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***Bilateral Talks with North Korea CP***

Bilat w/ Nk: Shell (1/2)
Text: The United States federal government should open bilateral talks with North Korea.

The counter plan competes: through the net benefit(s)
Pyongyang is now ready to talk to a more open US government.
Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009

(Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 158-159, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<The tentative optimism of 2008, as disablement efforts at Yongbyon continued (albeit with interruptions), peaked with the destruction of the reactor’s cooling tower in late June. But any optimism proved short lived. Assistant Secretary of State Christopher Hill’s second visit to Pyongyang in October 2008 and another meeting of the Six-Party Talks in December failed to resolve persistent differences over verification of North Korea’s nuclear holdings and history. With Pyongyang balking at any written verification agreement, most observers concluded that North Korea had decided to wait out the Bush administration, on the expectation of a better deal from its successor. As the Obama administration assumed office, the immediate challenge was whether differences over verification could be bridged, enabling negotiations to tackle far more contentious issues including dismantlement of the Yongbyon complex and disposition of spent fuel and reprocessed plutonium, and the ultimate elimination of the North’s nuclear weapons inventory.>
Bilateral talks are key to solving nuclear proliferation

Cossa et. al. 09

(Ralph A. Cossa President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Brad Glosserman Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN (Ret.) Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration”, February 2009 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatelFord_US_Asia-Pacific_February2009.pdf Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

America’s bilateral alliances should remain the foundation for its engagement in the Asia-Pacific; they remain indispensable to managing traditional security challenges and provide the basis for dealing effectively with new non-traditional security issues. Strong bilateral relations must be based upon constant, open, and genuine consultation. 

Bilateral talks can solve for human rights

Wit, a former US State Department official 07

(Joel S. a former U.S. Department of State official and coauthor of Going Critical: The

First North Korean Nuclear Crisis,  “Enhancing U.S. Engagement with North Korea”, Spring 2007, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v030/30.2wit.html  Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

It could be argued the only chance for a human rights dialogue to make progress with the North would be in the context of a successful engagement policy that begins the process of improving relations. That policy might also clear the way for others to make progress in dealing with their own human rights issues, particularly Japan, which has been trying to resolve the fate of its citizens abducted by the North in the late 1970s and early 1980s.
Bilat w/ Nk: Shell (2/2)
Improved relations boosts US heg

Twining 07
(Daniel “America’s Grand Design in Asia” Summer 2007 The Washington Quarterly, Accessed 6/21/10 http://www.twq.com/07summer/docs/07summer_twining.pdf AW GW)

To these two preexisting pillars of its Asian security strategy, the United States is adding a third, designed to hedge against the danger of Chinese hegemony in Asia by limiting and constructively channeling China’s regional ambitions. U.S. policy seeks to accelerate the economic and military rise of key Asian states with the power potential and ambitions to constrain China’s ability to dominate its region. The United States is not working to contain China. Rather, U.S. policymakers are employing a radically different strategy: to preserve Washington’s strategic position in the region by facilitating the ascent of friendly Asian centers of power that will both constrain any Chinese bid for hegemony and allow the United States to retain its position as Asia’s decisive strategic actor. In the face of the China challenge, the United States is encouraging the emergence of new centers of strength that will not erode U.S. power but protect the U.S. position in a new Asian balance featuring emerging world powers in China, Japan, and India.
Bilat w/ Nk: NK Say Yes

North Korea is willing to negotiate with the U.S.

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, 2009
(Narushige, March “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

The nuclear and missile capabilities of the Democratic People’s

Republic of Korea (DPRK) are certainly improving, but that does not mean its strategy has changed. Those who argue that Pyongyang has abandoned diplomacy and chosen a military path risk missing the point: nuclear weapon sand missiles are the means, not the ends. North Korea is actually taking necessary steps to prepare for future talks with the United States. In other words, North Korea is playing the same game again.
Bilat w/ Nk: NK Negotiations Solves Nukes
CP solvency: Negotiations could solve the nuclear crisis

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, 2009
(Narushige, March “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

In 2002, Kang Sok-ju, first vice foreign minister and Jong-il’s right-hand man, reportedly said, ‘‘What is wrong with us having our own uranium enrichment program? We are entitled to possess our own HEU, and we are bound to produce more powerful weapons than that.’’ Kang Sok-ju also said that North Korea considered the 1994 Agreed

Framework nullified and stated that the DPRK would resolve this issue if the

United States concluded a nonaggression treaty with the DPRK, lifted the embargo on North Korea and stopped interfering with Japanese—North Korean normalization, normalized relations with the DPRK, and compensated North Korea for previous delays in light water reactor construction.5 Now that North Korea has acknowledged possessing the uranium-enrichment program, it is on the table to be negotiated.

Bilat w/ Nk: Negotiations good for NK
NK would gain much from negotiation 

Narushige Michishita is an assistant professor of the Security and International Studies. Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo. “playing the same game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at US Reconciliation” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY 32: 4 pg 139-152 A specialist in strategic and Japan/Korea studies, he is author of North Korea’s Military-Diplomatic Campaigns, 1966—2008 (Routledge, September 2009) (EL/KK)

North Korean leaders are bold in taking negative, hostile actions but extremely cautious in taking positive, conciliatory steps. They risked war in the nuclear crisis of 1994, and they failed to take the offer made by the Clinton administration to normalize relations in 2000. They agreed to ‘‘disable’’ part of their nuclear program but did not go any further. From Pyongyang’s perspective, this might actually be the optimal strategy. North Korean brinkmanship diplomacy has been executed in a halfhearted manner and has produced commensurately mediocre results. The reason behind this is the dilemma that North Korea faces: it could obtain large gains if it completely abandoned its nuclear and missile programs, but once it did, it would be left with no effective policy leverage. Nobody knows better than Kim Jong-il what his portfolio of policy options looks like and how solid or fragile his regime might be. It is perfectly natural that North Korean leaders try to play some cards but keep others.

Bilat w/ Nk: Bilat Solvency
Bilateral negotiations with North Korea solve best
Wit, a former US State Department official 07

(Joel S. a former U.S. Department of State official and coauthor of Going Critical: The

First North Korean Nuclear Crisis , “Enhancing U.S. Engagement with North Korea”, Spring 2007, Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v030/30.2wit.html)

 Although some experts argue that the issue of bilateral negotiations is a red herring, such talks will be essential to the success of a reengagement policy. They will demonstrate Washington’s new resolve to Pyongyang and others as well as its willingness to accept the North as a sovereign entity. Perhaps just as importantly, a multiplicity of channels will present a diplomatically adept administration with new opportunities. Frequent talks will allow time-consuming, sometimes agonizing exploration of issues, a hallmark of past successful discussions with North Korea that increase the chances of crafting compromises and finding solutions. Moreover, U.S. diplomats will be able to use those channels to find the right entry point into Pyongyang’s decision making process if a North Korean negotiator finds a particular issue too hot to handle. 

Bilat w/ Nk: Bilat talks good

U.S. bilateral talks are key to solving North Korea.

