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Summary

The argument links to a remove troops from Korea affirmative, it doesn't really link to remove bases or NFU.

It's primarily soft power based, but it would mesh well with a smart power plan, because several of the solvency cards are based on retaining Air Force in South Korea.

The basic argument is

1. Removing troops is a first step that leads to negotiations

2. Negotiations will help disarm North Korea

3. This prevents a totally crazy nuclear holocausts that kills hundreds of millions

Uniqueness is that North Korea will attack now because of bad relations and high tensions
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1AC Module

Uniqueness: North Korea could attack at any time in the status quo

Pollack, 2009 (Jonathan D., professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 169, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

Fifth, despite the persistence of peninsular deterrence across the decades, there is an ever present risk of major military conflict. North Korea now openly contests the legitimacy of the July 1953 armistice accords, though this does not mean it is intent on violating them. But the DPRK is both dangerous and endangered. Its vulnerabilities could grow more acute with time, while it remains in possession of nuclear weapons. Though the regime is not suicidal, we know little about what might impel a decision to initiate the use of force, especially as new leadership arrangements are put in place. An acute political—military crisis on the peninsula that enveloped the United States and all  regional powers would be a true worst case scenario. As long-standing allies, the United States and South Korea communicate closely, though operational coordination can always be improved, especially with the impending return of wartime operational control to South Korea in 2012. China is a decidedly different case. It is not an ally of either South Korea or the United States, and the formal security alliance with the DPRK is largely moribund. But renewed warfare would directly affect Chinese strategic equities; it cannot expect to be a bystander or passive observer. The risks of misperception or of inadvertent conflict seem self evident, yet any political-military conversation in this area remains woefully underdeveloped.

Taking the first step toward reconciliation will cause the DPRK to reciprocate and begin negotiations towards denuclearization

China Daily 09(“Diplomacy the Path to Peaceful Peninsula” April 7, 2009 Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

If the Obama administration can rein in its own military, as well as its dependent allies in Seoul and Tokyo, and pursue the avowed aim of a world free of nuclear weapons, DPRK might play along. "Pyongyang's basic stance is that as long as Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul remain adversaries, it feels threatened and will acquire nuclear missiles to counter that threat," writes Leon Sigal, an expert on the Korean crisis, in the January 2009 Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. However, "if Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul move toward reconciliation it will get rid of these weapons. Whether the DPRK means what it says isn't certain, but the only way to test it is to try to build mutual trust over time by faithfully carrying out a series of reciprocal steps." Short of fuel and unable adequately to feed its own people, the DPRK badly needs international economic assistance. The other five parties should strive for an immediate quid pro quo involving massive but graduated assistance to the DPRK in return for denuclearization. Such a result would not only pave the way for a settlement on the Korean Peninsula but could also enhance the prospects of containing Korean nuclear technology from being exported to other states. The DPRK launch represents a step back in the region, but there is a way forward. The Six Party talks must resume and come to acceptable terms. In the 21st century, choosing militarism over diplomacy invites disaster.

1AC Module

I/L- North Korea is heavily situated in the area before the DMZ facing forward, ready to unleash their wrath on Seoul

Suh 04 (Jae-Jung, Associate Professor and Director of the Korea Studies Program at Johns Hopkins University, Asian Perspective Vol 28, No.4, 2004, pg.64, “Assessing the Military Balance In Korea, accessed 6/28/10, ZB)

North Korea remains one of the most militarized countries in the world today, with over a million military personnel—at least 12 percent of the male population. Its military is commonly estimated to consume as much as 25 percent of the national bud- get. Recently Kim Jong Il, who runs the country as chairman of the all powerful National Defense Council, made the “military- first policy” the supreme guiding principle for his rule. Not only is North Korea highly militarized; it also maintains a threatening posture with two-thirds of its ground forces and a significant amount of logistical support concentrated in the forward area between Pyongyang and the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), ready to strike with little warning. It is therefore hardly surprising that South Korea is vigilant about the possibility of a surprise attack from the North. Such an attack could turn Seoul, South Korea’s capital with over ten mil- lion residents, almost instantaneously into “a sea of fire.” 

