-day affairs of state. Once Fidel Castro and Kim Jong Il pass completely from the scenes of their respective countries, there is likely to be far greater scope for change.

Of the five scenarios described??suspended animation? (Albania); ?soft landing? (China); ?crash landing? (Romania); ?soft landing/crash landing hybrid? (the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics [USSR]); ?suspended animation/soft landing hybrid? (Cuba)?the closest to the reality of the North Korea?s current situation is a Cuban mix of ad hoc reforms and regime holding pattern.

These scenarios could very well play out gradually over several years or even for as long as a decade or more. Why use this time frame? One reason is that Kim Jong Il could conceivably live for another 5, 10, or even 15 years. Although he has health problems, Kim also has the best medical care available in North Korea. Given this, and the fact that his father lived into his 80s, it is possible that he could have a comparable lifespan. Probably the weakest link in a totalitarian regime is at the apex. The longevity of the absolute dictator tends to correlate closely with the lifespan of the regime. Totalitarian regimes are perhaps most vulnerable during a period of leadership transition. Indeed, only one regime has survived much beyond a change of top ruler: Pyongyang.

Preliminary conclusions include the following:

Do not conflate the end of the Kim regime with the end of North Korea as a state.

Regime type matters, and regime change does make a difference.

Collapse is best viewed as a process not an outcome.

The process of the collapse of the Pyongyang regime has already begun.

When the crash landing comes, everyone will be surprised.

A crash landing is likely to be messy.

Even if the collapse of the Pyongyang regime occurred without a major military conflagration, the situation faced by the armed forces of the United States and the Republic of Korea (ROK) would be extremely challenging ? a significant number of the conditions coalition forces faced in Iraq in the period since the collapse of the Saddam Hussein regime would likely be present in a post-Pyongyang regime North Korea. The situation would likely be nothing short of an enormous multidimensional catastrophe.

A crash landing is probably not imminent but in the mid to long run, it may be virtually inevitable. When collapse occurs, it will almost certainly catch everyone, including Pyongyang elites, off guard. In the end, all trajectories may ultimately lead to a crash. Soft landings and suspended animation could turn out to be mere way stations on the road to final impact. Because the policy package that Pyongyang has adopted cannot be determined with absolute certainty, forecasting the regime?s future requires constant and careful monitoring of key indications of regime change, collapse, or transformation. Five key indicators that bear watching closely are: trends in elite politics, the trajectory of economic reform, defense policy, ideology and information control, and foreign policy. While these are relatively straightforward to monitor, there are two other ?wild card? indicators of change in the DPRK that are more difficult to monitor and assess: Pyongyang?s process of leadership succession and Beijing?s North Korea Policy.

North Korean Attack Now

An attack is coming now – a Northern first strike could cause serious damage

Frayer, 10 - a freelance journalist and former Associated Press correspondent (3/26/10, Lauren, “North Korea Threatens Nuclear Strikes on South, US,” AOL News, http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/north-korea-threatens-nuclear-strikes-on-united-states-south-korea/19415409)

(March 26) -- North Korea is threatening to unleash "unprecedented nuclear strikes" against South Korea and the U.S. as those two countries prepare for possible instability in the totalitarian communist state. 
"Those who seek to bring down the system in the (North), whether they play a main role or a passive role, will fall victim to the unprecedented nuclear strikes of the invincible army," North Korea's military told state media today. It described the North's communist system as an "impregnable fortress."

Pyongyang is believed to have enough weaponized plutonium for at least half a dozen atomic bombs. The country conducted its second atomic test last year, prompting tighter U.N. sanctions. Diplomats from Washington and Seoul continue to prod the North to return to international talks aimed at halting its nuclear program. 
Earlier this month, a South Korean newspaper reported that representatives from the U.S. Pacific Command would meet with defense experts from South Korea and China next month to discuss how to control the North's weapons if its regime collapses. 
Any expectations for such a collapse are the "pipe dream of a lunatic wishing for the sky to fall," the official Korean Central News Agency said today. The North is "capable of frustrating any plot and provocation at a single strike," it said.
Such rhetoric is quite common from North Korea, which has previously threatened nuclear attacks in response to what it calls plots for regime change by the West -- a sensitive topic inside the reclusive, closed state, considering the health of its leader, Kim Jong Il.
Kim is 68 and suffered a stroke in August 2008. Earlier this week, the head of a South Korean think tank said Kim is also suffering from kidney failure, which requires dialysis. He's widely believed to be preparing to hand over power to his youngest son. 
While state media spout assurances to North Koreans about the strength of their government, the country is succumbing to severe food shortages and famine. A bungled attempt at currency reform last year sparked huge inflation and rare public unrest. 
Meanwhile, the top American commander in South Korea, Gen. Walter Sharp, testified before the House Appropriations Committee this week and warned of the possibility of further turmoil in the North. He cited the country's weak economy, the malnourishment of soldiers and the general population, and the nation's nuclear weapons. 
"The possibility of a sudden leadership change in the North could be destabilizing and unpredictable," Sharp said. South Korean media have reported that the U.S. and Seoul are coordinating military contingency plans for when Kim dies. 
The North accuses Washington and Seoul of plotting to topple its government -- a claim both capitals deny.

North Korea believes US and South Korea are planning to attack now – they will preemptively attack with nukes

Digital Journal, 10 (3/26/10, Andrew Moran, journalist for Digital journal, “North Korea warns South Korea, U.S. of nuclear attacks,” http://www.google.com/reader/view/?hl=en&tab=wy - overview-page)

Seoul - North Korea announced this week that they are vowing a nuclear strike against South Korea and the United States as they fear both nations are planning a regime change.

On Friday, the North Korean military accused the United States and South Korea of conspiring to topple the Pyongyang regime and threatened to launch nuclear attacks if they attempt to do so, according to Press TV.

The military General Staff said that a recent South Korean news report showed evidence of both the U.S. and South Korean planning for regime change, “Those who seek to bring down the system in the DPRK (North Korea) will fall victim to the unprecedented nuclear strikes of the invincible army,” said a General Staff spokesperson.

A news report on Mar. 19 suggested that representatives from the U.S. Pacific Command, Chinese and South Korean state defence think-tanks were planning to meet in China in April to discuss how to control nuclear weapons that North Korea has in case of a regime change, notes AFP. However, the reports have not been verified.

EcPulse reports that this is not the first time North Korea has made such threats and criticisms. Earlier this month, the North criticized the South for joining military war games with the U.S., while accusing the war games of being a drill to invade the North.

Western countries and the United Nations believe North Korea possesses enough plutonium weapons for at least 12 atomic bombs, which has prompted the UN to apply tough sanctions.

U.S. Will Retaliate

US will use nukes in retaliation

WSJ, 10 (4/6/10, Peter Spiegel and Jonathan Weisman, WSJ, “U.S. Keeps First-Strike Strategy” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304620304575166263632513790.html)

WASHINGTON—The Obama administration will release a new national nuclear-weapons strategy Tuesday that makes only modest changes to U.S. nuclear forces, leaving intact the longstanding U.S. threat to use nuclear weapons first, even against non-nuclear nations.
But the new policy will narrow potential U.S. nuclear targets, and for the first time makes explicit the goal of making deterrence of a nuclear strike the "sole objective" of U.S. nuclear weapons, a senior Obama administration official said Monday.

Also for the first time, nations complying with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations that attack the U.S. or its allies with chemical or biological weapons will no longer be threatened with nuclear retaliation, the official said. But the president will make clear they would "face the prospect of a devastating conventional attack," the official said.

The document, known as the Nuclear Posture Review, is the first rethinking of the U.S. nuclear strategy since President George W. Bush released his revised policies three months after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks. It does offer clearer assurances that non-nuclear nations complying with nuclear proliferation accords will not be targeted, and it moves toward additional safeguards against accidental nuclear launches. But more dramatic changes, contemplated just weeks ago, were shelved after President Barack Obama secured a nuclear arms-control treaty with Russia that will shape the U.S. arsenal for the next decade.

The release of the review will kick off a lengthy series of defense-policy events that Mr. Obama hopes will further his aims of countering the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials, and of isolating Iran.

On Thursday, he and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev will sign a treaty cutting deployed U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals by 30%.

Meanwhile, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov said Tuesday that Russia reserves the right to withdraw from its new arms-control treaty with the U.S. if it decides the planned U.S. missile-defense shield threatens its security, the Associated Press reported. Mr. Lavrov said Russia will issue a statement outlining the terms for such a withdrawal after Messrs. Obama and Medvedev sign the treaty, AP reported.

"Russia will have the right to opt out of the treaty if qualitative and quantitative parameters of the U.S. strategic missile defense begin to significantly effect the efficiency of Russian strategic nuclear forces," Mr. Lavrov told the AP.

Next week, more than 40 heads of state convene in Washington for a summit on counter-proliferation, which will lead to efforts at the United Nations to tighten economic sanctions against Iran to choke off its nuclear ambitions. Next month, Mr. Obama will try to use the first U.N. review of the Non-Proliferation Treaty in five years to toughen the treaty and isolate two of its scofflaws, Iran and North Korea.

"Release of nuclear posture review will set the stage," said a U.S. official involved in proliferation issues.

To many arms-control advocates, the review is likely to be a disappointment. "It's a status quo document, I think, in virtually every respect," said Bruce Blair, president of World Security Institute and co-coordinator of Global Zero, a disarmament group.

With Senate approval needed for the pact with Russia to cut nuclear arsenals, administration officials did not want to commit to dramatic changes in nuclear policy that opponents could use to build opposition to the treaty, Mr. Blair said. Republican Senate aides said they expected a document they could embrace.

But the administration official said the "adjustments" in the U.S. position narrow any contingencies for a nuclear strike. The document will say "there remains a narrow range of contingencies in which the option of using nuclear weapons can play a role in deterring large-scale conventional, chemical or biological attack," he said. But it will add that Washington "will continue to move" toward "making nuclear deterrence the sole objective" of the arsenal. The adjective "sole" has become a key measurement in diplomatic circles where U.S. nuclear forces have long been seen as an impediment to stopping nuclear proliferation.

The document will more clearly say the U.S. will not attack non-nuclear nations that have signed and are complying with the U.N. nonproliferation treaty, according to officials familiar with it. That effectively narrows the potential U.S. nuclear targets to the eight declared nuclear powers, as well as Iran and possibly Syria, said Joseph Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund, an arms-control group. U.S. officials consider those two nations to be not fully compliant with the nonproliferation treaty.

The nuclear strategy will not take U.S. nuclear weapons off submarines, bombers and missiles that could fire them at a moment's notice. But the administration will recommend changes to the nuclear command structure that would make accidental launches more unlikely, officials said. They will also call for fortifying U.S. nuclear launch systems, so military officials would not believe they have to launch a nuclear strike out of fear that an incoming attack would destroy the U.S. response capacity.

For the first time, the strategy makes counter-proliferation the highest priority of nuclear policy makers.

The new strategy will emphasize reducing reliance on the role of nuclear weapons in deterrence, and will commit to accelerating the deployment of non-nuclear deterrent capabilities, such as missile defenses and the forward deployment of U.S. forces to trouble spots.

But the administration backed away from language that its allies in the arms-control community believed they would secure. Officials considered detailing their goals for the next round of arms talks with Russia, including controls on battlefield tactical nuclear weapons, dismantling mothballed warheads and reducing total deployments to 1,000 warheads a side, down from the 1,550 limit in the new treaty. But the new doctrine will not contain such specifics, nor will it adopt language threatening nuclear attack only against nuclear threats.

"The United States should be able to clearly state that the only purpose we hold nuclear weapons for is to deter the use of nuclear weapons," said Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association. "There is no conventional threat out there that we cannot counter with our overwhelming conventional forces."

U.S. Will Retaliate

Obama would consider nuclear use in response to a CBW attack by North Korea
Globe and Mail, 10 (Apr 6, 2010, Paul Koring, Canadian journalist and foreign correspondent, Globe and Mail Update, “Obama’s new nuclear strategy maintains first-strike option,”

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/obamas-new-nuclear-strategy-maintains-first-strike-option/article1525600/)

President Barack Obama has narrowed the range of instances under which the United States would unleash its nuclear arsenal, but the new strategy doesn’t abandon “first use” of the ultimate weapon of mass destruction.

Mr. Obama, who next week will host a summit of world leaders intended to make progress toward a nuclear-weapons-free world, unveiled his new strategy Tuesday, saying he wants to “reduce the role of nuclear weapons while preserving our military superiority, deterring aggression and safeguarding the security of the American people.”

Under the policy, the U.S. will not launch a nuclear attack against any country that signs the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and abides by it, a loophole leaving both North Korea and Iran on any potential target list. It also pledges not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries, officials said, in contrast to previous administrations, which reserved the right to retaliate for a biological or chemical attack by a non-nuclear state. But Mr. Obama included a major caveat: The countries must be in compliance with their non-proliferation obligations under international treaties. That means Iran would remain on the potential target list.

Over all, the policy promised less than many had expected. “It’s a very modest document … it’s surprisingly status quo,” said Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project, at the Federation of American Scientists, the group founded in 1945 by scientists who had worked on the Manhattan Project to develop the nuclear bomb dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

As expected, the first-strike option was retained as the new promises not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-armed states are hedged.

Mr. Obama, who vowed a year ago to aim for a nuclear-weapons-free world has just completed a new arms-reduction pact with Moscow that will cut weapons by roughly one-third but still leave both the U.S. and Russia with thousands of warheads. Coupled with Tuesday’s new strategy, the stage is set for the nuclear summit he will host next week where much emphasis will be on non-proliferation and the dangers of extremists getting even a single nuclear warhead.

In the administration’s view, terrorists with a stolen warhead in the back of a truck or a shipping container poses the biggest danger. “The greatest threat to U.S. and global security is no longer a nuclear exchange between nations, but nuclear terrorism by violent extremists and nuclear proliferation to an increasing number of states,” Mr. Obama said.

Mr. Kristensen cautioned against placing too much focus on the spectre of a stolen warhead. “It may be that the terrorist threat has become the most likely, but it is still not the greatest threat,” he said, referring to the diminished but still terrifying possibility of a massive nuclear weapons exchange.

Mr. Obama’s Nuclear Posture Review says the U.S. won’t launch a nuclear attack against any country that signs the Non-Proliferation Treaty and abides by it, leaving North Korea and Iran on any potential target list.

“All options are on the table when it comes to countries in that category,” Defence Secretary Robert Gates said, referring to Iran and North Korea.

The 74-page review, a Congressionally mandated Defence Department document doesn’t bind the president. Rather, it reflects Mr. Obama’s new approach to the controversial but vital issue of nuclear weapons and their use.

Micah Zenko, a conflict prevention specialist at the Council on Foreign Relations, said Mr. Obama’s efforts to win widespread support for non-proliferation efforts – including securing nuclear materials and building momentum for sanctions against Tehran – will be helped by the pragmatic but clear commitment to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the United States’ own arsenal.

However, even the pledge not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-armed states is hedged.

“Given the catastrophic potential of biological weapons and the rapid pace of bio-technology development, the United States reserves the right to make any adjustment in the assurance that may be warranted by the evolution and proliferation of the biological weapons threat and U.S. capacities to counter that threat,” the review says, effectively warning that if a country managed to weaponize anthrax and threatened the United States, the Obama administration might consider a nuclear first strike.

“This does not mean that our willingness to use nuclear weapons against countries not covered by the new assurance has in any way increased. Indeed, the United States wishes to stress that it would only consider the use of nuclear weapons in extreme circumstances to defend the vital interests of the United States or its allies and partners,” the review says.

As the first and still only country to use nuclear weapons and as the world’s sole remaining superpower, The United States’ posture on non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament is often viewed with being designed to retain an overwhelming military advantage over other countries.