Synder, 05 (Scott, Senior Associate at the Asia Foundation & the Pacific Forum/CSIS, “South Korea’s Squeeze Play”, Autumn 05  The Washington Quarterly, Vol 24 No 8, pg. 105-6, FT & RV)

South Korea’s greatest opportunities to enhance its leverage depend on the extent to which its counterparts in the United States and North Korea perceive that South Korea is cooperating with one country at the expense of the other. The specific policy pursued is likely to be less important than whether it serves to enhance coordination under the U.S.-ROK alliance or occurs outside of that context. South Korean economic and political tools to influence North Korea are ultimately affected as much by how they are perceived in Pyongyang and Washington as by the substance and effectiveness of the tools themselves. One of the greatest sources of frustration within South Korea, specially when tensions escalate, is the relative lack of independent options or leverage available. The South Korean public’s desire to see tensions between the United States and North Korea resolved and the perception that the Bush administration has been excessively and needlessly provocative in its hard line toward North Korea, which could entrap South Korea in a potential conflict rather than enhance its stability, exacerbate this problem. Any effort by South Korea to ease strategic tensions independent of the U.S.-ROK alliance requires North Korea’s cooperation. South Korea has at least two options for “defection” from this alliance framework that might temporarily enhance South Korean leverage. Both entail considerable strategic risks. The first would be to pursue another inter-Korean summit and attempt to make a deal with Kim Jong-il without prior coordination with the United States. This approach would most likely have severe ramifications for the future of the alliance and seems highly unlikely to produce a solution that the United States would be willing to accept. A second option that South Korea might consider would be to enhance cooperation with China to pursue a truly regional solution—a settlement of the nuclear issue between North Korea and its neighbors independent of the United States. Despite highly complementary Chinese and South Korean views on the North Korean nuclear crisis, North Korea’s focus on bilateral talks with the United States make such an approach unlikely to succeed. North Korea’s consistent approach for the past decade has been to link willingness to abandon its nuclear development efforts to normalization of diplomatic relations with the United States, something that only the United States can provide. Sino–South Korean coordination to balance against the United States would promote a settlement at the expense of the U.S.-ROK alliance and appears to be a relatively risky strategy for South Korea at this stage. In the absence of anything more than tactical reciprocity by the North in an attempt to draw South Korea away from cooperation in the U.S.-ROK alliance, the choices for Seoul are limited. Although South Korean options for independent action appear to become more limited as the situation escalates, how South Korea plays its role at each stage, including how it deals with the temptations of defection and whether the United States and South Korea will be able to maintain their alliance despite North Korea’s efforts to take advantage of their differences, will be critical to determining the outcome.
Bilat w/ Nk: Multilat fails

The U.S. and North Korea should enter into bilateral talks – North Korea exploits multilateral ones to advance its nuclear program.

Shen, 09 (Dingli, Professor of International Relations, Executive Dean of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai, & Director of Center for American Studies at Fudan University, October, “Cooperative Denuclearization toward North Korea”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 32 No. 4, pg. 185, FT & RV)   
North Korea is unlikely to give up its nuclear program any time soon because it not only meets its own interests but also allows it to exploit distrust and hedging among major powers. While North Korea’s philosophy of nuclear weapons is hard to change, the external world could still adjust their stance toward each other to improve the chances of collectively deterring Pyongyang and reducing the vulnerability of their own discord in reining in the hermit kingdom. The Obama administration should extend its approach of dialogue to North Korea, noting that ‘‘benign neglect’’ is rather passive and ineffective. In addition to congressional visits, the White House should send senior officials to Pyongyang for direct dialogue, making clear that the United States does not want to threaten North Korea. The administration should also facilitate reciprocal high-level visits of North Korean officials to the United States.

Bilat w/ Nk: A2: Multilateralism

Multilateralism fails

Feffer 06

(John, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, The Future of US – Korean Relations The imbalance of power, Routledge)
The General Theory of Multilateralism, then, doesn't apply to East Asia. Grave threats have generated bilateral agreements, but have been insufficient to engender a more structured, NATO-like multilateral security arrange​ment.5 Nor have conditions been propitious for the Special Theory to come into play. So far, at least, the countries of the region have not been motivated to transcend boundaries and ideologies to grope their way toward a "grand bargain" that might address not only the current nuclear crisis but other outstanding regional security issues. The key reason for this lack of an East Asian CSCE seems to lie with the status of North Korea. This putatively communist country remains a diplomatic outlier — lacking normalized rela​tions with the United States, Japan, and South Korea — and has been generally reluctant to participate in multilateral security dialogues. The CSCE could proceed without marginal Albania; North Korea is too central to the future of East Asia to be left out of a similar negotiating framework.
Bilat w/ Nk: Bilateral Talks => multilat
CP Solvency – Bilateral talks solves for six-party talks.

Solvency take out – six party talks are impossible without bilateral talks with US. 

Chun, 09.

(Chaesung, Chair of the Asia Security Initiative at the East Asia Insitute and an associate professor in the Department of International Relations at Seoul National University, October 19, 2009, “How Comprehensive is Comprehensive Enough?: Dealing with the North Korean Nuclear Problem,” EAI Issue Briefing No. MASI 2009-06, p. 4, Date of Access: 06/22/10, CC/ LF http://www.eai.or.kr/type/panelView.asp?bytag=p&catcode=&code=kor_report&idx=8858&page=5)

This position has been reaffirmed in the results of the recent visit to Pyongyang by Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao. Despite Wen’s diplomatic support and economic assistance to North Korea even while it is under the weight of international sanctions, Kim Jong-il reportedly stated that North Korea would come back to multilateral talks, including the Six-Party Talks, only if these were preceded by bilateral dialogue with the United States. Furthermore, because denuclearization, in Kim’s mind, touches upon the very life and death of himself and the regime, it is not negotiable at all in exchange for diplomatic or economic assistance.
Bilat w/ Nk: Bilateral Talks => multilat
North Korean bilateral talks with the US key to multilateral talks.

Chun, 09.

(Chaesung, Chair of the Asia Security Initiative at the East Asia Insitute and an associate professor in the Department of International Relations at Seoul National University, October 19, 2009, “How Comprehensive is Comprehensive Enough?: Dealing with the North Korean Nuclear Problem,” EAI Issue Briefing No. MASI 2009-06, p. 4, Date of Access: 06/22/10, CC/ LF http://www.eai.or.kr/type/panelView.asp?bytag=p&catcode=&code=kor_report&idx=8858&page=5)

This position has been reaffirmed in the results of the recent visit to Pyongyang by Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao. Despite Wen’s diplomatic support and economic assistance to North Korea even while it is under the weight of international sanctions, Kim Jong-il reportedly stated that North Korea would come back to multilateral talks, including the Six-Party Talks, only if these were preceded by bilateral dialogue with the United States. Furthermore, because denuclearization, in Kim’s mind, touches upon the very life and death of himself and the regime, it is not negotiable at all in exchange for diplomatic or economic assistance.
***Ratify Ottawa Treaty***
Ottawa: Shell

Text: President Obama should ratify the Ottawa Treaty.