I/L- U.S. Troops in Korea act as a tripwire that function as a retaliation mechanism to even the smallest North Korean aggression act

CDI 04 (cdi.org, center for defense institution, “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences”, there are many authors and dates compiled into the article, PDF accessed at cdi.org on 6/28/10, ZB)

Fargo and the PACOM war planners have studied North Korea in detail. It is their job. For all the above reasons, PACOM will have to consider the response by North Korea to any U.S. military action as totally unpredictable and thus be aware that any action would carry tremendous risk. A small “surgical” strike could be viewed by an acutely paranoid Kim Jong Il as the first phase of a war for regime change. Therefore, any U.S. military contingencies have to include the option of immediately being able to respond to a full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula. This would include any perceived escalation by U.S. forces serving as a possible tripwire to a preemptive North Korean strike of enormous magnitude on the South. 

1AC Module

Impact: A Nuclear war on the Korean Peninsula would have immediate causalities that could reach 30 million, irradiate major population centers, and kill hundreds of millions by destroying the global climate.  It would be a holocaust of unimaginable and unprecedented proportions.

Hayes, 2010 (Peter and Michael, Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute and Green, Victoria University, “-“The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 1/5, accessed at http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4

These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

Solvency

The US needs to take the first step to reduce tensions and improve relations with North Korea

Asia Times Online 10 (“US looks within, Pyongyang looks to war” June 17, 2010 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/LF17Ad03.html Accessed on 6/24/10 GW)

The CFR report emphasized that greater US-led, regional cooperation would be necessary to deal with any host of scenarios which could occur on the Korean Peninsula: To best address North Korea's continuing nuclear challenge, the United States needs to provide political leadership in cooperation with regional counterparts to roll back North Korea's nuclear development, coordinate actions designed to contain the spillover effects of possible North Korean instability while insisting that North Korea give up its destabilizing course of action, and affirm that one prerequisite to a normal US-DPRK [Democratic People's Republic of Korea] relationship is a denuclearized North Korea. 

Solvency: Obama is willing to work with North Korea

Michishita, 2009 (Narushige, 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 U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

Even after the missile and nuclear tests, the United States has expressed willingness to engage with North Korea. On June 11, 2009, Ambassador Stephen Bosworth, special representative for North Korea policy, revealed a ‘‘fourpronged strategy’’ toward North Korea, which emphasized close regional consultation and cooperation, UN and national sanctions, defensive measures, and diplomatic engagement to negotiate a path to denuclearization if North Korea showed serious willingness. Bosworth reiterated U.S. policy not to threaten to change the North Korean regime through force and its continued commitment to the September 2005 Joint Statement.27 The United States is willing to address not only nuclear and missile issues, but also signing a peace treaty with North Korea. On this point, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton stated in February:  If North Korea is genuinely prepared to completely and verifiably eliminate their nuclear weapons program, the Obama Administration will be willing to normalize bilateral relations, replace the peninsula’s longstanding armistice agreements with a permanent peace treaty, and assist in meeting the energy and other economic needs of the North Korean people.28 This position did not change after the nuclear and missiles tests

Solvency

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

Michishita, 2009

(Narushige, 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 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.

Negotiations are critical to regional stability

Synder, 07 (Scott, Senior Associate at the Asia Foundation & the Pacific Forum/CSIS, “Responses to North Korea’s Nuclear Test: Capitulation or Collective Action?”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol 30 No 4, pg. 39, FT & RV)

As North Korea’s nuclear capabilities have overtly developed, neighboring states have adopted countermeasures progressively. The effects have not always contributed to a collective security mechanism in Northeast Asia and wider international cooperation. Some international norm-building and dialogue mechanisms have emerged, but so have nuclear hedging and regional tension. The degree to which the six parties adhere to collective action is likely to be the critical factor that may influence future prospects for regional security cooperation.

A2: Conventional Attack

Removing our ground troops from South Korea will not adversely affect the alliance's capability to defeat a conventional attack.

Lt Gen Wood 08

(Stephen G. “The Transformation of Air Forces on the Korean Peninsula” Fall 2008 Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

 http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj08/fal08/wood.html 

The alliance’s capability and will to defend the Republic of Korea from North Korean aggression has never been stronger. Well known to the reader are the advancements in US military capability over the last two decades. Less well known is the fact that the republic of Korea has placed tremendous emphasis on modernization and military competence. The republic of Korea is now the 13th largest economy in the world, spending approximately $24.3 billion—about 2. percent of its gross domestic product—on defense each year. Its military comprises 77,000 active duty personnel, equipped with the most modern military technology. For instance, nearly 40 percent of the ROK Air Force’s (ROKAF) 500 fighters are F-1 K and F-1 aircraft.4 However, the bedrock of the ROK military is its ground forces, with 41,000 active duty personnel and an additional 2.9 million trained soldiers in reserve. The leadership of the ROK army is also top notch, as proven during exercise vignettes in which the CFC commander cedes control to his ROK counterpart. Consequently, from an alliance perspective, the ROK military is capable of leading the ground campaign. Thus, under the CFC transformation plan, the US military’s contribution to the alliance will become more air and naval-centric in the future.