Diplomacy Fails – No Compliance

Can’t verify North Korea compliance with nuclear freeze agreements

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

The Problem of Verification

The unpredictability and perceived malevolence of the DPRK leadership is compounded by the technical difficulties associated with verifying North Korea’s compliance to any agreement to eliminate its nuclear program. Proponents of regime change could again point to the Agreed Framework experience as an example of this problem. While the well-documented structures at Yongbyon and Taechon upon which the North’s plutonium production and extraction capabilities are based can be monitored successfully, a great level of uncertainty will continue to surround the state of any centrifuge-based uranium enrichment facilities. The latter need not be large and can be easily hidden underground. Although they generate considerable noise levels and draw on significant amounts of electricity, such facilities also do not emit the same clear signatures as reactor operations, making them exceedingly difficult to detect.34

Moreover, there is little evidence to suggest that the US intelligence community has been able to identify where such activities may be taking place, even though as many as twelve underground sites are said to exist.35 As such, the freezing and subsequent elimination of North Korea’s enrichment program would require a full and frank declaration from Pyongyang as to where these facilities are located, along with unfettered access to them. According to advocates of regime change, these are two conditions that the DPRK leadership is unlikely either to accept or genuinely adhere to.

No Regime Change Now

No risk of attack on Korea in the squo – doubts of success, allied opposition, and preference for diplomacy

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Four Reasons Why the United States Will Not Attack the DPRK

It is not difficult to find a series of compelling reasons why Washington will continue to avoid making a decision to attack North Korea. During the period following the initial combat phase of the war to oust Saddam Hussein one reason has become particularly apparent—increasing concern over the United States’ inability to win peace in Iraq has reduced the incentives for preventive war anywhere else in the world, including on the Korean peninsula, especially with a presidential election approaching.

But, as the following analysis will show, there are at least three other good reasons for the Bush Administration not to choose to attack the DPRK. First, there are severe doubts about the ability to successfully target the North’s weapons of mass destruction. Second, such a war could have serious implications for the Asia-Pacific region and be opposed by America’s main allies there. And third, the United States has stated a clear preference for diplomatic strategies in spite of the challenges of dealing with the DPRK.

Reduced Appetite for War after Afghanistan and Iraq

It is too early to be certain, but just as the US-led attack on Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in early 2003 spelled the high point of the Bush Administration’s preventive war policy, the growing sense of crisis in occupied Iraq and Afghanistan may spell the beginning of the end of this assertive and ambitious approach to security management.2 The United States’ serious difficulties in these two locations make an attack on North Korea unlikely for at least three reasons.

First, war in Iraq and Afghanistan has tied up such an extensive portion of America’s military capabilities and is proving such a drain on its budget, that the appetite for what would be a much bigger conflict in North Korea has been seriously dented. According to some congressional estimates, for instance, the costs of war and reconstruction in Iraq alone are likely to total between $US237 billion and $US418 billion over the course of the next decade.3 Moreover, while the US has reportedly conducted exercises confirming that it could, if necessary, wage a second Korean conflict,4 of even more pressing concern perhaps is the fact that approximately 150,000 US Army troops remain deployed in and around the Iraqi theater, with a further 10,000 in Afghanistan.5 Added to this, the mammoth task of rebuilding North Korea after any conflict would necessitate a continued military presence along with large amounts of US economic investment and assistance: something for which there is little appetite in Washington at present.

Second, additional expenditure is perhaps the least worrying example of the high costs of the conflict. Even if war on the peninsula can be kept within conventional bounds, significant casualties on all sides can be expected. Against the background of estimates produced during the 1993–1994 nuclear crisis, many scholars and policy analysts argue that the projected human costs of a second war on the peninsula would be prohibitive. In May 1994 the Pentagon estimated that the US would sustain 52,000 casualties, and South Korea up to 490,000, in the first 90 days of a full-blown conflict. During congressional testimony the following month, the-then US commander-in-chief on the peninsula, General Gary Luck, predicted that American casualties would be between 80,000 and 100,000. Luck went on to posit that war with North Korea could carry a price tag of approximately $US1 trillion, suggesting that its financial costs would also be unsustainable.6 Notwithstanding the fact that warfighting has changed significantly over the course of the past decade, many still rely on these estimates when making the case against war.7

Third, with each day of bad news in Iraq the confidence of the Bush Administration can only decrease, and any decision to choose war against North Korea would require Washington to be particularly confident about its capacity to change regimes through the use of force.

Domestic politics are also going to play a role here, particularly to the extent that American audiences have a strong preference for conflicts that are relatively quick and costless. It will be quite an achievement if the Bush Administration is able to reverse the appearance of things unraveling in Iraq by the time campaigning for the 2004 presidential election reaches its most significant stages. An additional war in North Korea is unlikely to be particularly good for that campaign,8 not least as concern grows over the impact that America’s military expenditure on Iraq is having for the US economy. Indeed, by promising to engage North Korea quickly through direct talks and by criticizing the Bush Administration’s failure to do so, these are concerns which the Democrat presidential candidate John Kerry has clearly recognized.9
AT: Turns

Their turns are one sided – even if there are risks, attack is the best option

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Nine Important Reasons Why Washington Might Still Choose War

If we focus on the arguments against choosing war on the peninsula, it is easy to conclude that it is simply too costly an option. However, this sort of conclusion also assumes that there are better alternatives available. Of course for most observers almost any option is better than a major conflict in the region. This is especially so for those countries who have to live alongside North Korea in Northeast Asia, and who have managed to avoid major armed conflict for the five decades since the first Korean War.

But while there is almost universal support for the maintenance of regional peace and stability (and the avoidance of a war on the Korean peninsula) it would not be very hard for policymakers in Washington to build a case that a major and regime altering attack on the North is the “least-worst” option. In this case the option of using force is more than a useful technique of statecraft, designed to place pressure on Kim Jong-Il so as to keep the behavior of his regime within tolerable limits. Instead, force in action is the main method for achieving the removal of that very regime, for transforming the situation on the Korean peninsula rather than seeking to manage it.

There are in fact at least nine reasons why a war against North Korea might be regarded as the least-worst option.

AT: North Korean Escalation

No risk of escalation – their claims are all hype

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

North Korea Has No Major Power Patron

During the Cold War period, North Korea enjoyed the backing of two major power patrons: the Soviet Union and China. Each provided substantial amounts of economic and military support. The strategic value of the latter was particularly evident during the Korean War of 1950–1953, when Chinese intervention essentially rescued the North from military defeat. Since the ending of the Cold War, however, Chinese and Russian ties with North Korea have weakened, while concurrently their relations with South Korea have strengthened considerably. In 1992, for instance, Moscow officially recognized Seoul, thereby essentially abandoning its alliance with Pyongyang. Likewise, although China remains North Korea’s largest trading partner and a major source of economic aid, two way trade between the PRC and South Korea is currently 40 times that between China and North Korea, while the PRC is also now second only to America as a destination for South Korean foreign investment.45 Further, Beijing’s attitude toward North Korea has reportedly hardened in recent times based on a perception that Pyongyang’s approach to the current nuclear crisis is threatening these and other Chinese economic interests.46 Added to these important economic considerations, Russian and Chinese relations with the US have also improved markedly over the past two years, largely in response to the September 11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. Russian President Vladimir Putin was the first world leader to telephone President Bush in the immediate aftermath of that attack, and has since moved to closely align Russian national interests in the war against terror with those of the West. Likewise, common interests in the struggle against global terrorism appear to have ushered in a new period of US-Sino cooperation, in contrast to the obvious tensions which characterized that relationship during the early days of the Bush Administration.

Against this backdrop, proponents of regime change could argue that both Russia and China are highly unlikely to support North Korea—either directly or covertly—in any military conflict with the US. In doing so, they could also point again to the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan as indicative of the extent to which regimes lacking a major power patron are likely to capitulate rather more quickly and easily than was typically the case in conflicts past, when they enjoyed such support.

AT: No Justification

U.S. will be able to justify an attack because North Korea violates agreements and norms

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Debate continues over North Korea’s rationale for its more recent strident approach: some say the DPRK is genuinely concerned for its own security against a history of US threats, and is moving towards a nuclear weapons capability as a measure of deterrence.26 Others assert that the nuclear program, and statements that often exaggerate its extent, are designed as bargaining devices to achieve broader gains including economic assistance and promises of nonaggression which the DPRK seeks from America.27 Yet another view holds that Kim Jong-Il is developing nuclear weapons primarily to ensure the survival of his regime.28 But whatever the rationale, and it is likely to be a mixture of these and other factors, the perception abroad is that the DPRK’s recent actions and statements stand in defiance of its earlier commitments to observe non-proliferation norms. It must also be admitted that there is some uncertainty over what the DPRK has actually said about its nuclear weapons program. In a recent study, Daniel Pinkston and Philip Sanders argue that outsiders have been in danger of misreading North Korea because of linguistic, cognitive, and political problems.29 But even if perceptions in Washington are out of step with reality, these perceptions count in formulating the US policy response. The perception that the DPRK has seriously raised the stakes in a particularly threatening manner can be used easily to justify arguments that only strong measures will work in return. The more the North Korean regime is seen according to the rogue state stereotype on the nuclear issue, the more ammunition will be given to arguments that it cannot be negotiated with, but must be removed by force.

AT: Regime Change Fails

U.S. can effectively dislodge the Kim Jong-il regime with its superior military

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

US Military Preeminence vs. North Korean Inferiority

Proponents of imposed regime change can argue that the United States not only has a clear interest in using force to dislodge the Kim Jong-Il regime, but that it can also do so effectively. This line of thinking rests on the premise that the military preeminence America currently enjoys is unprecedented in the modern history of international politics. This unrivalled strength comes not only from the advanced nature of the systems operated by the US armed forces, but also from the innovative manner in which this weaponry is applied, the high standard of training given to its operators, and the depth of the intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance assets that America has at its disposal. Supporters of regime change in North Korea would be correct in pointing out that, taken together, this extraordinary combination of capabilities gives the US the ability to exert decisive leverage in almost any combat theatre.

The conventional warfighting performance of American forces in a number of recent contingencies adds considerable weight to the argument that removing the regime in North Korea is not only necessary, but also inherently viable. In 1999, for instance, the US-led air war against Yugoslavia successfully coerced Slobodan Milosevic into yielding after little more than two months. Likewise, while the gargantuan Soviet military machine became entrenched in Afghanistan for most the 1980s, America’s post-September 11 invasion of that country resulted in the toppling of the ruling Taliban regime in approximately one month. Most recently, in Operation Iraqi Freedom a US-led force deposed, in less than one month, a regime backed by a previously formidable Iraqi army that outnumbered it three to one. To be sure, the difficult terrain in North Korea presents its own unique set of challenges, while one must also acknowledge the substantial difficulties that the US continues to experience in postwar Iraq and Afghanistan. Nevertheless, proponents of regime change might still ask why the above examples are not indicative of how the combat phase of a future contingency on the Korean peninsula might play out. One obvious response is that the North Korean armed forces are an entirely different proposition to any the US has come up against over the course of the past decade. The DPRK currently fields an active military force of some one million personnel, making it the fifth largest on earth. It possesses up to 600 Scud missiles and possibly hundreds of medium-range No Dong missiles. Moreover, it has also developed a significant number and range of chemical and, possibly, biological weapons. This bulk and range of capabilities makes it rather unlike the military forces the US has fought successfully against in recent years.
However, while the DPRK’s military machine does not want for quantity, most of its capabilities are aging rapidly, and many are already obsolete. There are also numerous indications that the level of training of the North Korean armed forces is deteriorating. Moreover, morale amongst North Korea’s personnel appears to be generally low:39 this would be a major target for exploitation given the strong emphasis placed by the United States in seeking psychological advantages in war.

AT: Mass Causualties

Risks of mass casualties are low

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

The Costs for an Attacking Force May Be Lower than Some Think

America’s military superiority may undercut one of the main, longstanding obstacles to choosing war on the peninsula: the high levels of estimated casualties that any attacking force would take. Advocates of regime change could also argue that the recent record suggests that preconflict estimates of casualties have tended to involve significant exaggerations. Prior to the 1991 Persian Gulf War, for instance, the Pentagon was reportedly expecting more than 30,000 casualties, when US forces ultimately sustained a total of 1,500. Proponents of regime change could also point to the extraordinarily low levels of combat deaths sustained by US personnel in other recent contingencies, such as Kosovo (which did not cost a single American soldier their life) and Afghanistan. The ongoing challenges for US forces in Iraq present a more complicating picture. On the one hand, the initial phase of operation Iraqi Freedom witnessed another mismatch between the reality of low numbers of US combat deaths and pessimistic prewar expectations of as many as 5,000 casualties.40 On the other hand, winning the peace has proven to be far more costly and difficult, bringing the total number of American soldiers killed to beyond 500 at the time of writing, let alone the wider casualties (among Iraqi civilians, government employees and international contractors and civil servants) associated with the bombings and other acts of political violence. However, the postwar picture in Iraq is a result primarily of the contest for power in a religiously and politically fractured society. An argument could be made that this situation does not apply to North Korea.

If a persuasive case can be made by proponents of forced regime change that military casualties are unlikely to be nearly as bad as many think, one could see a reversal of the usual arguments that war on the peninsula remains too risky. An argument can be mounted that over the last 50 years North Korea has been deterred from instigating a major attack because of the enormous costs which would come its own way.41 This has tended to build confidence in the continuing unlikelihood of conflict, assuming that North Korea is the most likely to strike first. But when we reverse the tables and consider whether the United States would be deterred from attacking because of the military costs of conflict that it could face, war seems rather more likely.

***AFF Ans to Regime Change CP
Regime Change Fails

Regime change is unfeasible and would likely destabilize the region

Eberstadt and Ferguson, 04 - *holds the Henry Wendt chair in political economy at AEI and ** director of Northeast Asian studies at the National Bureau of Asian Research (8/30/04, Nicholas and Joseph P. this essay draws upon a longer study in NBR's Strategic Asia, AEI, “The North Korean Nightmare,” http://www.aei.org/article/21080)

To be sure, the current particulars of the North Korean nuclear crisis differ in some respects from those a decade earlier. But it is nevertheless the same crisis, shaped by the same fundamentals. And like Carr's Twenty Years' Crisis, this Korean crisis may fester for years to come. But just as in interwar Europe, the balance is inherently unstable. Some decisive event or events will finally spark dramatic--perhaps explosive--changes that profoundly reconfigure the region's security equation.

For most of the actors embroiled in the drama--the United States, South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia--the preferred outcome to the crisis would be a comprehensive and peaceful resolution through diplomatic negotiations. But in this drama, as in Europe's interwar drama, the most desirable outcome may well be the least likely. Given the character and objectives of the drama's central actor--the regime in Pyongyang--it is difficult to see how the contending interests of the principal parties could be harmonized. This is not to suggest that we shall not see international talks convened or "breakthroughs" claimed. (We have, after all, already seen plenty of that over the past decade; more of the same likely lies ahead.) It is instead to suggest that such talks and "breakthroughs" are exceedingly unlikely to defuse the ongoing crisis itself.

The North Korean nuclear crisis of 2002-2004 has been treated as a terrible surprise by practically all of the governments that have become embroiled in it. Before that eruption, it is well to remember, cautious optimism about a newly constructive attitude in Pyongyang had been spreading in international diplomatic circles for several years. And the optimists seemed to have facts on their side, for in the period between late 1999 and October 2002--that is to say, until the month Washington confronted North Korea with evidence that it was running a secret nuclear program in contravention of many pledges and treaty obligations--relations between Pyongyang and its neighbors (indeed, with the entire international community) were arguably better than at any previous point since the end of the Korean War.
Recall: South Korean president Kim Dae Jung's "sunshine policy" had resulted in the first-ever summit meeting between the Korean heads of state in the summer of 2000. Later that year, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright visited Pyongyang, the highest-level visit by any U.S. official ever to North Korea. North Korea's international attitude was judged sufficiently propitious that eight European states (including Britain, Germany, and Italy) and the E.U. chose to normalize relations with Pyongyang. In September 2002, the Japanese prime minister also visited Pyongyang. That was the first visit to North Korea by a Japanese head of state. Kim Jong Il conducted two official visits to Russia in 2001 and 2002; these had been preceded by a historic visit to Pyongyang by Russian president Vladimir Putin in the summer of 2000. Chinese President Jiang Zemin also visited Pyongyang in September 2001. North Korea even seemed to be attempting to emulate China in a brief, failed experiment to open a special economic zone on the Yalu River in September 2002.