The counter plan competes: through the net benefit(s)

President Barack Obama has been urged by 68 senators to have the U.S. join the Ottawa Treaty. 

COBB, CANWEST NEWS SERVICE May 22,2010 http://www.montrealgazette.com/news/Washington+nearer+signing+treaty+land+mines/3059094/story.html  “Washington nearer to signing treaty to ban land mines” (SH)


The Obama administration is on the verge of joining the Ottawa Treaty, a significant development for the decade-old initiative that aspires to rid the world of land mines.The United States is one of 37 countries that did not sign the treaty that took root in Ottawa at a 1997 conference. It was the first time in diplomatic history that governments and NGOs worked together openly to craft an international treaty. Millions of land mines are buried on Earth. Although most are from conflicts long past, they remain lethal and kill or maim thousands of people - mostly children - each year.A bipartisan group of 68 U.S. senators has written to urge President Barack Obama to have the U.S. join the 156 other countries - including Canada - that have ratified the treaty.When it comes to clearing land mines or helping victims, the U.S. is the world's most generous donor. It has refused to sign the Ottawa Treaty because of opposition from its military, however. The Pentagon's case is weaker now because the U.S. hasn't used, produced or exported land mines since 1991. The replacement weapon of choice, the cluster bomb, has all but rendered the U.S. land mine stockpile redundant. "I'm guardedly optimistic," a senior official who favours the treaty told the New York Times this week. "Why stick with the status quo when we would get so much credit for even a modest move?"Mines Action Canada executive director Paul Hannon says the move would be a major achievement for the International Campaign to Ban Land Mines (ICBL) to which the Canadian group belongs. The ICBL won the Nobel Peace Prize for its work in bringing about the treaty. "Like many Canadians, I have family and friends in the States," Hannon said. "Many of them believe the U.S. is already part of the treaty." It would bring a new level of gravitas to their efforts, he says. "If Washington joins this treaty, it will stop other countries such as China, Pakistan, Russia and India from hiding behind the United States." Those four major holdouts have pointed to the U.S. to justify their positions. If the Obama administration does ratify the Ottawa Treaty, it is unlikely to change the U.S. line against the 2008 Cluster Munitions Convention, which was modelled after the Ottawa Treaty and is slated to become international law in August.The cluster bomb, a deadlier cousin of the land mine, is essentially a bomb containing smaller "bomblets" that can be dropped from airplanes or ground-based launchers. Israel used the weapons in Lebanon two years ago. The U.S. has used them in Iraq and Afghanistan, where exploding bomblets have killed and maimed civilians long after they were dropped.

Ottawa: Cp Plan doesn’t link to politics
Momentum now, there is more than two-thirds votes from the senate and the house to ratify the Ottawa treaty. 

Jim Lobe 10

 May 18th 2010 WASHINGTON, IPS news ”Momentum Builds to Ratify Land Mine Treaty” - http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=51475  (SH)

More than two-thirds of U.S. senators have signed a letter calling on President Barack Obama to develop a plan to join a 17-year-old international treaty banning the production, transfer, and use of anti-personnel land mines. The letter, which was sent to the White House Tuesday by its two main sponsors, Democratic Sen. Patrick Leahy and Republican Sen. George Voinovich, expressed "strong support" for an ongoing administration review of the Mine Ban Convention that is expected to conclude before the fall. "We are confident that through a thorough, deliberative review, the Administration can identify any obstacles to joining the Convention and develop a plan to overcome them as soon as possible," it said. The fact that the letter gained a total of 68 signatories, including 10 Republicans, is particularly significant.  Under the U.S. constitution, treaties must be signed by the president and ratified by two-thirds of the 100-member U.S. Senate. Thus, presuming that the signatories would vote to ratify the 1997 Ottawa Convention, as the treaty is known, Washington's accession appears well within reach if Obama decides to sign it. "More than two-thirds of the Senate and many in the House (of Representatives) have now told the president that the U.S. should join the Mine Ban Treaty, and that it can do so without endangering U.S. national security," said Steve Goose, who directs the Arms Division at Human Rights Watch (HRW), a major campaigner for the accord. The administration, which last November said "national defense" considerations, prevented it from signing the Convention, promised to undertake a major review of the issue after key lawmakers, notably Leahy, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) reacted with outrage.  While the U.S. last used land mines during the 1991 Gulf War and stopped producing them altogether six years later, some officials, notably in the Pentagon, have long been leery of giving up the weapon as required by the treaty's terms. Indeed, the U.S. has stockpiled land mines in South Korea - which were recently transferred to Seoul's control - for possible deployment against a North Korean attack.  The treaty has been signed by 158 countries, including all of Washington's NATO allies and virtually all of Latin America and Africa. Notable exceptions, however, include China, Russia, India, Pakistan, Iran, Israel, Egypt, and both Koreas.

This proves uniqueness; there is no opposition from either side of the parties from both the democrats and republicans. Which means the only step is for the treaty to be signed by the president. 

Ottawa: Landmines fail

Landmines won’t deter North Korea, only a blockade to delay North Korea in case of a war. The troops are the real deal. 


Williams 9

[Jody Williams, (Coordinator, International Campaign to Ban Landmines), THE VIRGINIAN-PILOT, Dec. 13, 2009, B9.] (SH)

The argument by Bill Clinton for not signing the treaty immediately was that land mines are heavily used in the demilitarized zone between North and South Korea. As we pointed out then, however, and as remains true, land mines are not effective weapons of deterrence, particularly in the case of an outright attack on South Korea by the North.

Ottawa: Humanitarianism

Landmines are a humanitarian crisis – locking communities into poverty, deprivation of essential needs and destroy infrastructure. (SH)

Holbrook 9

[Trevor Holbrook, (Graduate Student, Webster Univ., Bangkok, Thailand), HUMAN RIGHTS BRIEF, Fall 2009, 24.]

The scale of the landmine crisis is alarming and has both direct and secondary impacts on affected communities. Since 1975, it is estimated that over one million people have been killed or maimed by APLs, including hundreds of thousands of children. Landmine victims become a burden on their families because many can no longer work, and most require substantial medical care. In addition to the physical threat these weapons pose, their presence can have strong psychological effects and can hinder development and economic opportunities. More so than the mine itself, the threat of its presence is the underlying cause of the humanitarian crisis. Mines Advisory Group founder Rae McGrath states, "Any area suspected of being mined is a minefield until proven safe." The possibility of landmines can prevent civilians from using farmland or traveling to another village, reducing productivity and preventing trade. Moreover, mine clearance is dangerous and costly, deterring investment from mine-affected communities and preventing development. These factors keep communities trapped in poverty and insecurity, and prevent a return to normalcy for decades after a conflict ends.

***Remove North Korean Sanctions CP***

Sanctions: Shell

Text: The United States federal government should remove all economic sanctions against North Korea on non-military goods.

The counter plan competes: through the net benefit(s)

North Korea considers sanctions a declaration of war.