Reducing US troops would not cause NK to invade

Bandow 2009 (August 31, Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “How to Deal with North Korea”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10492, Date accessed: 6/25, JH)

Withdraw U.S. forces from South Korea. The Republic of Korea has a vast economic and technological lead over its northern antagonist and is fully capable of defending itself. Nor do American conventional forces help resolve the nuclear issue; to the contrary, by putting U.S. military personnel within reach of the North, Washington has created 28,000 nuclear hostages. Moreover, eliminating America's military presence on the peninsula would be the strongest possible signal to Beijing that it need not fear pressing the North to deal and reform, even at the risk of the latter's collapse. The North's coming leadership transition will yield both opportunities and dangers. The Obama administration should recognize the limitations inherent to any policy toward the North, while doing its best to promote a peaceful resolution of the Korean confrontation.

Uniqueness

Uniqueness Overt hostility on either side could restart the Korean War

The International Herald Tribune 10

(Seoul raises pre-emptive strike policy; Imminent nuclear attack would require immediate action, defense chief says, January 10, 2010 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/21/world/asia/21korea.html 

South Korea would launch a pre-emptive conventional strike against the North if there were clear indications of an impending nuclear attack, the South Korean defense minister said Wednesday in Seoul, even as both countries were holding talks about improvements at their jointly operated industrial park. The comment by Defense Minister Kim Tae-young reconfirmed the South Korean military's stance on the possibility of a nuclear strike by the North, ministry officials said. But it also marked another exchange of tough talk between the two militaries. Last Friday, North Korea's National Defense Commission threatened a ''holy war to blow away'' the South, denouncing Seoul over unconfirmed South Korean news reports that the South has recently drawn up contingency plans for a potential collapse of the regime in Pyongyang. ''A nuclear attack from the North would cause too much damage for us to react,'' Mr. Kim said, speaking at a security seminar on Wednesday. ''We must detect signs and if there is a clear sign of attack, we must immediately strike. Unless it's a case where we would sustain an attack but still could counterattack, we must strike first."

On brink of another Korean War

Business Insider, 10

(“OBAMA TELLS MILITARY: BE PREPARED FOR WAR IN KOREA” May 24, 2010 http://www.businessinsider.com/obama-us-military-is-ready-to-back-south-korea-2010-5 Accessed on 6/25/10 GW)

Obama released a statement this morning showing full support for South Korea's retaliation plan for the destruction of the Cheonan. Technically, we're now one illegal ship movement by North Korea away from nuclear war. From the White House: President Obama fully supports President Lee in his handling of the ROKS Cheonan incident and the objective investigation that followed.  The measures that the government of the Republic of Korea announced today are called for and entirely appropriate.  The Republic of Korea can continue to count on the full support of the United States, as President Obama has made clear.

Uniqueness

A North Korean threat still remains

Cha and Kang 04 (Victor D. Cha and David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha is D.S. Song-Korea Foundation Chair of Asian Studies at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and David C. Kang is director of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California, Summer 2004, Political Science Quarterly, “The Debate over North Korea”, pg. 232, JSTOR Database, 05/18/2010, JB and ZB)

Victor Cha believes that the threat posed by North Korea still remains and that although Pyongyang has been rationally deterred from attempting a second invasion, there still exists a coercive bargaining rationale for violence. In his view, the North undertakes limited but serious crisis-inducing acts of violence with the hope of leveraging crises more to its advantage, an extremely risky but also extremely rational policy for a country that has nothing to lose and nothing to negotiate with. Moreover, Cha is skeptical as to how much Pyongyang's intentions have really changed. Cha sees the October 2002 nuclear revelations as strong evidence validating hawkish skepticism of North Korean intentions. In light of these activities, his support of engagement is highly conditional (that is, only if the North Koreans return to the status quo ante); other wise, the United States and its allies would be forced to pursue some form of isolation and containment of the regime.  