Against such a seemingly promising backdrop, the sudden radical downward spiral in North Korea's external relations since October 2002 looks all the more dismaying--and to many, puzzling. Central to any appraisal of the unfolding crisis must be an attempt to understand the motivations behind Pyongyang's covert project to produce the highly enriched uranium (HEU) used in nuclear warheads. Some analysts regard the attempt to acquire nuclear weapons as a classic strategy to further North Korea's goal of reunifying the peninsula militarily. Others emphasize survival--a last-gasp effort to save the dying regime of Kim Jong Il. Still others see in it a combination of motives: multiple attempts to assist regime survival, to assure "existential" deterrence against the United States, to prop up regime morale, and to intimidate South Korea and Japan.

Let us first examine, however, some of the hypotheses that cannot explain Pyongyang's behavior. After the October 2002 revelation of North Korea's covert nuclear program, much sotto voce criticism in diplomatic circles implied or stated that the current crisis was caused by the United States--specifically, by the hostile posture of the Bush administration. In this telling, the White House's flirtation with a doctrine of preemption, its designation of North Korea as a member of an "axis of evil," and the president's own trenchantly expressed "personal loathing" for Kim Jong Il pressed the North Korean government to abandon a policy of conciliation and grasp for nuclear options.
Yet a quick look at the chronology of the current crisis shows that the Bush administration cannot be the proximate agent of the current impasse. To put the matter bluntly, the latest turn of the North Korean nuclear crisis did not begin with a change of attitude in Washington. Rather, it commenced when Pyongyang was caught cheating--and admitted to it!

Moreover, as Western intelligence sources now seem to agree, the secret HEU program had begun by 1997--that is to say, years before the current administration came to office. That covert program, it is worth noting, barreled forward during the halcyon days of Kim Dae Jung's sunshine policy. It was going forward as North Korea normalized diplomatic relations with the E.U. and as Secretary Albright danced in Pyongyang. And it was proceeding even as the Japanese prime minister and Kim Jong Il signed a joint declaration pledging to "observe all the international agreements for a comprehensive solution to the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula." The tenor of international relations, in other words, seems to have had no bearing on Pyongyang's inclination to pursue a secret nuclear weapons program.
 Another unsatisfactory hypothesis--one canvassed mainly in progressive circles in South Korea--holds that the North's HEU program was actually devised as an inducement to break out of the existing diplomatic impasse with the United States, and to reach a more comprehensive settlement of the outstanding disagreements separating Washington and Pyongyang. Noting that North Korea's HEU project looks to be a slow program requiring years to complete, this argument suggests that the North's leadership chose this type of program precisely so that they could go about their game slowly and would have time to negotiate and bargain before they actually had a weapon.

Like the previous theory, this one too is empirically challenged. It neglects the hardly trivial fact that North Korea was caught out in a flagrant nuclear violation. Nuclear deceptions and nuclear violations, furthermore, are not ideal lubricants for a diplomatic breakthrough between two mistrustful governments. While it is true that slow progress in accumulating highly enriched uranium was foreordained by the decision to use many small centrifuges for the job, that choice seems to have been made to avoid detection. There is no evidence that Pyongyang would have informed its putative American negotiating partner of the HEU project if it had not been detected by U.S. intelligence.
 At the end of the day, there remain a welter of alternative and in some measure conflicting theories about the intentions underlying North Korea's decision to pursue a secret nuclear weapons program. Faced with contending possible explanations for less-than-perfectly-understood events, logicians and epistemologists have long favored the most parsimonious explanation, aka Ockham's razor. To go by that approach, we might simply surmise that the drive to develop nuclear weapons reflects Pyongyang's deep desire to possess them.
It may want them for deterrence, as a national symbol, for economic benefits. It may want them as an insurance policy for state survival; as a tool in the quest for unconditional reunification with South Korea; as a means of equalizing its highly unequal contest with the United States. We may never have enough information to permit us to calibrate the relative importance of the many different possible factors that could stimulate the North Korean leadership's desire for nuclear weapons. We do know, however, that North Korean leadership plainly seems to want nuclear weapons and to want them badly. We know, for example, that North Korea has been pursuing its nuclear program for decades--and that it has built, at great expense to a very poor society, a complex and diversified nuclear infrastructure. As Joseph S. Bermudez Jr. noted shortly after the HEU effort was publicly revealed,

Given what the West knows about North Korea's nuclear programme, it is evident that it has been, and is being, pursued in a manner similar to that of China. That is, in a parallel manner, exploring multiple paths concurrently rather than in serial form with each development building on the last.

The comparison with China seems particularly instructive. Like Beijing in an earlier era, North Korea has pressed forward with its nuclear project despite desperate privation and even famine, and regardless of its impact on relations with other countries. Nor have North Korea's nuclear actions in the months since October 2002 betrayed much ambivalence about the prospect of attaining nuclear-power status: Over this period, Pyongyang has declared the U.S.-North Korean "Agreed Framework" for freezing its nuclear facilities to be null and void; has formally withdrawn from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty; has expelled all IAEA monitors from its Yongbyon nuclear facility, removed all "safeguards" from the Yongbyon equipment, and opened the facility's 8,000 formerly sealed plutonium reactor rods; has announced it is reprocessing that plutonium; and has declared that its precarious military standoff with the United States is impelling it to develop a nuclear "peace deterrent."

All evidence at our disposal, in short, suggests that the North Korean leadership has treated the acquisition of a nuclear capability as an enduring and unshakable commitment, a top state priority. The troubling corollary to this analysis, of course, is that governments are not easily dissuaded from pursuing their own top priorities. The notion that the Pyongyang regime could be talked out of completing its longstanding nuclear weapons project would seem to require from students of international security something like a suspension of belief in the realities of power politics. Simply put, North Korea's arduous march toward becoming a nuclear power does not look like the sort of "international dispute" that is headed off by conventional negotiations.

Over the past two years, North Korea's neighbors have responded to the unfolding nuclear drama in varying ways. Distance from Pyongyang seems to govern these responses. The states furthest away have expressed the strongest responses, while the contiguous states have reacted rather calmly.

Considering that Russia (or rather the Soviet Union) probably had more to do with North Korea's nuclear weapons program than any other government, Moscow has seemed unperturbed by the entire situation. Rather than regarding an unstable neighbor's acquisition of nuclear weapons as a ticking time-bomb (so to speak), it has acted as if the latest crisis were an opportunity. Russian president Vladimir Putin and his foreign policy apparatus have to date treated Pyongyang's attempt to develop nuclear weapons not as a threat to international security--or to Russia's own interests--but instead as a device whereby Russia might regain its lost diplomatic foothold in North Korea, and reattain a measure of its former influence in Northeast Asia.

China remained surprisingly quiet about the North Korean nuclear issue in the months after the HEU revelations. The top Chinese leadership was already dealing with a vital domestic political issue--namely, the matter of leadership succession--and was thus more than usually loath to take an active role in a dispute involving North Korea, as Washington had been pleading for it to do. (President Bush phoned Chinese President Jiang Zemin three times in early 2003 to try to get a Chinese commitment to cooperate.) Chinese leaders are no doubt disturbed by the idea of a nuclear crisis leading to a war or the collapse of the North Korean regime. Yet until the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Beijing seemingly wished to limit its involvement in the deliberations with North Korea, and called for the United States to engage the North Korean leadership directly. Even so, China may have become impatient with the North's brinkmanship. David M. Lampton, a noted China-watcher in Washington, argued that China's leadership went from "complacent" to "apoplectic" over the North Koreans in the space of six months following the HEU revelations.
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There were some fairly strong signals of Beijing's increasing displeasure with North Korea even before March 2003. The week after Pyongyang announced its impending withdrawal from the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, for example, China staged a seven-day military exercise near the North Korean border. And although the reductions were not publicly announced, Chinese trade data suggest that economic subsidies to North Korea were significantly cut between 2001 and 2002--a drop that continued into early 2003, when, in the wake of Operation Iraqi Freedom, China took the diplomatic initiative to broker multilateral talks with North Korea. (Since March 2003, China has hosted four such sessions: one round of three-way talks between Pyongyang, Washington, and Beijing, and three rounds of Six Party talks that also included Moscow, Tokyo, and Seoul.) Interestingly enough, though China has apparently used its economic leverage with North Korea now and again, it has to date consistently leaned against the threat of international economic sanctions: perhaps because Beijing fears such measures might actually undermine the North Korean regime, with untold consequences for China, or perhaps because such sanctions would be an application of pressure on the North beyond Beijing's own immediate control.

Despite Japan's reputation as an inveterate "hedger" in international crises, Japanese leaders, dealing with the aftermath of their own North Korean crisis involving Japanese abductees, moved unmistakably behind the United States on the latest nuclear crisis. When news of the North Korean announcement during Kelly's October 2002 trip became public, Tokyo immediately issued a denunciation; Prime Minister Koizumi added that the issue of normalizing relations with Pyongyang could go no further until both the issues of Japanese abductees and the North Korean nuclear program were resolved to Japan's satisfaction.
In the wake of the nuclear revelations, Japan adopted a number of uncharacteristically bold responses; surprisingly, these were met with little domestic opposition. First, in a departure from half a century of Japanese security policy, Defense Agency chief Shigeru Ishiba declared that Tokyo would advocate, and participate in, a preemptive strike against North Korea if Japan were in imminent danger of North Korean missile attack. Foreign Minister Yoriko Kawaguchi publicly supported Ishiba's position, explaining that such a move would be "within the legal framework" of the Japanese constitution, which limits military actions to self-defense. Second, after decades of tolerating such commerce, Japan moved to cut off sources of cash remittances that have been making their way into North Korea from the community of Japanese of Korean descent with ties to Pyongyang. In the Diet session that ended in June, Tokyo further stiffened its legal strictures, enabling the government to impose economic sanctions on North Korea unilaterally, and likewise summarily to ban specific ships from docking at Japanese ports.

Third, in June 2003 the Japanese Diet passed a series of war contingency bills that allow the government to assume increased powers in times of national emergency. That these bills passed with little controversy attests to the Japanese public's newly heightened concerns about security threats to their country--especially from North Korea. It should also be noted that Japan's moves were taken with little regard for public opinion across Asia, a consideration that weighed heavily on Japanese foreign and security policy in the past.

The latest round of the North Korean nuclear drama demonstrated that Tokyo has not yet mastered its habitual impulse to "hedge" in times of trouble. This past May, Prime Minister Koizumi felt compelled to make another visit to North Korea for another summit with Kim Jong Il--and to report after this séance that the Dear Leader "clearly" wanted to denuclearize his country. (This improbable declaration was followed a few months later by a renewed commitment of Japanese food aid for the also-unending North Korean food crisis.)

Even so: Japan's stance on the latest North Korean nuclear crisis has been practically the polar opposite of its position on the previous one. In the 1993-94 nuclear crisis, when U.S. forces were contemplating strikes against North Korea's nuclear facilities, Washington was unsure whether American planes would be welcome to land at Japanese civilian airports in case of emergency. Yet this shift in posture only signified that Japan was ready to follow on the North Korean nuclear problem. Tokyo was still unwilling and incapable of leading in a regional crisis.

The country most directly affected by the North Korean nuclear crisis, of course, is South Korea. Yet initially South Korean leaders seemed to be the least concerned with events just north of Seoul. As the crisis broke in the fall of 2002, Kim Dae Jung was already under siege for irregularities surrounding his sunshine policy: Evidence had surfaced that his government had made secret and illegal payments to the North, perhaps amounting to hundreds of millions of dollars, to secure the historic Pyongyang summit of June 2000. But President Kim was not prepared to admit that the new North Korean nuclear revelations threatened the very rationale of his beloved policy; indeed, his administration attempted to conduct business more or less as if the discovery of the HEU program had not occurred. In late 2002, South Korea was in the midst of a close, heated, and ideologically charged presidential election. A wave of anti-U.S. sentiment was sweeping the younger generation of South Koreans in the wake of the acquittal of two U.S. soldiers who had accidentally run over two young Korean schoolgirls in their military vehicle. It was obviously a less than auspicious time for U.S.-South Korean cooperation on the North Korean crisis.

The election of Roh Moo Hyun in December 2002 did nothing to dispel U.S. concerns about the reliability of its South Korean partner and ally. In the two months between election and inauguration, the Roh team did almost nothing to suggest to officials in Washington that the new administration would join the United States in confronting the North Korean nuclear problem. Doubt was expressed across South Korea that a nuclear weapons program even existed in the North, and at one point Roh himself was quoted as implying that if a war began he would keep South Korea out of the hostilities and act as a mediator between Washington and Pyongyang.

But if Roh was inclined to equanimity about the mounting North Korean threat, others whose opinion he could not ignore were not. In a blow to the confidence of the young Roh administration, Moody's Investors Service downgraded South Korea's credit rating outlook by two notches, from positive to negative, specifically citing the North Korean nuclear crisis; the ratings cut was accompanied by a significant dip in the South Korean stock market, a drop in foreign direct investment, a spike in borrowing costs, and an economic slowdown, all attributed in part to business jitters about the North Korean situation. At roughly the same time, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld broached the idea of drawing back a significant portion of U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, especially those along the demilitarized zone (DMZ). It soon became clear that this was not a trial balloon, but instead a decision already determined. The prospect of a repositioning of American forces sent a shock through the South Korean body politic--and the possibility that the Pentagon's "rationalization" plan might actually prefigure a U.S. withdrawal was greeted with almost universal dismay, even in circles that had been extremely critical of U.S. policy just weeks before.

Under these unexpected pressures, the Roh government changed course, disavowing their most memorable comments from the prior months. Prime Minister Goh Kun called for U.S. forces to remain in Korea for deterrent purposes. Army Chief of Staff Nam Jae Joon "clarified" the government's military position by specifically identifying North Korea as the main threat to the security of the South. Although this designation might seem utterly unsurprising, the fact of the matter is that the Kim Dae Jung administration could not bring itself to describe the North in such a manner for most of its time in office.

By the time Roh visited Washington in May 2003, it was clear that the new president wanted to be seen as a partner with Washington. A healthy and credible U.S.-South Korea alliance, Roh had quickly learned, was imperative not only to restore public confidence in his rule in South Korea, but also to reassure the industrial and financial communities at home and abroad that South Korea was still a safe place to do business. Thus the Roh administration found itself in the delicate position of attempting a policy of "dual appeasement": of simultaneously placating Pyongyang and Washington. It was a tricky business, depending more than a little on vagueness and official indecision. In a June 2003 summit meeting with Japanese Prime Minister Koizumi, for example, Roh concurred in the formulation that a nuclear-armed North Korea would be "intolerable": but he carefully avoided spelling out exactly what measures would be "tolerable" to prevent this eventuality.

In subsequent months the "dual appeasement" approach not only persisted, but became routinized. Thus, on the one hand, Roh would press the National Assembly to approve the dispatch of South Korean troops in support of the U.S.-led coalition in Iraq, while on the other, Roh's newly minted unification minister would urge humanitarian relief workers and NGOs not to help North Korean refugees to flee their wretched homeland, counseling instead "restraint." The dynamic of dual appeasement took a potentially momentous turn in the spring of 2004, in the wake of a clownish presidential impeachment ploy engineered by South Korea's opposition party. North Korea's media howled for punishment of the lawmakers who had favored the appeasement-prone president; at the April 2004 polls, South Korean voters duly obliged. For the very first time in the history of divided Korea, the electorate in the South had concurred with advice from the regime in the North about the conduct of their own country's domestic affairs.