CNN 2009 (April 18, “North Korea: Sanctions a declaration of war” http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/04/18/nkorea.threat/index.html DA: 6/28/2010)

North Korea said Saturday any sanctions or pressure applied against it following its rocket launch earlier this month will be considered a "declaration of war."  In an announcement on state-run television, the country said it was ready to step up efforts to develop nuclear weapons and poised for a military response to any moves against it.  

 "The revolutionary armed forces of the DPRK are always keeping themselves fully ready to go into action any moment to mercilessly punish anyone who encroaches upon the sovereignty and dignity of the DPRK even a bit," it said.  On Monday the United Nations condemned North Korea -- which refers to itself as the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, or DPRK -- for launching a rocket.  The United States called the launch a "provocative act" that violated a 2006 Security Council resolution prohibiting Pyongyang from conducting ballistic missile launches.  Pyongyang insists the April 5 launch was a successful mission to place a communications satellite into orbit. The United States says the rocket's payload did not reach orbit.  The U.N. statement says the rocket launch was "in contravention" to a 2006 Security Council resolution that demanded that North Korea not launch any ballistic missiles.   The 15-member council also voted unanimously for a statement by the council's president demanding the country make no more launches.  "The Korean People's Army will consider sanctions to be applied against the DPRK under various names over its satellite launch or any pressure to be put upon it through 'total participation' in the PSI (Proliferation Security Initiative) as a declaration of undisguised confrontation and a declaration of a war against the DPRK," the announcement on state TV said.  "Now that the group officially declared confrontation and war against the DPRK, its revolutionary armed forces will opt for increasing the nation's defense capability including nuclear deterrent in every way, without being bound to the agreement adopted at the six-party talks," it continued, apparently referring to the Security Council.
Sanctions: Removing Good for NK

Lifting economic sanctions from North Korea helps their economy

Chul, a research fellow at graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University 2005 (Chung Young “Political economy of the U.S. Economic sanctions against north korea: past, present and future” Development and society Volume 34 Number 2, December 2005, pp. 217~238, http://sociology.snu.ac.kr/isdpr/publication/journal/34-2/03-Young-Chul-Chung(ok).pdf)

Although such assertions of North Korea have started from the intention of wanting to blame its own economic crisis on outsiders, but it is also true that the U.S. economic sanctions is an important factor in the North Korea’s economic difficulties. Moreover, the U.S. economic sanctions are the decisive obstacle for the reform and the open-door policy, attempted by North Korea. According to Marcus Noland, ‘the successful reform will be an important factor in the improvement of the North Korea’s diplomatic environment. The truth is the majority of the investors on North Korea are from either South Korea or Japan. The U.S. economic sanctions surely are the obstacle for the potential investors from the rest of the world. North Korea would not be able to experience a large scale investment until it improves the relation with these three countries.’ He points out how negatively the U.S. economic sanctions are affecting the reform and opening of North Korea (Noland, 2001: 88). 

Sanctions: Removing Good for NK

Economic sanctions hurt North Korea.
Chul, a research fellow at graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University 2005 (Chung Young “Political economy of the U.S. Economic sanctions against north korea: past, present and future” http://sociology.snu.ac.kr/isdpr/publication/journal/34-2/03-Young-Chul-Chung(ok).pdf)

As the U.S.-North Korea relations, which seemed to be recovering during the Clinton Administration, repeat the conflicts and confrontations in the current Bush Administration, the possibility of the removal of the economic sanctions is further decreasing. The U.S. economic blockade also has negative effect on the economic cooperation between South Korea and North Korea. This clearly shows that the U.S. economic blockade not only puts on pressures against North Korea but also against the countries and companies in transaction with North Korea. In the case of Cuba, the blockade symbolized by the Helms-Burton Law has its goal as far as to the blockade against the nations and companies in transactions with Cuba. The case of North Korea is different from the Cuban case but is subjected to the restraint in the case of transactions and investment on the items limited by the U.S. government. Specifically, being North Korea has been designated as a terrorism supporting country, the cooperation between South and North Koreas are limited as well in accordance with the ‘Wassenar Arrangement’. 

Sanctions: North Korea hates 

North Korea uses sanctions as a rallying point to unite its people against the U.S.

Chul, a research fellow at graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University 2005 (Chung Young “Political economy of the U.S. Economic sanctions against north korea: past, present and future” http://sociology.snu.ac.kr/isdpr/publication/journal/34-2/03-Young-Chul-Chung(ok).pdf)

Generally, the economic sanctions are used as a method in between the diplomatic resolution and the military resolution. According to the report of the U.S. General Accounting Office, the economic sanctions are effective in the following situations: First, when an opposing political party or a political party wanting diplomatic relations is present within the restrained nation, second, when the blockade is multiple and also inflicted upon the countries engaging in relations with the restrained nation, and third, and when the blockade is imposed on a country with cultural similarities. Nevertheless, the blockade is ineffective if it’s incomprehensive and the restraining country has relations with the enemy nations of the restrained country. Moreover, the report makes a point about the possibility of the restrained country solidifying the unity within the nation by blaming its economic crisis on the blockade (GAO, 1992). For instance, Cuba is a representative example of a nation that had used the economic sanctions as a means of uniting its citizens by cultivating the domestic resistant culture and North Korea is also not an exception. In this point of view, it can be said that the present economic sanctions against North Korea by the US have a negative impact on the economic constructions of North Korea so seriously but at the same time these sanctions also have an unexpected effects of reinforcing national unity with intensifying anti-Americanism in North Korea. Besides, North Korea used the US’ economic sanctions for justifying its political system blaming the outside for its economic difficulties. The US sanctioned North Korea to weaken its system but it has been proved that in reality the results are rather opposite. 

Sanctions: Prevent Diplomacy

Sanctions prevent diplomacy with North Korea.

aljazeera.net January 13, 2010 (“North Korea wants sanctions lifted” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia-pacific/2010/01/201011394036698509.html DA:6/28/2010)
A North Korean diplomat has said that his country will resume talks on its nuclear programme only when all international sanctions have been lifted.  Choe Jin-su, the North Korean envoy to China, said the sanctions were "an expression of distrust" between Pyongyang and Washington, and cautioned that the US must also agree to peace treaty talks.  "Only concluding a peace treaty can eradicate the hostile relations between the [North] and the United States and rapidly and actively advance denuclearisation of the Korean peninsula," Choe said in a rare briefing in Beijing on Tuesday.  The North conducted its second-ever nuclear test in May 2009, drawing international condemnation and a fresh round of UN sanctions.  "Only if the sanctions on [North Korea], these barriers expressing discrimination and distrust, are removed can the six-party talks resume," Choe said.  "If the sanctions are lifted, then the six-party talks can resume immediately. The key word is immediately." 
***Strategic Strike CP***
Strikes CP: 1NC Shell


CP Text: The DOD should assign all necessary naval and aerial forces to eliminate all North Korean nuclear facilities in a strategic strike to minimize civilian casualties.  