Links

Concessions will lead to negotiation

Synder, 07 (Scott, Senior Associate at the Asia Foundation & the Pacific Forum/CSIS, “Responses to North Korea’s Nuclear Test: Capitulation or Collective Action?”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol 30 No 4, pg. 39, FT & RV)

Following the negotiation of a regional agreement among the six parties, they should now take practical actions that require some degree of perceived sacrifice of self-interest for the sake of the six-party process. China and South Korea must continue to subordinate their bilateral ties with North Korea to the common objective of North Korea’s denuclearization. The United States and Japan will have to sacrifice their respective antipathies for North Korea to the collective will to improve bilateral relations with Pyongyang, including offering political and economic incentives.

Now is the ideal time to start talks with North Korea, but a gesture of good faith is needed

Pollack, 2009

(Jonathan D., professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 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.

North Korea is willing to negotiate on its nuclear program if the US takes the first step

Cha and Kang 04 (Victor D. Cha and David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha is D.S. Song-Korea Foundation Chair of Asian Studies at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and David C. Kang is director of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California, Summer 2004, Political Science Quarterly, “The Debate over North Korea”, pg. 241, JSTOR Database, 05/18/2010, JB and ZB)

The North consistently maintained that it wanted the United States to lower the pressure. On 20 October 2002, Kim Yong Nam, Chair of the Supreme People's Assembly, said that "If the United States is willing to drop its hostile policy towards us, we are prepared to deal with various security concerns through dialogue."36 On 3 November 2002, Han Song Ryol, DPRK Ambassador to the UN, reiterated that "Everything will be negotiable, including inspections of the enrichment program... . [O]ur government will resolve all U.S. security concerns through the talks if your government has a will to end its hostile policy."37

A2: War won't escalate

An invasion from North Korea would start war with the USA

Nam, 2006

(Chang-hee, Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha Uni-versity,  “Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture”, Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4, accessed at http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497196, KK/EL)

The relocation of U.S. bases in South Korea was not driven by the Pentagon's military transformation efforts alone. A need for consolidation and relocation had already been identified with a different agreement by both parties long before participants in the FOTA started their negotiations in 2003.1 In fact, a plan for major return and consolidation of small installations had been drafted and ratified in the form of the Land Partnership Plan (LPP) in 2002. The most obvious internal problem behind the need for relocating U.S. military bases in Korea was that large military posts and training facilities are concentrated in the vicinity of Seoul. In contrast, most U.S. troops in Japan are stationed on Okinawa an island far removed from Tokyo-whereas very few bases (e.g., only Yokota, Zama, and Atsugi) are located near the capital. This difference is related primarily to the fact that the U.S. ground forces in Korea have needed to enhance deterrence by serving as a metaphorical "tripwire." In other words, an attack from North Korea to the South would automatically and immediately trigger U.S. military intervention.

A2: North Won’t Attack/DMZ Prevents Invasion

Landmines won’t stop North Korea if they do invade 

Rossiter 10 (Caleb Rossiter, June 9, 2010“Obama Administration Reviews Ottawa Treaty” Foreign Policy In Focus | Focal Points Blog http://www.fpif.org/blog?q=Tag:Landmines, SH )

When it comes to the US joining the Ottawa Treaty banning anti-personnel landmines, President Obama is getting the same nonsense from the Pentagon and State Department that President Clinton did when the treaty was being negotiated.  "We need those mines to block a North Korean invasion of South Korea!"   In 2000 I had the privilege of evaluating that claim for the Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation, Bobby Muller's group that cares for victims of landmines around the world and started the International Campaign to Ban Landmines.  For more, you can read a report I wrote, based on interviews with U.S. Army war planners and South Korean officials. The bottom line? Ridiculous: As everybody in South Korea knows, any North Korean attack would be regime suicide for Kim Jong Il, with or without anti-personnel landmines. The planned South Korean and U.S. response is to use the anti-tank barriers they have laid along the few narrow invasion routes through the mountainous or watery DMZ (there's a reason the Korean War was fought to a standstill along this line) and immediately use their complete control of the air to devastate the North Korean capital and then occupy it.  As South Korean officials acknowledged to me, the minefields are there not to stop North Korean troops, but to stop the flood of civilian refugees they fear once the North starts imploding!  The minefields are a Berlin Wall in reverse. When it comes to balancing the limited military usefulness of a weapon with its inherent terrible humanitarian costs to civilians, presidents need to adopt a policy of "don't ask -- just tell."  The Pentagon today, as in the 1990s, can easily fight without anti-personnel landmines.  All it takes is someone to tell them to do so.