The United States has remained the most outspoken advocate of a tough line with Pyongyang--no great surprise, considering President Bush's unconcealed contempt for Kim Jong Il and his administration's doctrinal support for "regime change" as an instrument of international security policy. But a harsh attitude toward North Korea and its nuclear violations should not necessarily be mistaken for a coherent and effective policy. At various points during the escalating North Korean crisis, the Bush administration's position has seemed confused, reactive, or vacillating. Indeed, three and a half years into its tenure, the administration still seems to be searching for internal consensus, with the major differences of opinion within the government, particularly between the State Department and the Pentagon, by no means completely resolved.

The end of the military campaign in Iraq was expected by some to free up policy planning time for the North Korean problem, but this does not seem to have happened. Ironically, America's most substantive initiative in Korean affairs has involved South Korea--this being the envisioned realignment of U.S. forces, with a one-third reduction of U.S. forces in Korea now slated to take place by the end of 2005. While some would argue that the impending realignment was sensible and even long overdue, no one could seriously argue that it was the most pressing problem facing the United States in the Korean peninsula at the time.

By adopting the defiant but nonetheless largely passive posture of refusing to give in to North Korean blackmail, the Bush administration seems to be looking for other nations to take the lead on Korea. Of course, this stance may pay off sooner or later. The question is: How long can the world wait? Perhaps the White House is privy to reliable intelligence that the North's nuclear weapons program is still far from its objective. One can only hope this is the case, for problems in other regions, including the Middle East, promise to occupy still more of Washington's attention in the none-too-distant future. Already another nuclear crisis, this one in Iran, threatens to overshadow the dangerous sequence of events playing out on the Korean peninsula.
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The Bush administration looks to be playing a waiting game with North Korea--while North Korea seems to be busily rushing toward its goal of declared nuclear power status. The yawning gap between the problem at hand and the American response to it is palpable: Almost two years into the latest flare-up in the North Korean nuclear crisis, Washington not only lacks a solution for this acute problem, but has apparently not yet begun to fashion a feasible approach to such a solution.

Although the Bush administration has made clear its disdain for the conciliatory approach toward Pyongyang taken by President Bill Clinton, it has offered very little indication of just what should replace it. To date, the administration's most proactive response to the North Korean nuclear crisis has been the creation of a multinational Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) for interdicting North Korean contraband abroad (an effort, it should be noted, that South Korea has declined to join).

Otherwise, the administration's record on North Korean affairs consists mainly of loudly proclaimed complaints about the pressure for bilateral negotiations with Pyongyang; of the affectation of an attitude of unconcern about North Korean threats to proceed with plutonium processing; and of taxonomic reclassification of Pyongyang to a member of the "axis of evil" from the Clinton administration's "state of concern."

Three alternative outcomes from the current impasse suggest themselves. The first would be to achieve a peaceful negotiated settlement--a diplomatic agreement whereby the North gave up its nuclear weapons program. (This is precisely what many argued Washington had arranged in the 1994 Agreed Framework, with the exchange of the Yongbyon facility for security pledges and economic incentives.) The second would be to ignore the North's extortion diplomacy and simply accept the advent of a nuclear-armed North Korea, coping with all the attendant dangers as they arise. A third outcome would be to implement and see through a strategy of regime change in Pyongyang.

The peaceful negotiated settlement is clearly the preferable outcome for most of the governments caught up in the North Korean nuclear crisis. It would be the least troubling and most immediately advantageous scenario for all of Pyongyang's potential negotiating partners. Unfortunately, the prospect of a negotiated agreement to dismantle Pyongyang's nuclear weapons program is extraordinarily remote. One may appreciate the odds against such an outcome when one considers the many obstacles against it.

One must begin with the problem of North Korean intentions. Over the past dozen years Western diplomacy has devoted no small effort to probing these. In the early 1990s, the South's Roh Tae Woo administration probed them for two years, eventually securing a Joint North-South Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in 1992. When that agreement collapsed, the Clinton administration and the U.S. government probed Pyongyang's nuclear intentions with the year and a half of diplomacy that culminated in the 1994 Agreed Framework. After 1998, in the wake of the first episode that threatened to topple the Agreed Framework, the Clinton administration probed North Korean intentions still further through what became known as the "Perry Process." And of course President Kim Dae Jung probed North Korean nuclear intentions from 1998 to early 2003 with his now-discredited sunshine policy. Reviewing this record, one might suggest we have a fairly clear idea of North Korea's nuclear intentions--like them or not. Those intentions do not exactly look conducive to a voluntary deal to denuclearize North Korea.

A second problem concerns the international precedent that would be established by a negotiated solution to the North Korean nuclear crisis. Thus far, North Korea has violated nonproliferation strictures more explicitly and provocatively than any other state--yet it has suffered no penalties for its behavior (apart from the cutoff of free oil supplies when the Agreed Framework foundered). The international community has already purchased an end to the North Korean nuclear program, through the now-moribund Agreed Framework. If it were to provide resources to shut down the North Korean nuclear project once again in a new negotiated settlement, the signal to would-be proliferators in other locales could only be destabilizing. The lesson of such a deal would not be lost on the government of Iran, or on the people of a reconstructed Iraq (whose former government was punished much more severely for much less threatening nuclear transgressions--perhaps precisely because they were not yet threatening). A negotiated settlement with rewards for Pyongyang would send a very dangerous message: Namely, swift development of a credible nuclear capability can be a savvy and profitable strategy--especially if a state finds itself in financial trouble.

Apart from all the other obstacles to a diplomatic settlement of the current nuclear crisis, there are forbidding particulars that should not be forgotten. Apart from the July 1953 armistice ending the Korean conflict--which has been upheld only through continuing force of American arms--it is hard to point to an agreement Pyongyang has abided by over its 55 years of state power. For nearly three decades, Pyongyang has been in effective default on hundreds of millions of dollars in loans it contracted in the West, and Soviet Bloc archives now reveal that North Korea routinely ignored the terms of its borrowings from Socialist creditors. North Korea has regularly and repeatedly flouted the protocols surrounding the use of diplomatic pouches, using these to transport narcotics and other illegal material to countries in which North Korean officials enjoy diplomatic immunity. The North Korean government has sponsored state terrorism in countries with which it enjoyed diplomatic relations. It has violated the territorial waters of governments who have granted it diplomatic recognition through state-sponsored shipments of drugs and military contraband. Given this history, why should anyone believe that North Korea would adhere to any new agreement--much less an agreement on nuclear arms?

The second possible outcome of the current crisis involves living with a nuclear North Korea. The United States has lived with, and outlasted, dangerous nuclear states in the past, as the history of the Cold War attests. But the costs and risks posed by a nuclear North Korea would be fearsome. The example of a North Korean nuclear breakout would encourage proliferation in other regions--and a nuclear North Korea could abet that proliferation through export of armaments, technology, and know-how. Within the Northeast Asian region, the impact of North Korea's entry into the nuclear club would also be far-reaching. More than any other modern state, Pyongyang makes its living off international military extortion; nuclear weaponry would dramatically improve the expected returns of that policy. With a hostile nuclear North Korea at its geographic center, the economies of the Northeast Asian region could not help but suffer: The business downturn that Seoul suffered as a consequence of North Korean saber-rattling in early 2003 presumably represents only a foretaste of what might lie in store for South Korea, Japan, and even China. And a nuclear-armed North Korea would necessarily and inescapably undermine the credibility of the U.S.-South Korea alliance, and the U.S.-Japan alliance--the very security architecture upon which postwar Northeast Asia's economic and political successes have been built. The erosion of deterrence in Northeast Asia could have further unpredictable, possibly cascading, consequences. None of them is likely to be pleasant.
The third possible outcome would be for the international community (or the United States) to aim for, and to achieve, regime change in the North. It is more difficult to generalize about this outcome. One can be assured that the path to regime change would be fraught with danger, and that the result, under even the most optimistic variants, would involve tremendous disruption and uncertainty. It does not require much imagination, for example, to see how a successful push for regime change could precipitate a mass exodus of starving North Koreans, whether overland into China and Russia, or by boat to Japan and South Korea. There is also a real possibility that the push for regime change in North Korea could result in war, in which case the likelihood of Seoul's escaping unscathed would seem quite small. In any event, however, a push for regime change in Pyongyang does not look to be in the cards. Whatever their other differences, the governments of China, Russia, South Korea, and Japan are today united in their aversion to a policy of promoting regime change in Pyongyang. Within the senior reaches of the Bush administration, the notion of regime change in North Korea has been discussed--but apparently, only toyed with. Occasional flirtations notwithstanding, American policy has never actually embraced the argument that regime change is either desirable or necessary in North Korea.

With no coalescence around a strategy for the North Korea problem, either in Washington or among America's partners in Northeast Asia, the situation is tilting in an incalculable direction. As during the 
[CONTINUED]

Regime Change Fails

[CONTINUED]

interwar years of 1919-1939, there is an unstable equilibrium, and we are faced with an inherently dangerous situation. One additional factor makes the situation today even more dangerous than is widely appreciated: the North Korean leadership's poor decision-making record. Consider: Pyongyang's attempt to revitalize its economy in September 2002 through a vaunted "special autonomous region" for Sinuiju deteriorated into a fiasco when the project's newly chosen boss, the controversial Chinese businessman Yang Bin, was detained, tried, and convicted by Chinese authorities. In September 2002, Kim Jong Il's attempted "confession diplomacy" with Japan badly backfired, setting back prospects for North Korean-Japanese diplomatic normalization even further than they had been before the summit with Prime Minister Koizumi. This series of faux pas was followed by the nuclear tirades of October 2002 at meetings with Assistant Secretary of State Kelly that set the current phase of the North Korean nuclear drama in motion.

The most recent nuclear crisis raises further questions about the ability of the North Korean leadership to manage crises. In past disputes, the North Korean leadership consistently, and often skillfully, attempted to play off one nation against another. Today, by contrast, Kim Jong Il has managed to alienate and alarm most of his neighbors simultaneously--even though they have not yet responded to his mounting threats. To the extent one can today detect in Northeast Asia the nascent components of a coalition to punish North Korea for its nuclear transgressions, it is a prospective coalition being assembled more through the inadvertent actions of Pyongyang than through the conscious design of Washington. To quote once again Paul Bracken's 1993 study:

This [situation] is dangerous because it indicates that little learning is taking place and that North Korea is a country in which the ruler is all-powerful, but ill-informed and unrestrained by competent advice. The danger, of course, is heightened by the fact that this decision-making system has control of an enormous military force and potential nuclear force, however small. . . . What this means is that North Korea is likely to be dangerously bad at crisis management. North Korea's policy is a loose collection of eccentric ideas emanating from the top through an incoherent--yet large and deadly--security structure that is short on caution and coordination.

Bracken's admonition should be kept very much in mind by anyone attempting to envision the eventual outcome of our yet-unfinished Ten Years' Crisis with nuclear North Korea. We may hope that the world community weathers this crisis in better and wiser fashion than it did the Twenty Years' Crisis some three generations ago; the record of events to date, however, provides but fragile grounds for such a hope.

Regime Change Fails

Regime change is infeasible – expert consensus

AEI, 04 (October 2004, AEI research assistant Assia Dosseva prepared this summary, “The Permanent North Korean Crisis: What Should the Next Administration Do?” http://www.aei.org/EMStaticPage/924?page=Summary)
Two years after Pyongyang admitted to having a covert highly enriched uranium program, the North Korean nuclear crisis remains unresolved, with the United States and neighboring countries calling for further rounds of "six party" denuclearization talks and a North Korean official declaring at the United Nations last month that his government has "weaponized" its nuclear materials. Should America use diplomacy to negotiate an end to proliferation, or is regime change our best hope for long-term success? Would compensating North Korea for compliance with the nonproliferation treaty convince Kim Jong Il to change his ways, or would it send a message to other rogue states that nuclear proliferation could carry a large payoff in the end? Are the six party talks working, or would bilateral negotiations prove more effective? Nicholas Eberstadt and Michael O'Hanlon discussed these and other issues facing the Korean peninsula at an October 18 AEI conference.
Michael O'Hanlon
Brookings Institution
There are several positive aspects to the current status quo: there is no war, the humanitarian crisis in North Korea (DRPK) is not as bad as it was in the late 1990s, and the DRPK has not yet sold nuclear weapons to third countries. This being said, the situation is rather grim. The main policy failure is that North Korea has already been allowed to produce seven or eight nuclear weapons. However, a rigid focus on nuclear weapons will lead to a stalemate in any future negotiation.

Bush's opinion that paying twice for the same weapons would be regime appeasement and a step back in negotiations is completely correct.  On the other hand, it is logically sound that in the absence of clear incentives and credible threats, North Korea will not give up its nuclear weapons program.  Preemption as a means to regime change is clearly out of the question, as South Korea (ROK) is likely to veto such an operation, and the burden of huge human casualties on both sides makes this option equally infeasible. 
What the next administration should do is test Kim Jong Il's willingness to reform within a Communist Party system as Vietnam and China have.  Under the six-party-talks framework, the United States could provide the sticks, and South Korea, China, and Japan could provide the carrots. This would be a beneficial position for the United States, because it will be able to maintain a firm position of resolve on the nuclear question, while also offering North Korea a broader negotiating plan. The substantive issue within the six-party talks should be setting an agenda that could be feasibly proposed and that has the best chance of eliminating North Korea's nuclear arsenal.
The United States should undertake decisive measures to avoid "buying the same horse twice": 1) The DPRK should be required to perform a structural reform on their economy. 2) They should cut their military spending, which currently consumes about 25 percent of their GDP. 3) North Korea should eliminate their chemical weapons and release Japanese kidnap victims. 4) All the reforms should be verifiable. 5) The United States could show flexibility with regards to numbers and scheduling of the reduction of long-range and short-range conventional missiles. 6) In return, the international community could begin to lift trade sanctions, and increase humanitarian aid-but not cash.

If the North Korean government is not willing to accept reform in this larger framework, the United States cannot afford to accept the current status quo, which would lead to an indefinite increase in the DPRK's arsenal.  If engagement does not work, the United States, albeit reluctantly, may have to resort to harsher measures, including economic sanctions, to induce the collapse of the regime.

Nicholas Eberstadt
AEI
The North Korean problem has gotten worse during the last two administrations. Success in resolving the crisis depends on the proper diagnosis of the problem. A lot can be understood by construing statements made by the North Korean government, as they reveal consistent patterns of thought and behavior.

North Korea is a revisionist government in opposition to modern democratization and globalization. North Korea sees these two trends as threats to its survival. It wants to avoid the Pax Americana, which has secured the peace in that part of the world for half a century, and integration into international trade. Assimilation of South Korea into its territory is a non-negotiable North Korean demand. The DRPK also admits to seeing fundamental internal reform as suicidal.

Although it is always best to see peaceful diplomacy as a first step to solving a problem, this approach is a highly unrealistic in the present case. There are several main problems associated with the North Korean crisis:

The DPRK's nuclear intentions. Starting with the 1991 joint declaration on Korean peninsular denuclearization, North Korea has broken every agreement it ever signed in that field. There is no apparent reason for North Korea to change this behavioral pattern.

Implications related to possible agreements and benefits revision vis-à-vis other potential nuclear powers. If an agreement for renewed benefits is used twice to solve the same problem, this would create a precedent and send the wrong message to other would-be proliferators, such as Iran, which has been closely following the developments around North Korea.

Trustworthy personnel. There is nobody credible to negotiate with on the other side of the table in North Korea. 

It is crucial that the six-party talks set guidelines for defining failure. Clarity is necessary in order to establish that diplomacy has failed and to be able to proceed to the next stage.

A more effective policy would presuppose additional and more intense negotiations with the help of U.S. allies and possible collaborators, particularly China and the ROK. Any sort of coordinated policy dealing with the DPRK is going to be vastly improved by a stronger U.S.-ROK bond, and there is a big role for enhanced U.S. diplomacy with China. Regime change is not unthinkable if it would not end in a tragedy.