1. U.S. military capabilities would destroy North Korea’s nuclear facilities
Saunders, director of East Asia Nonprolif Program at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2003 (Phillip, “Military Options for Dealing with North Korea’s Nuclear Program”, http://cns.miis.edu/research/korea/dprkmil.htm, jb)


North Korea has reasonably capable air defenses, including Mig-29 fighters, SA-2 and SA-5 surface-to-air missiles, and large quantities of anti-aircraft artillery (AAA). Nevertheless, North Korean nuclear facilities located in the open would be highly vulnerable to attack by cruise missiles and by American stealth fighters or bombers armed with precision-guided munitions. Use of U.S. bases in South Korea would make an attack easier, but if necessary an attack could be launched using sea-based missiles and bombers based on U.S. territory. North Korea's reactors, fuel fabrication facilities, and the reprocessing facilities necessary for producing plutonium for nuclear weapons would be relatively easy to destroy.
2. North Korea wouldn’t retaliate – wouldn’t want to risk regime change
Bandow, Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute, 2003 (Doug, “Wrong war, wrong way, wrong time”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb-076es.html, jb)

Some advocates of military action say that the ROK should not worry, dismissing the argument that Pyongyang would choose to retaliate. Referring to the Israeli destruction of an Iraqi nuclear facility in 1981, intended to eliminate the Iraqi nuclear program, former State Department official Jed Babbin argued: “If the nuclear weapons program continues, we should consider an Osirak-like strike at the Yongbyon plant which is the center of North Korea’s program. It’s quite possible to do that without beginning a general war.”43 Some Clinton administration officials similarly believed that military action in 1994 would not precipitate a full-scale war.44 Ralph Cossa, head of the Pacific Forum Center for Strategic and International Studies, contends that Kim Jong il would not risk the destruction of his regime by retaliating.45 That appears to be the view of the hawks in the Bush administration, according to Nicholas Kristof.

3. Striking North Korea solves prolif – waiting only increases the risk of attack
Carter, former assistant secretary of defense to Clinton, and Perry, former secretary of defense, 2006 (Ashton B. and William J., “If Necessary, Strike and Destroy” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/06/21/AR2006062101518.html, jb)
This is a hard measure for President Bush to take. It undoubtedly carries risk. But the risk of continuing inaction in the face of North Korea's race to threaten this country would be greater. Creative diplomacy might have avoided the need to choose between these two unattractive alternatives. Indeed, in earlier years the two of us were directly involved in negotiations with North Korea, coupled with military planning, to prevent just such an outcome. We believe diplomacy might have precluded the current situation. But diplomacy has failed, and we cannot sit by and let this deadly threat mature. A successful Taepodong launch, unopposed by the United States, its intended victim, would only embolden North Korea even further. The result would be more nuclear warheads atop more and more missiles.
Strikes CP: Terrorism Internal

1. Deterrence keeps North Korea from aiding terrorists
Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
North Korea could blow up terrorist bombs in downtown Seoul or Tokyo (or Washington, D.C.) every week if they wanted to. But the North Koreans have not done that, because their goal is survival, not suicide and random destruction (Cha, 1999; Suro, 2000). As for rogue states and their alleged plans to fire a couple of nuclear warheads at the United States, there are three basic reasons to doubt this threat. First, North Korea has not yet developed this capability—it is only feared that eventually they may do so. Second, it would be suicide, since any attack on the U.S. would result in massive American retaliation, and North Korea's efforts over the past decade show that it has an intense desire to survive. Finally, why develop an expensive ballistic missile to shoot at the United States when it would be so much easier just to smuggle a nuclear weapon into the United States? It is important to distinguish between capabilities and intentions—North Korea already has the capability to blow up bombs in these cities, but their intentions are aimed at survival, not increasing tension. And while missiles will not give North Korea any more terrorist capability than is already possible through smuggled bombs, missiles do provide a military deterrent 
Strikes CP: Deterrence Good (1/4)

1. Deterrence checks North Korea – empirics prove
Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
The explanation for a half-century of stability and peace on the Korean peninsula is actually quite simple: deterrence works. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military and, more importantly, U.S. military deploy-ments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops as well as nuclear-tipped Lance missiles. Even today they include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. While in 1950 there might have been reason for confidence in the North, the war was disastrous for the Communists, and without massive Chinese involvement North Korea would have ceased to exist. Far from exhibiting impulsive behavior after 1950, North Korea's leadership has shown extreme caution. Given the tension on the peninsula, small events have had the potential to spiral out of control, yet the occasional incidents on the peninsula have been managed with care on both sides. The peninsula has been stable for fifty years because deterrence has been clear and unambiguous.
Strikes CP: Deterrence Good (2/4)


2. Deterrence solves north korean aggression 

Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
When outright North Korean invasion began to appear unlikely, scholars fell back on preventive war, and then preemptive war, the madman hypothesis, and then the desperation hypothesis as reasons to view the North as the aggressor. Yet for fifty years the reality on the Korean peninsula has falsified these predictions one by one. Deterrence on the peninsula has been strong enough to swamp any other potential causes of war on the peninsula, and continues to be so today. This study has shown that scholars need to be self-conscious in their application of assumptions and causal logic. If a well-specified theory such as preventive war or power transition does not appear to be borne out by the empirical record, scholars should acknowledge this and attempt to understand why. Although North Korea is merely one case, it is an important case and one that has figured prominently in the scholarly literature. Preventive war and power transition theories actually predict that North Korea will not undertake adventurous actions. However, scholars have consistently misapplied these theories to the Korean peninsula. Scholars should pay closer attention to the antecedent conditions of the theories, and also be more self-conscious about the behavioral variables that implicitly carry the bulk of the argument. The literature has focused on measuring power, and less energy has been spent on measuring satisfaction with the status quo. If perceptions and intentions matter, then the theory should explicitly state how these behavioral variables relate to the timing, sequence, and intensity of the preventive motivation. Scholars should not let these variables sneak in and do the heavy lifting. Other ad hoc arguments that are also thrown into the mix should be identified and discarded. The most common example of this "ad hoc-ism" is the "you never know" critique. This critique argues that there is a non-zero probability that North Korea may attack, and that therefore we should take steps to counter that possibility. This critique is theoretically and methodologically unfounded. Whether couched in terms of "accidents happen" or "mistakes get made" or "you never know, leaders under stress do irrational things," this argument is no more than an assertion that uncertainty exists in the world. Without a causal argument that links North Korean leaders to an unprovoked attack, using uncertainty as the prime cause of such an attack is vacuous. We have no logical reason to think that North Korean leaders are any different than any other leaders in the world, nor do we have any logical reason to think that deterrence which has held for fifty years might suddenly dissolve like dew in the summer sun. The preventive war and power transition theories are similarly susceptible to "you never know-ism." If in 1992 (or 1978, or 1961) scholars argued strongly that a window of opportunity was closing for North Korea, and yet by 2001 there has still been no invasion, it is spurious to argue "you never know," and that North Korea may still launch a preventive war in 2003. If North Korea is seeking accommodation with the rest of the world, why did they re-start their nuclear weapons program? In a climate where the U.S. calls North Korea a terrorist nation and top U.S. officials such as Rumsfeld discuss war on the peninsula, it is no surprise that the North feels threatened. If North Korea really wanted to develop nuclear weapons, it would have done so long ago. Rather, it restarted its program as a deterrent to U.S. "preemptive action" against it.
Strikes CP: Deterrence Good (3/4)
3. Deterrence solves North Korean attack against us mainland
Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
North Korea could blow up terrorist bombs in downtown Seoul or Tokyo (or Washington, D.C.) every week if they wanted to. But the North Koreans have not done that, because their goal is survival, not suicide and random destruction (Cha, 1999; Suro, 2000). As for rogue states and their alleged plans to fire a couple of nuclear warheads at the United States, there are three basic reasons to doubt this threat. First, North Korea has not yet developed this capability—it is only feared that eventually they may do so. Second, it would be suicide, since any attack on the U.S. would result in massive American retaliation, and North Korea's efforts over the past decade show that it has an intense desire to survive. Finally, why develop an expensive ballistic missile to shoot at the United States when it would be so much easier just to smuggle a nuclear weapon into the United States? It is important to distinguish between capabilities and intentions—North Korea already has the capability to blow up bombs in these cities, but their intentions are aimed at survival, not increasing tension. And while missiles will not give North Korea any more terrorist capability than is already possible through smuggled bombs, missiles do provide a military deterrent (Kang, 1995a).
4. Deterrence solves – no risk of war

Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
Even paranoiacs have enemies. The U.S. is hostile to Pyongyang, and it is not accurate to pretend that the U.S. only wants to be friends and that North Koreans are merely paranoid. This is not to argue whether either side holds the moral high ground, nor to argue that the North Koreans are innocent lambs; clearly America has reason to mistrust the North. But North Korea also mistrusts the U.S.—they know very well that the ultimate U.S. goal is the transformation or even the obliteration of their way of life—and North Korea has reason to be wary. The difficulty comes in how one country slowly begins to trust another country. There has been no war on the Korean peninsula for fifty years because deterrence has held. And as the North grows ever weaker relative to the South, the chances for war become even slimmer.
Strikes CP: Deterrence Good (4/4)

5. Deterrence solves – U.S. makes North Korean attack useless

Kang, professor of government at Dartmouth, 2003 (David, “International Relations Theory and the second Korean War”, published in International Studies Quaterly, September 2003, jb)
North Korea has not attacked for fifty years because deterrence has been solid. Despite the tension that has existed on the peninsula, the balance of power has held. For over fifty years neither side has attempted to mount a major military operation, nor has either side attempted to challenge the balance of power. North and South Korea have been caught in a zero-sum, winner-take-all, mutual hostage situation. Both sides have wanted the other to lose; both sides can destroy the other.18 Any war on the peninsula would have disastrous consequences for both sides. The North, although it has a numerically larger armed forces, faces a much more highly trained and capable U.S.–ROK armed forces. This led to stalemate: there was little room for barter or bargaining. An almost total absence of linguistic, ethnic, and religious cleavages leaves no simple way to "divide the pie," and the relatively constricted geographic situation intensified an already acute security dilemma between the two sides. The result has not been surprising: although tension is high, the balance of power has been stable. Far from being a tinderbox, both sides have moved cautiously and have avoided major military mobilizations that could spiral out of control. Why did deterrence not fail in Korea? The U.S. deterrent made a North Korean attack useless. Analysts in this respect have generally missed the forest for the trees, for although analysts often refer to the "U.S. tripwire" and deterrent posture, they continue to ignore the deterrent and focus instead on force-levels, terrorism, or subversion by the North (H. Kim, 1990; Tow, 1991). Yet how can the Korean peninsula be stable when continual streams of scholars, diplomats, and politicians call the Korean peninsula a tinderbox? The reasons adduced by scholars as to why they worry about North Korea's intentions are attributes, and little mention is made of the situation within which North Korea must make decisions. Analysts argue that North Korea started the Korean war in 1950, and that North Korea has perpetrated a number of terrorist attacks, and therefore they are aggressive. The important point is that full-scale war is not now an option for the North, nor has it been since 1950. The U.S. deployment in South Korea makes deterrence robust and the chances of war on the Korean peninsula are remote. North Korea, for all its bluster regarding the South, has never directly challenged the central balance of power.

Strikes CP: Diplomacy Fails (1/2)
1. Soft-line approaches will fail—3 reasons.
Blumenthal, commissioner of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission at AEI, 2005 (Dan, “Facing a Nuclear North Korea and the Future of U.S.-ROK relations” http://www.aei.org/speech/23324, jb)
Indeed, the talks have long been destined for failure, not because the U.S. government did not have the best of intentions--talking the North Koreans out of their nuclear weapons. But because Kim Jong Il's totalitarian, criminal regime cannot give up its weapons and at the same time achieve its national goals. Simply stated these goals are to: (1) stay in power; (2) be recognized as a nuclear state; (3) control the entire Korean peninsula. By definition, these goals mean that Kim and his clan must break the U.S.-ROK alliance and attain a nuclear arsenal.
2. Diplomacy doesn’t work – rogue states like North Korea can only be dealt with using hardline policies
Choo, Ph.D. and research fellow at the Korea and Japan Studies Program at Johns Hopkins University, 2003 (Yong Shik, “Handling North Korea: Strategy and Issues”, accessed at Project MUSE, JB and ZB)
Neoconservatives, the main pillar of foreign policy thinking in the Bush administration, view the Pyongyang regime as a major threat to U.S. post-Cold War security. Their position on “rogue states” has been consistent: no persuasion, no compromise, only victory. According to this camp, the United States and rogue states are pitted against each other in irreconcilable conflict; because U.S. values and its economic system threaten to undermine the foundations of such regimes, rogue states will attempt to upset the international order the United States has worked to build under its hegemony. “They have, and will continue to have, a clear and immutable interest in flouting [it].”4 With such a damning view of rogue nations, neoconservatives believe that only regime change can finally resolve these issues. They criticize engagement policies for failing to eliminate the threat from Pyongyang and, in fact, propping up the Kim Jong Il regime, which otherwise would have continued toward the collapse it was approaching in the mid- 1990s. Thus, U.S. neoconservatives advocate aggressive containment or even regime change for North Korea. Needless to say, such hawkish views are welcomed by anti-communist hardliners in Seoul.