Extra Impacts

Any conflict with North Korea would destroy Seoul

Business Insider, 10

(“MAP OF THE DAY: How North Korean Artillery Could Level Seoul in Two Hours” May 25, 2010 http://www.businessinsider.com/map-of-the-day-how-north-korea-could-destroy-seoul-in-two-hours-2010-5 Accessed on 6/25/10 GW)

North Korea is known to have the world's largest artillery force. South Korea's capital city is only 35 miles from the border. Although the range of Kim Jong-il's arsenal is fodder for debate, it's certain the rogue dictator could hit Seoul with many shells in a matter of hours. He did take a few potshots last January. This threat is a key reason North Korea can bully its neighbor and stand up to US intervention.

The threat presented by North Korea to Seoul has increased, not diminished in recent years

Bennet 2008 (Bruce W, author in The Korea Herald. “A New National Strategy for Korea: North Korea threats Require Deterrence, Reconciliation” March 13, 2008., http://www.rand.org/commentary/2008/03/13/KH.html, ZB)

Today, many postulate that the North Korean invasion threat has substantially atrophied. South Korean and U.S. conventional forces have made substantial qualitative improvements in recent years. Though the North Korean military capabilities are uncertain, its conventional forces have made few improvements while aging significantly. Deterred from an invasion decades ago, many argue that North Korea should therefore be even more deterred! and less of a threat today. There are three basic problems with this depiction of the threat.  First, unable to pursue broad military modernization, North Korea has developed a series of asymmetric capabilities designed to challenge South Korea. These capabilities could be used coercively, in limited attacks. For example, North Korean long-range artillery could roll out of its forward underground facilities and begin firing at Seoul at any time. Just one battery of six long-range multiple rocket launchers could cause dozens to even thousands of casualties in northern or central Seoul, especially if North Korea fired chemical weapons.  North Korea has dozens of artillery batteries that could damage Seoul, and many hundreds that could affect areas closer to the Demilitarized Zone. Israel faced such an attack from the Hezbollah in Lebanon in 2006. Despite Israeli conventional superiority over Hezbollah, it was unable to stop the rocket launches.  Nuclear weapons are North Koreas greatest military threat. One nuclear weapon like that dropped on Hiroshima could kill or incapacitate several hundred thousand people if detonated in Seoul. The resulting economic damage to South Korea could be several hundred trillion won, even before secondary effects are considered. North Korea has already threatened both South Korea and Japan with turning their cities into a sea of fire, an apt depiction of nuclear weapon effects.  Second, even if a North Korean invasion of South Korea failed, it would impose a severe price on the Korean people. Over a decade ago, the U.S. commander in Korea estimated that hundreds of thousands could be killed. North Koreas asymmetric capabilities — including nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and related delivery means — could add substantially to this damage. In the extreme case, these asymmetric threats might allow outdated North Korean conventional forces to achieve some invasion success.  Third, North Koreas real intent is difficult to know, and could change rapidly.! North Korea is clearly deterred from invading South Korea today. But has North Korea actually abandoned its policy of conquering South Korea, a goal that still pervades its military doctrine? Or is it simply trying to create conditions where the United States will disengage from Korea and leave North Korea free to exercise military coercion against South Korea?

Impact- Crazy War Death

A North Korean Attack with a South Korean retaliation would have an unthinkable death count and drastic consequences

Wachter 2010

(Paul, writer for AOL news. "What Would a Korean War Look Like? 4 Predictions".  May 26 2010.  Acessed 6/27/10, http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/south-korea-vs-north-korea-what-another-korean-war-would-look-like/19491485, MH)