Thomas Donnelly
AEI
Why couldn't the North Korean crisis be one of these situations where the best thing to do would be to accept the status quo? I agree that the ultimate solution would be a regime change, and I think it is helpful to think about the necessary steps after North Korea disappears. However, it is more important to solve the existing problem first. What are alternative ways to resolve the North Korean crisis, the additional sticks and carrots we could offer, in order to avoid the risks of regime change?

Michael O'Hanlon
Brookings Institution
The rule-of-thumb would be to not resort to regime change before it is absolutely necessary. This may require keeping the short-run damage to a minimum and hoping that the crisis will resolve itself in the long run. The last couple of years have not been as horrific for the North Koreans as the early 1990s were, and the arms exports problem has not been that serious in the sense that it has not substantially aided international terrorism.

Some additional carrots and sticks may include convincing China and South Korea to join inspections of ships for contraband to and from North Korea and for weapons-related technology in their territorial waters. Continued humanitarian aid could be allowed into the DPRK to alleviate the suffering of the North Korean people. There are not many tools beyond that. At the end of the day, we may have no alternative to brinkmanship.

Nicholas Eberstadt
AEI
No current modus operandi seems sustainable. Clearly there is a nuclear buildup of nuclear arsenal taking place in the DPRK. Clearly, any attempts to press North Korea have not worked. Clearly, North Korea's undeclared exports are rising. As long as these are the fundamentals of the situation, the current status quo is unacceptable.

CP --> WMD/CBW Use

Conflict risks WMD or CBW use – that causes escalation over Asia

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

The Conflict May Get Catastrophic

The costs and risks of conflict on the Korean peninsula look daunting on the basis of the conventional military arsenals available to the protagonists. But they would be even more severe should this become the first conflict of the 21st century to see the use of weapons of mass destruction. North Korea is widely expected to consider using the chemical weapons it has at its disposal, and to do so early in any conflict. Moreover, if the worst case estimates are correct, and North Korea does have nuclear weapons and the ability to deliver them, the war could become especially destructive, raising the challenge for Washington of whether to use its own nuclear arsenal. The possible use of nuclear weapons at any stage and by any party makes it much harder to argue that the costs of going to war are outweighed by the benefits.

Any use of WMDs, especially by North Korea, increases the chances of catastrophic damage on the peninsula. It may also increase the chances of other parties being drawn into the conflict. Even if Japan managed to stay on the sidelines of a conventional war, acting only as a transit point for US forces heading for the peninsula, it could be drawn into the conflict if it felt vulnerable itself to an unconventional weapons attack. Indeed one possible strategy for a threatened North Korea would be to deliberately attempt to bring other countries into the conflict, raising the costs in the region and thus compelling the US to desist. (Iraq attempted to do this with its Scud attacks on Israel in the first Gulf War of the early 1990s).

The most compelling disincentive for a US-led attack against the DPRK is the enormous damage that could potentially be inflicted upon South Korea, and perhaps also parts of Japan, by North Korean anticipatory or retaliatory strikes. Seoul, the capital city of South Korea, is most vulnerable to such action. It is located only 25 miles from the demilitarized zone separating the two Koreas, rendering its 10 million-strong population well within range of the North’s thousands of artillery pieces and hundreds of short-range missiles. Indeed, since the North Korean nuclear crisis of 1993–1994, the DPRK has reportedly been expanding these capabilities, with approximately 70% of its active duty ground forces and 80% of its total firepower now concentrated in and around this area.10 As a result of this forward deployment, Joseph Bermudez estimates in his seminal study of North Korea’s armed forces that South Korea and the US would only have 24 hours warning of an imminent DPRK strike, and possibly less if North Korean forces were already at high alert status.11

The fact that much of the North’s arsenal is still widely dispersed and ensconced in hardened positions could render its complete elimination extremely difficult. Yet, were it to be successfully unleashed upon Seoul, civilian casualties would reach tens or hundreds of thousands, and perhaps more if the strike involved the use of chemical, biological, or even nuclear weapons.
CP Kills Trade

Conflict kills trade ties

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Asia-Pacific Regional Impact and Perceptions

One of the biggest traditional arguments against a war on the Korean peninsula is the damage which would be imposed on the wider East Asian region where so many of America’s vital interests intersect. About a third of America’s global trade is with East Asia, for instance, which is also home to two of the world’s largest economies: China and Japan.12 Indeed, the growing importance of trade linkages between Northeast Asia’s major economies (and with the United States) increases the chances of profound region-wide economic damage which may make the 1997 financial crisis seem minor by comparison.13 The links with South Korea are instructive by themselves, rating easily within the top five trading partners of China and Taiwan and the top three for Japan.14 If war was protracted or catastrophic, the economic damage could be even greater, and both China and South Korea stand to be saddled with particular costs in the wake of a mass exodus of refugees that could be anticipated from the DPRK.

CP Kills ROK Relations

Conflict kills ROK relations

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Moreover, just as the Atlantic alliance has come under severe strain as a result of the US-led campaign against Iraq, the advent of a second Korean war could expose America’s network of Asian alliances to similar pressures. A high level of discomfort currently exists in the alliance relationship between American and South Korea, some of which is almost certainly the product of differing opinions over how to deal with the DPRK. Unlike the Bush administration, Seoul favors a policy of “Constructive Engagement”—often referred to as the “Sunshine Policy”—towards the North.15 Added to this, any American moves towards war would also likely exacerbate currents of anti-Americanism which, according to recent polls, are evident in a clear majority of South Korean public opinion.16 The Bush Administration may therefore be reluctant to lead an attack on the North that could risk the further deterioration, if not the complete collapse, of this 50-year-old alliance.

CP Kills Sino Relations

Conflict kills our Sino relations 

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

In choosing war against North Korea, Washington could also damage relations with China, which have enjoyed something of a rapprochement in the war on terror period. Beijing certainly has no interest in a nuclearized Korean peninsula and claims to have worked to put pressure on the Kim Jong-Il regime, such as in late February 2003 when it closed an oil pipeline to the DPRK for a period of three days.17 Given its distaste for American unilateralism and its longstanding support for the inviolability of the principle of state sovereignty, China also has every reason to avoid seeing the world’s leading power impose itself by force in a neighboring state. Likewise, while Japan has recently created domestic legal frameworks for imposing unilateral sanctions against North Korea (with some of its politicians even advocating pre-emptive action against the DPRK’s Attacking North Korea nuclear program), it is far from clear that Tokyo possesses the resolve to accept an open conflict on the Korean Peninsula.18 Indeed, the United States is likely to find it hard to locate advocates of war even amongst its firmest allies. The United Kingdom and Australia have stood close by in recent campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, and have been generally sympathetic to the Bush Administration’s preventive war policy. However, their respective national leaders have each been subjected to intense domestic criticism as a result of support given to the US-led action in Iraq, and therefore cannot necessarily be counted on as enthusiasts for a deliberate attack on North Korea.19

CP Kills Hege

Conflict hurts our credibility as a hegemon

Ayson & Taylor, 04 – Professor of Strategic Studies and directs the Centre for Strategic Studies, AND * lecturer in the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University (Robert Ayson and Brendan Taylor, Comparative Strategy, “Attacking North Korea: Why War Might Be Preferred,” 23:263–279)

Major conflict on the Korean peninsula prosecuted by Washington might therefore be regarded as the sort of destabilizing event that could upset the whole Asia-Pacific house and harm America’s regional reputation as an anchor of regional stability. Indeed, it would only increase fears in the region that the United States is something other than a benign hegemon, and give China a further boost in the long-term competition for regional allegiance.

First Strike Fails

First strike fails – there is no chance that it is successful and chance of retaliation outweighs

Blumenthal, 05 - a resident fellow at AEI (July 2005, Dan, “Facing a Nuclear North Korea,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817)

. . . War-War?
An immediate option for dealing with North Korea’s nuclear program would be to conduct surgical, preemptive strikes against North Korean facilities to eliminate the nuclear threat. This option is all the more appealing when one considers America’s preponderance in intelligence gathering capabilities, stealth bomber aircraft, standoff munitions, and bunker-busting bombs; however, the risks of such an attack far outweigh the likely benefits. Since Israel preemptively destroyed the Iraqi Osirak nuclear reactor at Tuwaitah in 1981, would-be nuclear proliferators have taken a variety of concealment measures in order to prevent the key components of their nuclear weapons manufacturing process from being identified and targeted. North Korea, as the world’s most closed society, has been able to undertake significant measures in this regard, and the United States has not even been able to successfully identify its uranium enrichment facilities, a key component of its nuclear program. Thus, it is not clear that a preemptive, surgical strike would be able to identify and destroy targets inside of the DPRK.

There is also the problem of how Pyongyang would react. North Korea has 70 percent of its 1,003,000 ground forces personnel deployed along the Demilitarized Zone boundary between the two Koreas, including approximately 4,000 tanks and assault guns, and 2,500 armored personnel carriers.[15] North Korea possesses some 100 No-dong missiles that could strike civilian and military targets in Japan, possibly with WMD warheads.[16] If the DPRK leadership truly believed that it had nothing to lose, its Taep’o-dong 2 missile force can strike the continental United States. In short, were North Korea to retaliate for surgical strikes, it has great military capabilities with which to do so.

First strike on nuclear sites won’t work – and Kim may not be deterrable anyways 

Stossel, 05 – manager for The Atlantic, graduate from Harvard, lifelong journalist for several different publications (July/August 2005, Scott, “North Korea: The War Game,” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/print/2005/07/north-korea-the-war-game/4029)

Unfortunately, trying to take out the regime's nuclear sites with surgical strikes—an iffy proposition at best, since we don't know where some of the sites are—might provoke a horrific war. And trying to create regional nuclear deterrence by allowing South Korea, Japan, and even Taiwan to become nuclear powers would undermine the global nonproliferation system that has been in place for more than forty years. The North Korean regime may be fundamentally undeterrable anyway: President Kim Jong Il has reportedly said that he would "destroy the world" or "take the world with me" before accepting defeat on the battlefield. And as bad as Kim is, what comes after him could be worse. A complete collapse of the regime might lead not only to enormous refugee problems for China and South Korea but also, in effect, to a weapons-of-mass-destruction yard sale for smugglers.

There are still other dangers. If we did successfully invade, our troops would be likely to eventually find themselves near North Korea's Chinese border. The last time that happened, in 1950, the Chinese counterinvaded. (A 1961 treaty obliges China to do so again in the event of an attack on North Korea.) Meanwhile, other nations—most notably Iran—are watching carefully to see whether North Korea will be allowed to become an official nuclear power without reprisal.

All of which is to say that any move in North Korea is fraught with potentially disastrous implications. Time is not on our side, as the shutdown of the Yongbyon reactor in April makes clear; the longer we wait to take action, the more nuclear weapons Kim Jong Il may build, and the more threatening he will become. Something needs to be done. But what?
The seeds of the current crisis were planted late in the winter of 1993, when North Korea declared that proposed International Atomic Energy Agency inspections of two of its nuclear sites represented an unwarranted violation of sovereignty. The Kim regime subsequently threatened to begin converting 8,000 spent fuel rods from its Yongbyon plant into weaponizable nuclear material. As tensions rose, Pyongyang became more belligerent, at one point reminding the South Koreans that it wouldn't be hard to turn Seoul into "a sea of fire." The United States, for its part, contemplated pre-emptive strikes on Yongbyon.

***BOMB KOREA CP
1NC Bomb Korea CP

Text: The President of the United States of America should order a conventional air strike on North Korean nuclear facilities designated in CONPLAN 5026. 

Solves North Korean lashout, Korean war and north Korean beligerrence- no risk of retaliation or radiation impacts

Bruner 3 – Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (3/7, “North Korean Crisis: Potential Military Options,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rs21582.pdf)
Preemptive Strike on Nuclear Facilities. The Administration’s National Security Strategy reserves the option for the President to order a preemptive strike to forestall a weapons of mass destruction attack against the United States, its military forces, or its allies.15 In this case, the possession of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles could threaten, now or in the short term, U.S. forces and allied populations in South Korea and Japan. In the longer term, a few observers are concerned that North Korea could threaten more distant targets, to include parts of the U.S. homeland.16 There is also the possibility that North Korean nuclear materials and weapons could be exported to third parties – terrorist groups or rogue states – that might wish to harm the United States. In any event, a policy option would be to destroy identified weapons and materials and associated production facilities in North Korea; it would be complicated by the North Korean’s ability to hide or protect such targets, often deeply underground. The United States has the ability to deliver both conventional and nuclear weapons against some underground targets, and is studying “robust nuclear earth penetrators.”17 Some targets could presumably also be neutralized with special forces operations. A risk with a preemptive strike option is that all identified targets, if they do exist, might not be accurately located and that some may be deeply or effectively protected against U.S. weapons.18 Surviving capabilities might be used in retaliatory strikes, possibly creating calamities that U.S. policy was trying to prevent. U.S. strikes would undoubtedly be considered acts of war, and North Korea could attempt to launch selective or massive conventional attacks against South Korea in response.19 It is, therefore, unlikely that South Korea would support a preemptive strike option under most circumstances. CRS-6 20 O’Hanlon, op. cit. Note. In extremis, both sides retain the option to resort to nuclear warfare. 21 General Robert Kingston, U.S. Army, Retired, Oral History, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 1995. In context, it must be noted that Chinese soldiers were also tough opponents. Preemptive War. Initiating general war with North Korea is an unlikely option for the United States, as South Korea would be unwilling to sustain the resultant, huge costs on its population without extreme provocation. In theory, however, two policy objectives might be met. First, should regime change in North Korea become a priority policy objective, a military march to Pyongyang might be the only sure means available. Second, should a major North Korean attack south appear imminent, the policy of preemptive attack might offer advantages: the initial allied targeting and assaults could reduce North Korean capabilities to destroy Seoul, WMD could be destroyed or captured, and allied commanders would be able to execute their plan with nonattritted forces – a particular advantage if the United States followed a doctrine of rapid, joint, and coordinated attacks throughout the depth of North Korea.

2NC Bomb Korea Solves

CP solves 100% of the advantage- in a world absent a strike on key facilities the North Koreans will continue provocations and have the capacity to launch a strike- the CP reduces the risk that North Korea will continue proliferating or sell the weapons to rogue states

Destroying the facilities solve- key to checking North Korean nuclear program and rogue prolif 

Carter and Perry 6 – *assistant secretary of defense under Clinton, AND **secretary of defense. Both are now professors at Harvard and Stanford, respectively (7/26, “If Necessary, Strike and Destroy.” http://www.heritage.org/Search.aspx?query=invade+north+korea&section=|) 

North Korean technicians are reportedly in the final stages of fueling a long-range ballistic missile that some experts estimate can deliver a deadly payload to the United States. The last time North Korea tested such a missile, in 1998, it sent a shock wave around the world, but especially to the United States and Japan, both of which North Korea regards as archenemies. They recognized immediately that a missile of this type makes no sense as a weapon unless it is intended for delivery of a nuclear warhead. A year later North Korea agreed to a moratorium on further launches, which it upheld -- until now. But there is a critical difference between now and 1998. Today North Korea openly boasts of its nuclear deterrent, has obtained six to eight bombs' worth of plutonium since 2003 and is plunging ahead to make more in its Yongbyon reactor. The six-party talks aimed at containing North Korea's weapons of mass destruction have collapsed. Should the United States allow a country openly hostile to it and armed with nuclear weapons to perfect an intercontinental ballistic missile capable of delivering nuclear weapons to U.S. soil? We believe not. The Bush administration has unwisely ballyhooed the doctrine of "preemption," which all previous presidents have sustained as an option rather than a dogma. It has applied the doctrine to Iraq, where the intelligence pointed to a threat from weapons of mass destruction that was much smaller than the risk North Korea poses. (The actual threat from Saddam Hussein was, we now know, even smaller than believed at the time of the invasion.) But intervening before mortal threats to U.S. security can develop is surely a prudent policy. Therefore, if North Korea persists in its launch preparations, the United States should immediately make clear its intention to strike and destroy the North Korean Taepodong missile before it can be launched. This could be accomplished, for example, by a cruise missile launched from a submarine carrying a high-explosive warhead. The blast would be similar to the one that killed terrorist leader Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in Iraq. But the effect on the Taepodong would be devastating. The multi-story, thin-skinned missile filled with high-energy fuel is itself explosive -- the U.S. airstrike would puncture the missile and probably cause it to explode. The carefully engineered test bed for North Korea's nascent nuclear missile force would be destroyed, and its attempt to retrogress to Cold War threats thwarted. There would be no damage to North Korea outside the immediate vicinity of the missile gantry.