Strikes CP: Diplomacy Fails (2/2)

3. Deterrence will work better than diplomacy to contain North Korea.
Dujarric, Director of the Institute of Contemporary Japanese Studies at Temple University, 2009 (Robert, “Deterrence Beats Diplomacy on North Korea”  
http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/commentary/data/000130, MH) 

On the other hand, if China were to cut off trade and aid to the North, it could bring down the regime. The Götterdämmerung of Kim Jong Il and company could well include domestic disturbances or war with South Korea. Even if North Korea were to disappear peacefully, China might not find itself better off. Unification could destabilize the entire peninsula, given South Korea's inability to absorb the more than 20 million semi-starved Northerners into its economy and society. Moreover, China could find itself bordering a U.S.-leaning liberal democratic polity, which is not an ideal outcome for Beijing. Finally, though the Chinese and North Korean communist parties are dissimilar, the Chinese leadership would probably not see the demise of an Asian communist state as a good omen. Thus, the argument goes, Beijing is unwilling to put "real pressure" on Pyongyang (unlike Washington, Tokyo, and now Seoul since the Lee administration took over), hence making it impossible to implement a credible sanctions regime. But the hidden truth, often forgotten, is that Japan and the United States are in the same boat as China, and South Korea even more so. None of these countries wants North Korea to disappear. For South Korea, the demise of the North would force Seoul to suddenly bear the burden of managing the North. To put it in an American perspective, it is as if there were well over 100 million Cubans, with Cuba even poorer than it is today, and upon the passing of the Castro brothers the island became the Union's 51st state. The end of North Korea would bring new challenges for Japan and the United States as well. Preventing the total collapse of a suddenly destabilized Korea would call for a massive aid package and a complex set of diplomatic negotiations with China and the new Korea—not exactly the easiest rescue plan to sell to a Congress that can't even vote on a U.S.-South Korea FTA (KORUS). In the Japanese case, some observers are worried—probably irrationally—that a flood of refugees would reach the archipelago. There is therefore an enormous limit to what Japan, South Korea, and the United States could do even if China agreed to follow their lead. If trade and aid were cut off—including flows from China—Kim would not lose sleep letting some of his people starve, but fairly quickly the allies would feel morally obliged to prevent such suffering. Stronger sanctions could indeed bring him down, but that is the outcome everyone wants to avoid. Other forms of sanctions could have some effect, but the truth is that options are very limited. The best reaction to the DPRK's WMD program is to maintain a high level of deterrence by making sure that the United States has the visible ability to crush North Korea should Pyongyang choose the path of war. Deterrence worked against far more dangerous enemies—first and foremost the Soviet Union—and it has worked with North Korea for decades. Nukes and missiles do not radically alter the equation. The second task for Japan, the United States, and South Korea, along with China, is to think about how to manage unification if the regime in Pyongyang collapses, which could be tomorrow or many decades from now.

Strikes CP Solvency

1. The US should take out North Korea’s nuclear facilities
Korea Times 07 (“Ex-US Defence Chief suggests military action against NK, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4512, jb)

Former U.S. Defense Secretary William Perry proposed Thursday that the United States should consider military action against North Korea if China and South Korea refuse to prod Pyongyang to end its nuclear weapons program, according to a report by Agence France-Presse (AFP).  Although the move is dangerous, there is no alternative left if China and South Korea, the two key economic lifelines to North Korea, do not join any U.S.-led ``diplomatic coercive’’ action against Pyongyang, he told the Foreign Affairs Committee of the U.S. House of Representatives in Washington, D.C.  AFP quoted Perry, the Pentagon chief under former president Bill Clinton, as saying that the U.S. should consider destroying a large reactor under construction in North Korea capable of making about 10 nuclear bombs a year.  In addition to the Yongbyon reactor, which produces spent fuel that can be ``reprocessed’’ to yield plutonium for a nuclear weapon, Pyongyang is reportedly building a large reactor in Taechon.  Perry was quoted as saying that the danger of the North Korean nuclear weapons program was by now obvious to China and South Korea and that they should be willing to join the U.S. in any concerted diplomatic initiative.  ``An additional inducement for China and South Korea would be the concern that if they did not provide the coercion, the United States might take the only meaningful coercive action available to it _ destroying the reactor before it could come on line,’’ Perry was quoted as saying.
***Rapid Reaction Forces CP***

RRF CP: 1NC Shell

CP Text: The United States federal government should restructure its existing military and police presence to form a rapid reaction force
This solves better than the aff without pulling out troops
Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University 2002 (Victor, “Focus on the future, not the north”, accessed on Project MUSE pg. 99, jb, sob)
With these objectives in mind, the United States should transform USFK ground, air, and naval assets from a heavy, ground-based force to a more mobile, rapid-reaction force. The types of changes needed in Korea will certainly be contingent on the status of other U.S. forces and bases as well as on access arrangements elsewhere in the region, but such a restructured USFK could resemble the force described below. The United States should restructure the existing ground presence along the lines of Gen. Eric Shinseki’s objective force concept, as a mobile, medium sized force, easily deployable but more lethal and sustainable than existing light infantry.1 9 This army force of about one medium-sized deployable brigade (5,000) could react quickly to regional developments, including but not limited to unification of the peninsula, and maintain a strong U.S. presence in the region. These forces might be stationed in the southern portion of the peninsula around the demilitarized zone and outside of Seoul. Although air assets on the peninsula would vary somewhat, they would likely remain relatively constant compared to the other services. For domestic political reasons in Korea, retaining two main operating air bases at Osan and further south at Kunsan will be difficult. The presence at Osan could be reduced and redeployed in Kunsan or even further south, placing aerial assets as much as 500 miles closer to southern contingencies. Although reductions are likely, the reconfigured force in Korea must be capable of assisting Guam in supporting some assets that might be transferred from U.S. air bases in Japan to aid the reduction of the U.S. footprint there.
Restructuring the USFK boosts US-China relations – China hates the presence of troops on the Korean peninsula
Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University, 2002 (Victor D. Cha, “Focus on the Future, Not the North”, accessed on Project Muse, pg. 11, jb, sob)

Beyond the broader alliance missions, the ground troop presence on the peninsula, which the Chinese have always found disconcerting, would appear less provocative to Beijing after restructuring. China will undoubtedly still oppose any configuration that maintains a U.S. presence in Korea, but a USFK that relies less on pre-positioned heavy equipment and two-division-sized ground force deployments and more on air and naval presence (excluding long-range bombers) to improve regional stability would generate less opposition in Beijing than the alternative. 

RRF CP: Solvency

Full US pullout bad – Restructuring USFK would solve conflict better 
Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University, 2002 (Victor D. Cha, “Focus on the Future, Not the North”, accessed on Project Muse, pgs. 9-10, jb, sob)

To perform these new missions and address its traditional role, the United States should restructure its forces on the peninsula to be: •Credible. In spite of any transformations in the USFK, the resulting force must still represent and preserve the traditional role as a reliable manifestation of the U.S. commitment to the defense and security of Korea. •Flexible. While being large enough to be militarily significant, the U.S. presence should be flexible enough to handle a broad range of tasks ranging from antiterrorism operations to peacekeeping to force-projection dominance in the region. •Deployable. Combined with other U.S. capabilities in the region (especially in Japan), the presence in Korea must be capable of reacting swiftly to regional developments and offer an integrated joint force with the full range of mobility, strike, maneuverability, and sustainability. •Unobtrusive. While being politically equivalent to the old force structure as a symbol of the alliance, the new presence should possess a footprint that the Korean people do not perceive as an obstacle to peace. With these objectives in mind, the United States should transform USFK ground, air, and naval assets from a heavy, ground-based force to a more mobile, rapid-reaction force.