A North Korean Attack: Though war would be catastrophic for both countries, South Korea would suffer the most in the first days of a full-scale conflict. Its capital of Seoul lies just 50 miles south of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) -- as big a misnomer as you will find, since the area is one of the most heavily militarized areas on the planet. On this de facto border, North Korea has amassed about 13,000 artillery pieces, rockets, missiles and other ordnance that can reach Seoul in a matter of minutes. Seoul, a city of 11 million, could be flattened; also at risk are the 28,500 American troops stationed in the country. Additionally, North Korea could release its dams and flood much of the South, writes Christopher Hitchens. There's also its 1.2 million-member army to consider. And were North Korea to deploy nuclear and chemical weapons, the devastation would be much much worse.  South Korea's Response: South Korea is far from defenseless, however. It has a standing army of more than 500,000 and nearly 10 times that in trained reservists. It has twice the population of the North and is a First-World economic power with huge industrial capacity, while North Korea is an economic backwater where much of the population is malnourished. In any protracted conflict, these would be huge advantages. What's more, the DMZ is heavily mined, and the border area ishilly (even mountainous along the East Coast) and offers natural defensive positions.  International Actors: Alliances haven't changed much in 50 years. The U.S. backs South Korea, while China supports the North. Neither country would likely remain neutral in a Korean war, but it's unclear how involved they would be -- unless North Korea employed nuclear weapons, which would almost certainly trigger an immediate U.S. response. Since 1978, the U.S. has pledged to protect South Korea from a nuclear threat from the North. "Under the extended nuclear deterrence pledge, the U.S. military would use some of its tactical nuclear weapons, such as B-61 nuclear bombs carried by B-2/52 bombers and F-15E, F-16 and F/A-18 fighters, as well as Tomahawk cruise missiles launched from nuclear-powered submarines, to strike North Korea's nuclear facilities in retaliation for any such attack on the South," military experts told The Korea Times. China will not support North Korean nuclear aggression, though it's unlikely to sit by idly if American and South Korean forces take over the North. Meanwhile, the main U.S. tensions with China will remain over Taiwan, which could exacerbate if Taiwan used the distraction of a Korean conflict to declare independence.  The Aftermath: Were full-scale war to break out, the endgame likely would be the end of North Korea's dictatorship; the U.S. would not settle for a peace that left Kim Jong-il in power. But what would you do with his brainwashed subjects, whose leader has done everything he can to block their access to the modern outside world? Hitchens, again: "The dirty secret here is that no neighboring power really wants the North Korean population released from its awful misery. Here are millions of stunted and unemployable people, traumatized and deformed by decades of pointless labor on the plantations of a mad despot. The South Koreans do not really want these hopeless cases on the soil of their flourishing consumer society. The Chinese, who have a Korean-speaking province that borders North Korea, are likewise unwilling to suffer the influx of desperate people that is in our future." This reintegration project would be much more difficult than the one following the reunification of Germany, where Soviet control in the East, however draconian, never approached the cult state that is North Korea. Whatever military challenges war would bring would be dwarfed by these postwar social challenges. 

Extensions- Invasion

The possibility of an invasion by North Korea across the DMZ today is more likely then before

CDI 04 (cdi.org, center for defense institution, “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences”, there are many authors and dates compiled into the article, PDF accessed at cdi.org on 6/28/10, ZB)

The possibility of a full-scale attack south across the DMZ, to achieve what the DPRK failed to do in 1950, has always been a possibility since the end of the Korean War in 1953. Possibly more likely today, given the DPRK’s small chance for success as discussed below, is a more limited campaign by the DPRK aimed at seizing Seoul and gaining an advantage in subsequent diplomatic bargaining.41

There are available routes the North Korean army can take across the DMZ in there invasion to Seoul

CDI 04 (cdi.org, center for defense institution, “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences”, there are many authors and dates compiled into the article, PDF accessed at cdi.org on 6/28/10, ZB)

Any DPRK attack, if attempted, is likely to be mounted mainly through the several restricted approach routes through the DMZ dictated by the Korean terrain, and led off by the four forward positioned infantry heavy Army corps that the DPRK has stationed along the border. There are two major avenues of approach that lead toward Seoul, via Kaesong and Munsan nearer the west coast, and Chor’won and Uijongbu further inland.

Another likely route is along the east coast from Kansong to Sokch’o as well as the Taedong mountains further inland. The advance would face the 19 infantry divisions of the South Korea Army deployed in three defense lines facing the DMZ. Only the first line, with eight divisions, is within range of the bulk of the DPRK’s artillery.46 The main allied operational reserve, held back behind the front, is the South Korean VII Corps that includes the U.S. 2nd Infantry Division and two of the three South Korean mechanized divisions.47 The size of the South Korean mechanized divisions, twice that of the average British or U.S. division, makes this corps more capable that it might appear, with a mobile reserve force of 50,000 plus well trained and equipped South Korean and U.S. troops.