2NC Bomb Korea Solves

Bombing nuclear facilities solve- we have the capability to erase their nuclear program

Global Security, 05 (“OPLAN 5026- Air Strikes,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/oplan-5026.htm)

PLAN 5026/CONPLAN 5026 has been associated, in the available literature, with surgical strikes against North Korea that would take out crucial targets but would not constitute the initiation of a major theater war.One scenario for dealing with North Korea's nuclear program would consist of surgical strikes against facilities believed to be involved with the production, storage, or deployment of nuclear weapons. Such strikes might resemble the Israeli preemptive strike on the Iraqi Osirak nuclear reactor in 1981.  Using B-2 stealth bombers and F-117 stealth fighters the United States could strike multiple targets throughout North Korea, including the reprocessing facilities at Yongbyon. The deployment of F-117s from the 49th Fighter Wing to South Korea and the deployments of B-52s and B-1Bs to Guam brought a significant degree of capability to the region that might have handled contingencies. 

During the 1993-1994 Nulear Crisis, defense officials within the Clinton Administration began developing contingency plans for conducting surgical strikes on Yongbyon. Those plans consisted of deploying additional squadrons of aircraft to South Korea, including F-117s, the deployment of several battalions of ground troops to reinforce elements of the 2nd Infantry Division, and the deployment of an additional aircraft carrier battle group with its strike aircraft and Tomahawk cruise missiles. The plan, which had been developed by the USFK commander General Gary Luck, was designed so that it could be executed within a very short timeframe, a couple of days. 

Failure to shut down North Korean nuclear reactors ensures nuclear proliferation

Laney and Shaplan, 03 – *President Emeritus of Emory University, AND **Policy Adviser at the KEDO (“How to Deal with North Korea.” Foreign Affairs; Mar/Apr2003, Vol. 82 Issue 2, p16, 15p)
The North's decision to reopen its plutonium-based nuclear program at Yongbyon poses a more critical and immediate threat, however. Prior to its suspension in 1994, most experts believe this program had already produced enough plutonium for one or two nuclear weapons. The 8,000 spent fuel rods from the five-megawatt reactor contained enough plutonium for an additional four to five nuclear weapons.[4]  The IAEA monitored the freeze via seals, cameras, and on-site inspectors. It also canned the 8,000 existing spent fuel rods, placed them in a safe-storage cooling pond, and monitored them until its inspectors were expelled from North Korea on December 31. The five-megawatt reactor, when operational, will produce enough plutonium for one or two additional nuclear weapons per year.  But the 8,000 rods represent an even more immediate challenge. If the North follows through on its threat to reopen the reprocessing facility in February, it would take just six months to reprocess all of its spent fuel and extract enough plutonium to make four or five additional weapons. This would bring Pyongyang's nuclear arsenal to between five and seven weapons by the end of July. It could have enough plutonium for one to three weapons even sooner. 
Strike now solves- delaying the attack magnifies your impact claims

Suri, 1o – foreign policy adviser for Global Brief (Jeremy, “A New Strategy Against North Korea?” (http://globalbrief.ca/jeremisuri/2010/05/26/a-new-strategy-against-north-korea 5/26)

As much as we might not like it, the time may have come for strategic military strikes against North Korea´s nuclear facilities. We cannot allow a regime that has attacked its neighbor´s navy to follow with threats of similar unprovoked nuclear attacks. We cannot allow a regime with this record of aggression to continue loose talk of launching nuclear missiles. If this continues, Japan and South Korea will surely feel more internal pressure to develop their own nuclear capabilities, setting off a greater arms race in the region and around the world. Nothing could have worse implications for U.S. non-proliferation efforts. The North Koreans and other observers (especially in Iran) must know that their nuclear efforts will become military targets if they are coupled with aggressive moves against their neighbors. This approach might induce a North Korean act of war, but that again might be a risk worth taking. Otherwise, we have set a precedent for accepting aggression and nuclear proliferation in East Asia and other regions. The future war that is likely in this scenario is worse than anything that would come from military strikes on nascent nuclear belligerents today.

2NC Bomb Korea Solves

Solves best- defense experts agree

Rosenberg, 03 (Eric, staff writer for the Quebec Gazette, “Bomb North Korea if Talks Fail: Official,” June 12, page Lexis
Richard Perle, a former Pentagon official and an architect of the Bush administration's strategy to topple Saddam Hussein, said U.S. President George W. Bush should consider bombing North Korea's nuclear production facilities if diplomatic efforts fail to convince Pyongyang to disarm.

A chief adviser to Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, Perle said the preferable approach to the current nuclear standoff with North Korea would be to isolate the Stalinist regime so completely it buckles and forswears atomic weapons. Whether such a tactic would work, Perle said, remains to be seen.

Crippled by an ailing economy and increasing economic isolation, North Korea has turned to weapons sales as one of its principal means of obtaining hard currency. Perle suggested Pyongyang might seek to sell nuclear bombs to the highest bidder. "We must assume that if (North Korea) had a nuclear weapon and Al-Qa'ida wished to purchase a nuclear weapon, that a deal could be done. So we can't allow them to acquire nuclear weapons," Perle said.

Bush has said that he wants to solve the North Korea crisis via diplomacy. The North Korean government maintains the U.S. president is preparing a military strike. The CIA believes North Korea possesses up to two nuclear weapons. But in recent talks with a visiting U.S. congressional delegation, Pyongyang officials claimed to have reprocessed about 8,000 nuclear fuel rods, enough for six to eight additional atomic bombs.

Redlining Good

Redlining solves- threatening a strike specifically prevents belligerence, even if North Korea pushes the boundary they will never cross it

Yoimuri, 06 (Daily Yomiuri, “Nuclear Fallout”, October 13 2006. Page Lexis)

This is the second installment of a three-part series on the global response to North Korea's nuclear test.

If North Korea crosses the Rubicon and transfers nuclear weapons and technology to other nations, the nation will bear full responsibility for it, U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice warned Tuesday in a series of interviews with the U.S. media. On Monday, U.S. President George W. Bush said in a statement, "The transfer of nuclear weapons or material by North Korea to states or nonstate entities would be considered a grave threat to the United States." The United States is not just concerned that North Korea could become a nuclear state, but that such an affront to the intent of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty could result in an increased number of nations possessing nuclear weapons and transfer of those weapons to international terrorist organizations, threatening the security of the United States. The United States has intentionally left the redline for considering military intervention ambiguous, but the statements by Bush and Rice following Pyongyang's announcement that it conducted an underground nuclear test made it clear the redline lies with the transfer of nuclear weapons and technology. Mitchell Reiss, who served as director for policy planning at the U.S. State Department during the first term of the Bush administration, said that regardless of whether the United States acknowledges North Korea's possession of nuclear weapons, the reality is that the United States must coexist with a nuclear-armed North Korea. He argued that the United States had no choice but to shift to a policy that focuses on the issue of nuclear proliferation. What concerns the United States most seriously at this point is nuclear proliferation to Iran, which has considerable influence on Iraq, the most pressing issue for the Bush administration. If Iran, which the United States lists as a state sponsoring terrorism, receives nuclear technology or weapons from North Korea, fear that terrorists could obtain nuclear arms would grow dramatically. Washington also has another concern. Some in Congress and the media have begun openly expressing a view that recent events could spark a domino effect leading Japan, South Korea and Taiwan to become nuclear states in the wake of North Korea's nuclear development. They argue that the security situation in Northeast Asia would be dramatically changed. Given these two concerns, the United States first worked to strengthen international pressure on North Korea, pushing for the imposition of punitive sanctions through the U.N. Security Council and reassuring other nations such as Japan and South Korea that they are under the nuclear umbrella of the United States. By doing so, the United States aims to send a warning to Iran and prevent other nations from being tempted to become nuclear states. So far, this tactic has worked well. At the U.N. Security Council, China, which had been reluctant to impose sanctions on North Korea, is now shifting to approve punitive measures. With Russia also being expected to support the council's resolution calling for imposition of sanctions, the international coalition against North Korea is being fully established. South Korea, which had refused to take part, even as an observer, in drills conducted under the U.S.-led international Proliferation Security Initiative to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, said for the first time on Tuesday that it would participate in PSI activities on a case-by-case basis. However, North Korea is aware the redline for the United States is the transfer of nuclear weapons and technology. This is why Pyongyang boldly conducted the nuclear test. North Korea likely will continue putting pressure on the United States while taking into account the limit line. As the United States currently rules out the military option against North Korea, the tug of war between North Korea and the United States already has begun. 

Politics Differential – Dems Good

Public supports the CP

Lazaro, 10 (6/20, Kris, staff writer for NBC News, “Military Action Favored against North Korea,”  http://www.usaelectionpolls.com/articles/military-action-against-north-korea-favored-062009001.html)

In July 2006, adults were about evenly split between whether there should be military action against North Korea, now it is favored. 

US fears a North Korea missile launch towards America.  Missile shield systems sent to Hawaii. Net approval for military action against North Korea has jumped a sum of 9% since 2006.  When Americans feel that their lives are threatened, they are willing to go at all lengths to feel safe. And military action against North Korea is now supported because of Pyongyang's latest actions. They sentenced two American reporters to labor prison camps. They are testing missiles. They are defying the UN. All despite global pressure to stop.  It is not Obama's fault for North Korea to act as they are BUT it seems highly likely that this is a test of his resolve. A rogue regime with evil intents would want to test any new leaders' resolve.  But it is clear from the 2008 election that the American people put far more trust in Obama to handle these global issues than they did with a John McCain. 

Public supports military action if diplomacy fails- polls prove

PIPA, 03 (Feb 3, “New PIPA/Knowledge Networks Poll Finds If Diplomacy Fails With N. Korea, Only a Minority Supports Moving Toward Military Action If S. Korea Opposed,” http://www.pipa.org/OnlineReports/NorthKorea/NKorea2_Feb03/NKorea_Feb03_commentary.pdf)

Initially a modest majority (54%) said that if US diplomatic and economic efforts fail to stop North Korea from developing nuclear weapons, it would favor the US "moving toward" military action. However, if South Korea would be opposed-which in fact it is--the percentage drops to 37%, with 51% opposed and 12% unsure.  It should be noted that the 54% initially expressed support for "moving toward" military action, not necessarily military action per se. In a February Los Angeles Times poll only 37% said that the U.S. should "take military action against North Korea" if diplomacy fails.
AT: Diplomacy

Hardline containment is key and only diplomacy leads to a laundry list of impacts

Kristof, 09 – columnist for NYT since 2001, is a two-time Pulitzer Prize winner who writes op-ed columns that appear twice a week (8/6/09, “Rethinking North Korea- With Sticks,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/06/opinion/06kristof.html)

There are new indications that North Korea may be transferring nuclear weapons technology to Myanmar, the dictatorship also known as Burma, and that it earlier supplied a reactor to Syria. For many years, based on five visits to North Korea and its border areas, I’ve argued for an “engagement” approach toward Pyongyang, but now I’ve reluctantly concluded that we need more sticks. Burmese defectors have provided detailed accounts of a North Korean reactor, perhaps a mirror of the one provided to Syria, built inside a mountain deep in Myanmar. The reports, first aired in The Sydney Morning Herald this month, come from Desmond Ball, a respected Asia scholar, and Phil Thornton, a journalist with expertise on Myanmar, and there has been other fragmentary intelligence to back them up. If the defectors’ accounts are true, the reactor “could be capable of being operational and producing a bomb a year, every year, after 2014,” Mr. Ball and Mr. Thornton wrote. The suspicions may be false, and Iraq is a reminder that defector reports about W.M.D. can be wrong. But partly because the North Korean reactor in Syria (destroyed by Israeli bombing in 2007) caught intelligence agencies by surprise, everyone is taking the latest reports seriously. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton expressed concern about the transfer of nuclear technology from North Korea to Myanmar, without giving details. All this was eerily foreshadowed by the North Koreans themselves. Michael Green, who ran Asian affairs for a time in the Bush White House, says that in March 2003, a North Korean official — with hands shaking — read out to him and other American officials a warning: We have a nuclear deterrent. If you don’t end your hostile policy, we will demonstrate, expand and transfer it. “They’ve done all those things,” Mr. Green notes. At times in the past, there seemed hope for diplomacy aimed at coaxing North Korea into giving up its nuclear program and joining the concert of nations. These days that seems virtually hopeless. “Formal diplomatic engagement aimed at rolling back their nuclear program has run its course, at least for the time being,” says Mitchell Reiss, a North Korea expert and former senior State Department official who is now at the College of William and Mary. “The facts have changed. You have to change your strategy.” In the past, Mr. Reiss focused on engagement. Now he advocates “hard containment” — toughened sanctions backed by military force if necessary. The truth is that North Korea doesn’t want to negotiate away its nuclear materials. It is focused on its own transition, and this year it has declined to accept a visit from the Obama administration’s special envoy, Stephen Bosworth. The North isn’t interested in “six-party talks” on nuclear issues; instead, it seeks talks with the U.S. conditioned on accepting North Korea’s status as a nuclear power — which is unacceptable. In recent months, North Korea has dismantled some economic reforms and economic cooperation projects with South Korea. Meanwhile, it continues to counterfeit U.S. $100 bills — the highest-quality goods that North Korea manufactures — and its embassies in Pakistan and other countries pay their way by smuggling drugs, liquor and currency. The North has released its American hostages but continues to hold South Koreans. And it’s the most totalitarian state in history: In North Korean homes, I’ve seen the “speaker” on the wall that wakes people up with propaganda each morning. More bizarre, triplets are routinely taken from parents and raised by the state because they are considered auspicious. There are no good options here, and a grass-roots revolution is almost impossible. North Koreans, even those in China who despise the regime, overwhelmingly agree that most ordinary North Koreans swallow the propaganda. Indeed, Kim Jong-il’s approval rating in his country may well be higher than President Obama’s is in the United States. Our best bet will be to continue to support negotiations, including a back channel that can focus on substance instead of protocol, as well as economic and cultural exchanges — but backed up by sticks. The Obama administration is now working with allies to reimpose economic and financial sanctions that a few years ago were very successful in squeezing the North Korean regime. China is surprisingly cooperative, even quietly intercepting several shipments of supplies useful for W.M.D. programs. Where we have intelligence that North Korean ships are transferring nuclear materials or technology to a country like Myanmar or Iran, we should go further and board those vessels. That’s an extreme step, but the nightmare would be if Iran simply decided to save time and buy a nuclear weapon or two from North Korea. We can’t allow that to happen.