Modernizing troops is beneficial for both SK and US and maintains US heg. 
Sheen, assistant professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2003 (Dr. Seongho, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Asian Affairs, Vol. 30, No. 2, The Responses of Asian Nations to Bush Administration Security Policies: Grudging Partner: South Korea, pg 102, 2003, http://www.jstor.org/pss/30172849, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS) 
Indeed, the new U.S. military strategy focusing on forward deployment with smaller, lighter, and more mobile forces may prove to be a win-win strategy for both governments. Such a strategy would help to meet the growing public uneasiness with U.S. military forces by reducing the burden of maintaining a heavy military presence. USFK may take a bold initiative to resolve controversial basing issues by moving Yongsan Garrison out of Seoul, along with base consolidations in other areas with help from the South Korean government. Such a move, however, should not be regarded as a weakening U.S. commitment to the alliance or the region.

RRF CP: Efficiency NB

Rapid deployment forces are comparatively better – exercises prove – solves efficiency tradeoff
Suh, associate professor and director of Korean Studies at the School for Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, 2008 (J.J., “Foreign Policy in Focus: Korean bases of concern”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/korean_bases_of_concern, jb)

With South Korea leading the fight, Pyeongtaek’s tactical importance increases for American forces. The “sanctuary locations” will provide convenient stops for forces flown from out of area, such as Alaska or California. As the Key Resolve/Foal Eagle exercise this March demonstrated, Stryker units of armored combat vehicles were deployed from Alaska to Korea in less than 9 hours. Marine troops, flown in from California, were outfitted only with light personal arms and were not weighted down by heavy armored vehicles such as M1A2 tanks. They were then “married” with the heavy equipments that had been “pre-positioned” in country or off-shore, thereby dramatically reducing their reaction time without compromising their lethality.The March exercise made an extensive use of ports and air bases in South Korea’s southeast hub – such as Busan, Jinhae, Pohang, and Taegu – to land, and move forward, rapid deployment forces and pre-positioned heavy equipments under the protection of missile defense systems. Pyeongtaek, once the base relocation is completed, will assume a similar role. It will serve as a “sanctuary location” to receive forces from around the world and from which rapid deployment forces can be projected deep into North Korea as current war-fighting plans require.

 

***Rights of the Child Soft Power CP***

Soft Power CP: 1NC Shell



CP Text: The United States federal government should ratify the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
Only America and Somalia haven’t signed on – this decks soft power
Starr, CNS News Senior Staff Writer, 2008 (Penny, “’Narcissistic Soverignity’ Has Kept U.S. from Ratifying U.N. Treaty on Children’ Rights” http://www.cnsnews.com/public/Content/article.aspx?RsrcID=39799, jb)
Washington, D.C. (CNSNews.com) – Advocates for a United Nations treaty on children’s rights blamed American arrogance for it not being ratified by the United States, but critics charge signing onto the Convention on the Rights of the Child could mean international law trumping U.S. state and federal laws and the rights of parents to make decisions about raising and educating their children.  The treaty, adopted by the United Nations on Nov. 20, 1989, has been ratified by 193 countries. The United States and Somalia are the two countries that have not ratified it, groups that support ratification said at a press conference at the Capitol on Thursday.  “It might sound dismissive, but I think it has something to do with what I would call, and some other people call, narcissistic sovereignty,” Harold Cook, a non-governmental organization representative at the U.N. and a fellow with the American Psychological Association, told CNSNews.com. But critics say national self-determination is at the heart of why the treaty should not be ratified.“This would be one of the most invasive things we could do as far as the sovereignty of our nation,” Michael Smith, president of the Homeschool Legal Defense Association, told CNSNews.com.Smith said that if Congress ratifies the treaty, it would give the United Nations authority to object to federal and state laws that it thinks violate the treaty and give Congress the power to pass laws to make the country comply with its tenants – a fact advocates do not deny.  “Every national government in the world, except the United States, has developed in response to the Convention of the Rights of the Child official detailed national reports on how children are fairing in their country,” Howard Davidson, director of the American Bar Association Center for Children and the Law, said at the press conference. “And child protection and advocacy watchdog groups have been able to react to those reports by doing their own shadow reporting to the international committee on the rights of the child,” Davidson added.

Soft Power CP: Solvency


1. Ratifying the convention solves soft power – the US can distance itself from Somalia
Starr, CNS News Senior Staff Writer, 2008 (Penny, “’Narcissistic Soverignity’ Has Kept U.S. from Ratifying U.N. Treaty on Children’ Rights” http://www.cnsnews.com/public/Content/article.aspx?RsrcID=39799, jb)

When asked about the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the campaign trail, President-elect Barack Obama expressed a willingness to consider sending the treaty to Congress for ratification.  “It is embarrassing to find ourselves in the company of Somalia, a lawless land,” Obama said. “I will review this.”Groups at the press conference expressed optimism about the new administration, including Meg Gardinier, acting chairwoman of the Campaign for the U.S. Ratification of the Convention on the Rights of the Child.“We are very excited to think we are finally in a moment in time when the U.S. might very well join that ratification process and we can join the other 193 countries who are currently using this important rights treaty as a pivotal guide to improve the child’s survival, protection and development,” Gardinier said.

2. Failure to set a moral example crushes soft power
Roth, Executive Director of Human Rights Watch, 2000 (Kenneth, “The Charade of US Ratification of International Human Rights Treaties” http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/157-un/26883.html, jb)
The US government should be concerned with its diminishing stature as a standard-bearer for human rights. US influence is built not solely on its military and economic power. At a time when US administrations seem preoccupied with avoiding any American casualties, the projection of US military power is not easy. US economic power, for its part, can engender as much resentment as influence. Much of why people worldwide admire the United States is because of the moral example it sets. That allure risks being tarnished if the US government is understood to believe that international human rights standards are only for other people, not for US citizens.
Soft Power CP: Solvency / A2: Obama wants to ratify UNCRC



Even though Obama wants to ratify the Convention, the US still has done nothing to fulfill his pledge
VOA News June 16th, 2010 (“US remains hold-out in UN Child Rights Convention” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/human-rights/US-Remains-Hold-Out-in-UN-Child-Rights-Convention-96496639.html, jb) 

Just over 20 years ago, the United Nations crafted a convention on the rights of all children to education, nutrition, housing, and other basic needs, as well as protection from exploitation and military conscription. Today, only two nations have yet to ratify the treaty: the United States and Somalia. U.S. ratification of the U.N. Convention of the Rights of the Child has been stalled by domestic opposition to provisions that, in the eyes of some, would limit parental rights and promote governmental interference in family matters.  The convention recognizes the special needs and vulnerabilities of children, and provides a mechanism to monitor and improve countries' attention to those needs.  Georgia State University law professor Jonathan Todres specializes in youth rights issues.   "The Convention on the Rights of the Child is the most comprehensive human rights treaty for children, the most widely-ratified human rights treaty in the world," Todres said. "In dozens of countries, it has led to changes in law, policy and attitudes towards children. And as a result fewer children do suffer abuses in those countries."   The United States signed the treaty in the mid-1990s, but so far no U.S. administration has submitted the treaty to the Senate for ratification.