AT: Diplomacy

The time for diplomacy is over – continued attempts to talk down the North Koreans leads to a laundry list of impacts

Meakem, 09 – co-founder, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of FreeMarkets, Inc. (6/22/09, “The Hard Facts of North Korea” http://glenmeakem.com/2009/06/22/go-to-war-against-north-korea/)

In recent weeks, North Korea test-fired ballistic missiles over the Sea of Japan and exploded its second nuclear bomb. It also convicted two American journalists of “grave crimes” against the North Korean state, sentencing them to 12 years of hard labor. In response, President Obama denounced North Korea’s actions, stating that they “fly in the face of U.N. resolutions” and that “the United States will never waiver from our determination to protect our people and the peace and security of the world.” The U.N. Security Council also passed a resolution encouraging inspections of North Korean ships suspected of transporting weapons and prohibiting the refueling or resupplying of such ships. This all sounds good. But the problem is that similar words and half-deeds have had no impact on North Korea for decades. North Korea is a communist, totalitarian hell where people have no rights or freedoms. Since the fall of the Berlin Wall and the abrupt end of economic support from the old Soviet Union 20 years ago, 3 million North Koreans have died of starvation; 1 million more have been killed by the government’s state security agency. For many reasons, the U.S. and the world have chosen to ignore these atrocities. North Korea threatens South Korea with its large army. China refuses to pressure North Korea, fearing a flood of refugees and international focus on human rights abuses. America fears a repeat of the bloody Korean War, in which more than 50,000 American soldiers died. Through it all, North Korean dictator Kim Jong Il and his government have continued developing nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. For two decades, U.S. policymakers believed North Korea was developing these weapons to bargain for economic aid and our actions reflected this mistaken belief. Complicating matters further, North Korea exports its missiles and nuclear weapons technology. It has supplied terrorist nations including Syria and Iran. If North Korea becomes a full nuclear weapons state, there will be no stopping Iran’s nuclear ambitions. Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and perhaps others will then acquire nukes to balance the Shiite Islamic Republic. The world will become a much more dangerous place where more governments, including many characterized by instability and erratic behavior, will possess nuclear weapons and the missiles to deliver them. President Obama should recognize that diplomacy failed Presidents Clinton and Bush. Continued diplomatic “business as usual” will further embolden North Korea and make worldwide nuclear nonproliferation a joke. Despite many distractions, it is now decision time on North Korea for Barack Obama. Will he make the difficult, courageous and historic decision to go to war against North Korea alongside our South Korean allies? Or will he follow in the footsteps of Bill Clinton and George Bush by delivering rhetoric while doing nothing? President Obama will probably do nothing. But if and when North Korea causes a future nuclear exchange, history will judge Obama and his predecessors harshly.

AT: Retaliation

Strikes target critical triple c locations- makes military offensives impossible

Global Security, 05 (“OPLAN 5026- Air Strikes,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/oplan-5026.htm)

To prevent or minimize a North Korean response the United States might also opt to strike command and control locations as well as artillery emplacements that threaten US troops and South Korean targets including Seoul. Missile garrisons could also be targeted to remove the threat to Japan and the southern areas of the ROK. Depending on the aircraft used, the United States might also have to suppress North Korean air defenses surrounding critical targets, an effort that would be difficult. This presents an additional problem of creating a target list so large that it might be just as simple for the United States to aim for the liberation of North Korea rather than the more limited strikes. The deployment of additional assets to the South Korea and Guam in early March 2003 brough a great deal of capability to the region that would be usefull if the United States were to conduct surgical strikes. On February 28, 2003 twelve B-52Hs and twelve B-1Bs were ordered to deploy to Andersen Air Force Base at Guam. On March 10 the 3rd Fighter Wing deployed roughly twenty-four F-15Es and 800 airmen from the 90th Fighter Squadron to Osan Air Force Base. On March 14 six F-117s from the 49th Fighter Wing arrived at Kunsan Air Base.
AT: Alliance turn

Nope- South Korea, Japan and China all want the nuclear facility erased- they’d back us up

Daily Telegraph, 03 (4/26, “Time for North Korea,” Page Lexis)

Mr Bush's equivocation is understandable. On the one hand, Pyongyang, having admitted to an uranium enrichment programme last October, has now told the Americans that it already possesses nuclear arms and has threatened to export weapons-grade plutonium to the highest bidder. The logical conclusion to be drawn from this repeated duplicity is that military action, in the form of an air strike on the North Korean nuclear complex at Yongbyon, will have to pick up where diplomacy has failed. On the other hand, the human cost of such action could be huge. Washington would be extremely lucky to get away with a clean pre-emptive attack on Yongbyon in the way that Israel did with Iraq's Osirak reactor in 1981. Mr Kim would almost certainly respond with a missile assault on Seoul, thus dragging America, which has a mutual defence treaty with South Korea, into war. Mindful of these risks, Washington has shifted its contacts with Pyongyang from a bilateral basis, under which the North Koreans cheated on the nuclear deal agreed with Bill Clinton in 1994, into multilateral forums, first the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, then the Security Council in New York. The trilateral talks in Beijing this week enabled Pyongyang to regain a little lost ground, in that they excluded South Korea and Japan, the two states most closely affected by the North's bellicosity. And, despite the frostiness of the atmosphere, the door has been left open for further contacts. China's commitment to this process is the most promising development of recent weeks. Initially, the new generation of leaders in Beijing did little beyond urging Washington to deal with Pyongyang bilaterally. Now, they have belatedly woken up to the damage that sabre-rattling across the Yalu River is doing to the region as a whole. (The same phenomenon can be observed with regard to the spread of Sars.) Of the regional powers, South Korea is suffering economically from the North's brinkmanship, Japan has few illusions about the dangers that Mr Kim poses, and Russia yesterday reiterated its opposition to his nuclear ambitions. These misgivings provide the basis for concerted pressure on Pyongyang at least to refrain from reprocessing spent fuel rods at Yongbyon, testing a nuclear device or exporting plutonium. The reward for such restraint could be some sort of security guarantee and aid for an imploding economy. In some respects, the stakes in North Korea are even higher than they were in Iraq. Mr Kim is further advanced down the nuclear path, the regional economic impact of his delinquency is greater and the means of dealing with him carry a graver risk. As he digests the collapse of one part of the "axis of evil", Mr Bush is faced with heightened defiance from another.

***Aff Ans to Bomb North Korea CP
2AC

Strike on Yongbyon leads to radiation leakage and lashout- even if we beat the North Koreans eventually the conflict would be nuclear and would spur World War Three
Carter and Perry, 07 - *assistant secretary of defense under Clinton, AND **secretary of defense. Both are now professors at Harvard and Stanford, respectively. “Nuclear over North Korea: Back to the Brink” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1223/nuclear_over_north_korea.html) 

North Korea had ejected the international inspectors at its nuclear reactor facility at Yongbyon and began steps that would have led in a few months to the extraction of enough plutonium to build about six nuclear bombs. Such a development would have created unacceptable dangers to the region and to our own security. Consequently, we readied a detailed plan to attack the Yongbyon facility with precision-guided bombs. We were highly confident that it could be destroyed without causing a meltdown that would release radioactivity into the air. The plutonium would be entombed, and the special buildings nearby designed to reprocess the reactor fuel into bomb material would also be leveled. But a strike on Yongbyon, while surgical in and of itself, would hardly be surgical in its overall effect. The likely result of such a strike would be a spasmodic lashing out by North Korea's antiquated, but large and fanatical, military across the DMZ separating North Korea from South Korea, our ally. North Korea deploys more than 1 million soldiers near the DMZ, and its 11,000 long-range artillery pieces hidden nearby could rain destruction on the South Korean capital of Seoul, only 40 miles away. In the event of a North Korean attack, U.S. forces, working side by side with the South Korean army and using bases in Japan, would quickly destroy the North Korean army and the North Korean regime. But unlike Desert Storm, which was waged in the Arabian desert, the combat in another Korean War would take place in Seoul's crowded suburbs. While our war planners estimated that U.S. and South Korean forces would contain the North Korean advance north of Seoul, the price of defense would be heavy. Thousands of U.S. troops and tens of thousands of South Korean troops would be killed, and millions of refugees would crowd the highways. North Korean losses would be even higher. The intensity of combat would be greater than any the world has witnessed since the last Korean War. 
2AC

Causes East Asia war, radiation, overstretch, alliance failures, and US China war- star this card

Scarborough, 03 (Rowan, “Strike on North Korea viewed as too risky; pre-emptive strike would be costly”. Washington Times, Jan 1st, Page Lexis)


A pre-emptive strike by the United States on North Korea's nuclear weapons facilities is on the back burner for now because repercussions could prove catastrophic, outside analysts and administration officials say. An attack, while authorized by the White House's new national security strategy, could provoke North Korea's reclusive leader, Kim Jong-il, to attack South Korea, engulfing the region in war. Mr. Kim, with his rule at stake in one of the world's last Stalinist states, might unleash his small nuclear arsenal on South Korea or Japan. He also possesses large arsenals of chemical and biological weapons, and ballistic missiles to deliver them. The risks of striking now outweigh the rewards, analysts say. "Bombing might provoke attacks against the South," said Henry Sokolski, executive director of the Non-Proliferation Policy Education Center in Washington. "The administration understands this, that going to war or striking at those facilities is a non-starter. No one is arguing for that." Regarding the one or two atomic warheads North Korea is believed to possess, Mr. Sokolski said: "There is reason to believe the weapons they are making are small enough for a missile." President Bush yesterday said "all options are on the table" but suggested military conflict is not being considered. "I do not believe this is a military showdown. It is a diplomatic showdown," Mr. Bush said in his first comments on North Korea in two weeks. The dispute erupted in October, when North Korea admitted to the United States that it has, for years, violated the 1994 Agreed Framework by pursuing enriched uranium to build nuclear weapons. The situation worsened last week, when Pyongyang announced it was restarting a reactor that already has produced enough plutonium to make as many as five warheads. It also kicked out the two remaining inspectors from the International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA], who monitored a reactor in Yongbyon that was supposed to be shuttered under the 1994 agreement. For now, Mr. Bush is relying on diplomacy and threats of economic sanctions to convince Pyongyang to again close the reactor. The administration wants the IAEA to go before the U.N. Security Council in mid-January, when the United States will push for sanctions. Besides the threat of a war that would wreak havoc on the Korean Peninsula, U.S. officials and analysts provided other reasons why air strikes would be counterproductive. * If strikes provoke an attack by North Korea, the United States would need basing rights in Japan to move in the thousands of troops needed to blunt an invasion and conquer the North. Japan opposes strikes, so basing rights are far from assured. * Both of the United States' closest allies in the region, South Korea and Japan, favor talks with the North, not air strikes. "You would not launch a pre-emptive strike without consulting with Japan, and Japan would say, 'Don't do it,'" Mr. Sokolski said. * Striking a complex with 8,000 spent fuel rods raises the possibility of deadly radioactive contamination. "At the moment, we're not looking at an action like that," Secretary of State Colin L. Powell told "Fox News" on Sunday. "I mean, it's now a functioning facility, so it would be a dirty hit. If one were to go after it, you'd contaminate an area." * Although the United States knows the locations of North Korea's plutonium-making facilities at Yongbyon, it does not have adequate intelligence on other laboratories and plants. In fact, details of North Korea's drive to build uranium-based weapons - which ignited the current crisis - remain sketchy. "While everybody was keeping their eyes on the Agreed Framework and Yongbyon, the North Koreans were going after nuclear weapons through another means, and that is through developing an enriched-uranium capability at a site we haven't determined yet," Mr. Powell said. * The United States is amid a major buildup of forces in the Persian Gulf in the event of an invasion of Iraq. U.S. military analysts, and even officials inside the Pentagon, doubt there are sufficient American troops to defeat Iraq and North Korea simultaneously and swiftly. Such a capability is called for in a Pentagon planning document, the Quadrennial Defense Review [QDR]. The QDR states the 1.4 million active force, and additional reserves, are structured to "swiftly defeat aggression in overlapping major conflicts while preserving for the president the option to call for a decisive victory in one of these conflicts - including the possibility of regime change or occupation." Military sources say the administration realizes it does not have the ground forces and airlift required to defeat Iraq swiftly while quickly turning back an invasion by North Korea. They say because of this, the administration will keep the military option on the back burner concerning North Korea, while pursuing war in the Middle East to keep Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein from acquiring nuclear weapons. In response to reporters' questions on this matter last week, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld said: "We're capable of winning decisively in one and swiftly defeating in the case of the other. And let there be no doubt about it." In September, the White House issued a new national security strategy that reserves the right for the United States to act pre-emptively, and unilaterally, to prevent a rogue nation such as North Korea from acquiring or using weapons of mass destruction. In a concept known as "proactive counter proliferation," the policy stated: "We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends." "Diplomacy has consistently failed with North Korea," said Robert Maginnis, a retired Army lieutenant colonel and a military analyst. "It has never honored its agreements nor will it in the future. The U.S. must be prepared to pre-emptively strike the Yongbyon reactor."
Turn – North Korea Retal

North Korea will retaliate
Choe, 03 – deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan (“10 Reasons why the United States Can’t Attack North Korea” http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm)

Reason 2--DPRK has retaliation capability North Korea, unlike Iraq, not only has explicitly stated that it would promptly retaliate on the U.S. once the latter should dare to make a preemptive attack on the former but it has enough power to do so. Pyongyang says that a preemptive attack is not a monopolistic privilege given the U.S. At the time of the "nuclear crisis" in 1993-94, the U.S. government under Bill Clinton attempted to preemptively attack North Korea. But it had to withdraw the plan because its consequences would be devastating and horrible for the U.S. as a result of a Pentagon's war simulation. This structure remains unchanged basically even today. Currently, targets of North Korea's retaliation include U.S. bases in Japan and even a part of the U.S. mainland, let alone U.S. forces in South Korea. In the case of Iraq, Baghdad has no such a retaliatory capability as North Korea has. The United States would intensively launch an attack on Iraqi soil in the initial stage of a war by using thousands of more sophisticated missiles than those used in the first Gulf War, to be followed by merciless bombings to devastate the country, and then by a landing of armed forces to occupy Baghdad to put an end to a second Gulf War. It will result in a "complete victory" over Iraq. This is obvious. On the other hand, however, Washington can never overlook the potential retaliatory capability of North Korea. This has played its role as a major deterrence to a second Korean War. 

Destroys the world economy and causes retaliation leading to global war

Diamond, 08 (John, 10/9/08, Washington fellow of the Saga Foundation, “A financial apocalypse isn't nearly as scary as a nuclear one,” http://blogs.usatoday.com/oped/2008/10/a-financial-apo.html) BB

The aftershocks As the Saga Foundation — a non-profit organization focused on the threat of terrorism involving weapons of mass destruction — argued in a recent white paper, the vast damage at and around a nuclear ground zero would be dwarfed in scope by the national and global economic aftershocks. These aftershocks would stem not only from the explosion itself but also from a predictable set of decisions a president would almost certainly have to make in grappling with the possibility of a follow-on attack. Assuming, as the experts believe likely, that such a weapon would have to be smuggled into the country, the president could be expected to close the nation's borders, halt all freight commerce and direct a search of virtually any moving conveyance that could transport a nuclear weapon. Most manufacturing would then cease. In a nation that lives on just-in-time inventory, these developments could empty the nation's shelves in days. The effects of post-attack decision-making go far beyond this example. If U.S. intelligence determined that one or more countries had somehow aided and abetted the attack, we would face the prospect of full-scale war. Even short of that, the nation would demand, and the president would almost certainly order, a level of retaliation at the suspected locus of the attacking group that would dwarf the post-9/11 military response. The possibility of follow-on attacks could transform our notions of civil liberties and freedom forever. And as former 9/11 Commission co-chairman Lee Hamilton has pointed out, a nuclear terrorist attack would prompt a collapse in public faith in the government's ability to protect the American people.  Think your 401(k) hurts now? The presidential nominees, and the American people, should reconsider the tendency to view these two issues — economic crisis and the threat of catastrophic terrorism — as separate problems. A nuclear attack on a U.S. city would not only devastate the target and kill possibly hundreds of thousands, it would also create instantaneous national and global economic ripple effects with incalculable consequences. To put it in personal terms, if you think things are tough in the nation's financial sector now, imagine what your 401(k) — or your paycheck — might look like six months after a nuclear detonation in Lower Manhattan or downtown Washington. Saga's study merely began what must become a much larger-scale effort to understand in the fullest detail possible the consequences of an act of nuclear terrorism, not only the attack itself but also the decisions that would almost certainly follow. The idea is not to depress people but to motivate them. While some of the consequences are obvious, others are not, and it is the less understood aftershocks that could damage our world as well as transform it — and not for the better. 

Turn – U.S.-Japan Relations

Kills US-Japan relations- they feel like they will be a preemptive target

Choe, 03 – deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan (“10 Reasons why the United States Can’t Attack North Korea” http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm)

Reason 3--U.S. alliance in Northeast Asia strains During the days of the first nuclear crisis in Korea, the then president of South Korea, Kim Young Sam, opposed a U.S. bombing on North Korea, and Japan was totally unprepared to help the U.S. in such a military action because of the war-renouncing constitution of Japan and of the lack of a relevant law enabling the economic giant to mobilize and procure public and private facilities and resources for the U.S. armed forces in a "contingency." Still now, neither Seoul nor Tokyo wants war on the Korean Peninsula because they know that they will be the direct victims of such a war, not the U.S. Though Japan, the major ally of the U.S., expresses support for the U.S. going to war against Iraq if only an additional UN resolution authorizing it has been adopted. However, it stresses a peaceful and negotiated solution to the current nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula rather than an imposition of UN "sanctions" on North Korea.

Key to effective democracy promotion

Auslin, 10 (Michael, resident scholar at AEI.US Japan Relations.  http://www.aei.org/speech/100137)

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.  Our commitment to these values has translated into policies to support other nations in Asia and around the world that are trying to democratize and liberalize their societies.  Today, Asia remains in the midst of a struggle over liberalization, as witnessed by the current tragic unrest in Thailand, and the willingness of both Tokyo and Washington to support democratic movements will remain important in the coming decades.  Indeed, I believe a political goal of our alliance with Japan must be a further promotion of "fundamental values such as basic human rights, democracy, and the rule of law in the international community," as expressed in the 2005 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee Joint Statement. To that end, Japan and the United States should take the lead in hosting democracy summits in Asia, designed to bring together liberal politicians, grass roots activists, and other civil society leaders, to discuss the democratic experiment and provide support for those nations bravely moving along the path of greater freedom and openness. 

Democracy solves nuclear and biological warfare, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond, 95 (Larry, Hoover Institution, Stanford University December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1p. http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html )

Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Turn – Radiation

Makes Korea uninhabitable – simulations prove

Choson Ilbo, 05 (7/5, Korean national newspaper, “South Korean Military Simulates Bombing of North Nuclear Facilities,” lexis-nexis)

Simulations secretly commissioned by the South Korean military suggest bombing of North Korea's nuclear facilities could in the worst case make the whole of Korea uninhabitable for a decade, it has been revealed. The military commissioned the simulations amid rising tension following North Korea's launch of a Taepodong missile over Japan in 1998 and when suspicions surfaced a year later that the North was operating underground nuclear facilities. The simulation revealed that destruction of the Yongbyon nuclear plant could cause enormous destruction, with nuclear fallout as far away as China and Japan. US research institutes have conducted similar simulations, but this is the first time it has been confirmed that South Korean military authorities commissioned them. If the 8 MW research reactor and 5 MW test reactor at Yongbyon were destroyed by bombs while they were in operation, the simulation showed that radiation would affect people as far as 1,400 km away. Eighty to 100 per cent of those living within a 10-15 km radius of the reactors would die within two months, and only 20 per cent within a 30-80km radius were expected to survive. As Seoul is about 200 km away from Yongbyon, the capital would suffer direct radiation damage. Areas 400-1,400 km away from Yongbyon would still experience 5 rem of radiation, about 10 times the recommended maximum annual exposure. Even five years after air strikes, the area within a 700 km radius of Yongbyon could be radioactive. If all of Yongbyon's nuclear facilities besides the reactors such as the reprocessing facilities and nuclear waste storage facilities were destroyed, the devastation would be even greater. About a quarter of people living within 50 km of the facilities would die within hours, while the soil of the entire Korean Peninsula would be contaminated for five to 10 years. The extent of resulting damage differs depending on weather conditions like wind direction and speed, as well as on whether the reactors are in operation at the time of the bombing. Some feel the worst-case scenario is exaggerated. The research reactor at Yongbyon is currently in operation but the test reactor was shut down in late March to extract its roughly 8,000 spent fuel rods.

s.
Turn – U.S.-Korea Relations

Kills US-ROK relations- they hate the idea of a preemptive strike

Choe, 03 – deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan (“10 Reasons why the United States Can’t Attack North Korea” http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm)

Reason 4--Seoul-Washington ties worsen President Roh Moo Hyon, former human rights lawyer representing the post-war generations of South Korea, has pledged to succeed, and develop, his predecessor's "sunshine policy" or reconciliation policy toward fraternal North Korea. He is an explicit advocate of revising the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) and of more matured South Korea-U.S. relations based on an equal footing. He also declares that Seoul should be a main player in addressing the aggravated situation on the Korean peninsula including the nuclear issue by acting as arbitrator between Pyongyang and Washington. Roh's election pledges won the ardent support of voters. In his inaugural speech on February 25, the new South Korean leader stressed peace, stability, dialogue, reconciliation and common prosperity of Northeast Asia. His emergence as a new type leader came true against the background of unprecedentedly strong anti-American sentiments in South Korea in the wake of the USFK military court's acquittal of two GIs who killed two Korean teenage school girls by an armored vehicle in June last year, in particular. The South Korean public was angered by Bush's calling North Korea a member of an "axis of evil." Such unfavorable developments in South Korea have aroused serious concerns in Washington over its relations with Seoul, baffling George W. Bush's unilateralist hard-line policy on North Korea. 

Turn – Russia/China counterbalancing
Causes China and Russia to counterbalance the United States- they will always back North Korea

Choe, 03 – deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan (“10 Reasons why the United States Can’t Attack North Korea” http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm)

Reason 5--Washington's friction with Beijing and Moscow grows Pyongyang has kept, or revitalized, both its traditional strategic partnership and cooperative relations with the two neighboring big powers--China and Russia, through top leaders' active diplomacy. China participated in the 1950-53 Korean War and withdrew its Volunteers after signing an armistice that ended the hard-fought war. It has been deeply involved in the security of the Korean peninsula ever since. A new Russia under Vladimir Putin, too, has restored its traditional ties with the former close ally in the Far East region and it has more interests with Pyongyang in such fields as politics, security, the economy--the linking of a Trans-Korean Railway and the Trans-Siberian Railways, in particular. Russia has also expressed full support for the inter-Korean peace process paved by the two leaders of North and South Korea--General Secretary Kim Jong Il and President Kim Dae Jung--in June 2000. China and Russia have reestablished their strategic cooperation vis-a-vis the only nuclear superpower across the Pacific which has started going it alone since George W. Bush came to power. On the other hand, the two nations, as permanent members of the United Nations Security Council, have supported a peaceful solution to the nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula and urged Washington to resume direct talks with Pyongyang. The Bush team, while rejecting direct negotiation with Pyongyang over the nuclear issue, has been trying to "persuade" the two big powers to join the U.S. in containing Pyongyang so that it may give up its "nuclear weapons development" first of all. However, such a U.S. scheme has faced with a cool response from them. Beijing and Moscow detect the true intention of the Bush administration, which does not agree with their North Korea policy.  
Turn – NPT

Attack is a violation of North Korea’s NPT rights and US dismissal of the NPT

Choe, 03 – deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan (“10 Reasons why the United States Can’t Attack North Korea” http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm)

Reason 6--U.S. finds no justification There is no justification for the Bush administration to make a preemptive attack on the DPRK. In the first place, it is the U.S. that has failed to put into practice the Agreed Framework signed between Pyongyang and Washington in October 1994 in Geneva. It has also failed to produce hard evidence that Pyongyang is engaged in a nuclear weapons development. Pyongyang dismissed as a total frame-up the U.S. claim that its officials "admitted" a clandestine plan to produce nuclear weapon with enriched uranium. In the meantime, the issue of North Korean missiles is not incorporated in the Agreed Framework. Pyongyang is not a signatory to the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Therefore, Washington is not in a position to demand that Pyongyang stop the development, employment, testing, and export of missiles in accordance with this international missile control regime. Pyongyang on January 10 this year announced that it would leave the Treaty of Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weaspons (NPT), and thus it would be totally free from the binding force of the safeguards accord with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) under its Article 3. Withdrawal from the NPT is a legitimate right accorded to each member of the international body when it decides that its national supreme interests are most seriously threatened. No country in the world, therefore, has the right to call for sanctions or bombing on a nation that has declared a withdrawal from the NPT. A U.S. decision to stop providing the DPRK with heavy oil was a breach of the Agreed Framework, which was intended to nullify and abandon the bilateral agreement of its own accord. A prominent difference between Iraq and North Korea in this regard is that no UN "resolution" or "obligation" is imposed upon the latter to observe. Pyongyang warns that if UN sanctions against it at the U.S. initiative would be an act tantamount to a declaration of war and that it would consider abandoning the half-century-old Korean Armistice Agreement which the U.S. signed in the name of the UN Commander-in-chief. Moreover, the U.S. has been wantonly violated the armistice by threatening a preemptive attack on the other side of the armistice and by launching its annual large-scale war games against the North such as the "Foal Eagle" and "Reception, Staging, Onward-Movement and Integration (RSOI)" military exercise which are scheduled for March and April. They are obviously designed to simulate a nuclear attack on North Korea. These war games replace the "Team Spirit" joint military exercises which were conducted between the end of 1970s and the early 1990s until Pyongyang declared leaving the NPT in protest against the annualy conducted nuclear test war games. The U.S. that possesses the largest amount of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and is the largest weaponry exporter in the world, has no right to demand a country technically at war abandon WMDs. 
Turn – Korea CBWs

Leads to CBW lashout during retaliation

Yuan, 03 (Jing Dong, staff writer for the Japan Times, “US Must Rethink North Korea Strategy,” 3/23, page Lexis)

However, such an approach is not viable due to the unwillingness of South Korea and China to adopt pressure tactics against North Korea. Both Seoul and Beijing perceive Pyongyang's nuclear brinkmanship as largely driven by the latter's acute sense of insecurity. As the two countries that would bear the brunt directly should economic hardship bring about either implosion or reckless acts by North Korean leader Kim Jong Il, both see their interests in keeping stability as the top priority even as they continue to look for ways to resolve the nuclear impasse.

The second option is to prepare military action in response to mounting North Korean threats, in particular with regard to such red-line developments as the acquisition of nuclear weapons or transfers of nuclear-weapons materials to other countries or even terrorist groups. However, military action presents a high level of uncertainty and risk. North Korea possesses a huge military machine, and its ballistic missiles cover the whole of South Korea and could reach Japan as well. In addition, it is well known that North Korea also possesses chemical weapons as well as one or two nuclear devices. Without any certainty of taking out and suppressing North Korean conventional and nonconventional arsenals through a preemptive first strike, military action would be a sure trigger for another Korean war.

AT: Redlining

Redlines fail – Bush strategy proves North Korea will cross them and it leads to allied prolif

Cirincione, 06 – Senior Vice President for National Security and International Policy (10/9, “Center for American Progress,  “Stop North Korea Now,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2006/10/stop_north_korea_now.html)
The failure of the Bush administration's haphazard diplomacy in Northeast Asia over the past six years is now complete: North Korea snubbed its nose at its neighbors and Washington, apparently testing a nuclear weapon that threatens both the regional balance of power and the global nonproliferation regime. It is difficult to know what is worse, the failure of the Bush administration to stop this threat or the pompous pronouncements coming from the White House and our United Nations ambassador. U.S. officials do not have a clue as to what to do now. Fortunately, the test, even if it is as successful as the North Koreans claim, indicates that they are still some years and several more tests away from perfecting a useable nuclear weapon. The device tested had a relatively small yield and is far too large to fit on a missile or plane. Kim Jong Il knows that if he ever actually used a nuclear weapon, the response would be swift, certain, and devastating. The risk of transfer to a terrorist group is not as great as some fear, and any terrorist use would be blamed on North Korea with the same deadly consequences. The real danger is what happens in the region and beyond. Japan, South Korea, and even Taiwan may begin to recalculate their nuclear options. India might use the Korean crisis as an excuse to conduct more tests, with Pakistan following suit. Iran will watch closely, and if North Korea succeeds, it will be encouraged to accelerate its own nuclear efforts. States around the world could decide that a new nuclear arms race has begun—and they had better join in. How could the Bush administration strategy fail so spectacularly? And what's to be done now? The answers are interwined. President Bush vowed to never let the world’s most dangerous regimes get the world’s most dangerous weapons. Rather than pursue treaties to eliminate weapons, Bush opted to eliminate regimes. Rather than follow the successful strategies of decades of Republicans and Democrats, including his own father, President Bush followed the untested prescriptions conjured up in neoconservative Washington think tanks. Iraq was the first direct application of this radical new strategy. It failed catastrophically. The invasion of a state that did not have nuclear weapons produced chaos in Iraq and diverted U.S. attention from other, more pressing nuclear challenges in North Korea and Iran. Both states took advantage. Both advanced their nuclear programs more in the past five years than they had in the previous ten. Now is the time to break with the failed framework of the past six years and to fire the architects. Now we must unleash all of Americans' power—military, economic and diplomatic—to contain the North Korean program and begin to roll it back. Here’s how. We start with the strongest possible U.N. Security Council resolution to isolate North Korea and focus the outrage that most nations feel about what China calls the “brazen” actions of the North. Then we put together multilateral sanctions and interdiction actions that both punish the leadership and harass their trade. We must be clear on the purpose of these actions. Sanctions will never be enough to coerce North Korea into compliance, but they can prod it back to the negotiating table. Any strategy must end with a negotiated solution. No nation has ever been coerced into giving up nuclear weapons or programs, but many have been convinced to do so. It is not too late to convince North Korea’s leaders that their material and political prospects are better without nuclear weapons than with them. Direct negotiations have worked in the past, during the Cold War with the Soviet Union and most recently in Northeast Asia, as our timeline on North Korea makes abundantly clear. The North Korean plutonium production program that began under Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush was frozen under President Bill Clinton. North Korea did not process any additional plutonium during Clinton’s eight years, and his term ended with a missile testing moratorium in place and good prospects for a final, negotiated end to both programs. What followed was four wasted years of a new Bush policy. North Korea crossed redline after redline without penalty. It left the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, restarted its reactor, and boosted its supply of plutonium six fold, from enough for an estimated two weapons to enough for perhaps 12. Recognizing this failure, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice returned to direct negotiations within the framework of the six-party talks. It worked. She secured an agreement in September 2005 to end the weapons program in exchange for economic aid and diplomatic recognition. But the neoconservatives struck back. The deal was undercut in the same month by the offices of the vice president and secretary of defense, which together orchestrated financial restrictions that angered the North Koreans enough to kill the deal but not kill the program. Now is the time to get smart. We must regain control of this situation. Newly-elected U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki Moon has offered to mediate. Let him. China can help arrange this intervention. China is perfectly willing to pressure the North. The Chinese will never go so far as to cause the collapse of the regime, however. That would send millions of refuges streaming north and south, destabilizing the entire peninsula. Simultaneously, direct negotiations with North Korea could begin. President Bush could have an envoy meet with North Korean diplomats at the United Nations under the ostensible purpose of arranging the transition back to six-party talks. The envoy must tell the North that if they return, they will find a U.S. delegation waiting there ready to begin implementation of the deal reached last September. The U.S. should tell North Korea that we will give them the deal we gave Libya: complete dismantlement of the nuclear program in exchange for diplomatic recognition, security assurances, and economic incentives. The Libyan model is far superior to the Iraqi one: its costs were minimal, no one died, and it was one hundred percent effective. President Bush must show that he gets it. He must end his administration's internal policy paralysis in Washington and back a new, final push for a deal. After an appropriate period and after the appropriate pressures have begun, he should send Assistant Secretary of State Christopher Hill to meet with his Korean counterparts. He should send Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice to China, South Korea, and Japan for direct talks, building on the success of new Japanese prime minister Shinzo Abe's current trip around the region. It is not to late to stop this nuclear threat. But the longer we wait to correct course, the higher the price will be and the greater the risk that no deal will be possible at all. 
