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***SOLVENCY
Withdrawal Will Take Long Time
Withdrawal will realistically take 2 years
ROK Drop, 8 (GI Korea, 7/4/08, “Why Immediate Withdrawal of USFK Will Not Happen Anytime Soon” http://rokdrop.com/2008/07/04/why-immediate-withdrawal-of-usfk-will-not-happen-anytime-soon/)

Logistics – Just to physically move all of USFK’s equipment off the peninsula will take probably a couple of years. When 2nd Brigade, 2ID deployed to Iraq it took them three months to get all their equipment and personnel shipped off and this was with the aid of rest of the people in the division. There are only so many trains and port space available thus only so many units can transport equipment to the port at one time that will also delay the process of physically moving equipment off the peninsula. Then you add in the fact that the Korean government will do everything possible to further delay work at the port. It will simply take a significant amount of time to get everything through the port.

Withdrawal will take at least 6 months – procedures

ROK Drop, 8 (GI Korea, 7/4/08, “Why Immediate Withdrawal of USFK Will Not Happen Anytime Soon” http://rokdrop.com/2008/07/04/why-immediate-withdrawal-of-usfk-will-not-happen-anytime-soon/)

Camp Closeout Procedures - If USFK was to pull out all the camps currently occupied all the camps would need to be cleaned and inspected before redeployment. Having personally been involved in the closeouts of smaller camps in Uijongbu I can tell you this process took about 4-6 months for smaller camps to get done. I can only imagine how long it will take to get a huge installation like Yongsan inspected and handed over.

***Korea War ADV
Korea War Adv – 1ac
U.S. presence makes North Korean provocations inevitable and guarantees our draw in

Bandow, 10 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan (5/3/10, Doug, “Taming Pyongyang,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336, JMP)

Suspicions continue to mount that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, a South Korean corvette which sank more than a month ago in the Yellow Sea to the west of the Korean peninsula. Policy makers in both Seoul and Washington are pondering how to respond. The potential, even if small, of renewed conflict on the peninsula demonstrates that today’s status quo is unsatisfactory for all of the North’s neighbors.
The Korean War ended in an armistice nearly six decades ago. No peace treaty was ever signed; over the years the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea committed numerous acts of war, most dramatically attempting to assassinate South Korean President Chun Doo-hwan during a visit to Burma and seizing the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo. Conflict was avoided because the United States, long the senior partner to the Republic of Korea in their military alliance, refused to risk igniting a new conflict.

In recent years the DPRK’s conduct has remained predictably belligerent but constrained: fiery threats, diplomatic walk-outs, policy reversals, and unreasonable demands have mixed with occasional cooperative gestures as Washington and Seoul attempted to dissuade the North from developing nuclear weapons.

North Korean relations recently have been in a down cycle. Pyongyang has walked out of the long-running Six Party talks and failed in its attempt to engage Washington. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy,” which essentially entailed shipping money and tourists north irrespective of the DPRK’s conduct, causing North Korea to downgrade economic and diplomatic contacts and even recently confiscate South Korean investments. Japan’s relations with the North remain stalled over the lack of accounting over the kidnapping of Japanese citizens years ago.

Still, for at least two decades Pyongyang had eschewed military action. Shots were fired between South and North Korean ships last November near the disputed boundary in the Yellow Sea, but no harm was done. Brinkmanship was the DPRK’s standard diplomatic strategy. Triggering a new war was not. Why the North would sink a South Korean vessel is a matter of speculation. More critical is the response. Now what?

The issue is most pressing in Seoul. South Korean officials say the investigation continues as they seek definitive evidence that a torpedo sunk the Cheonan. The tragedy would be no less if the cause was a mine, but the latter could be dismissed as an unfortunate occurrence rather than deliberate attack.

If the sinking was intentional, however, the ROK must respond. To do nothing would reward the North and encourage additional irresponsible action. President Lee Myung-bak has said: “I’m very committed to responding in a firm manner if need be.”

One South Korean diplomat suggested to me that the South will seek Security Council condemnation of the DPRK. This is in line with President Lee’s promise “to cooperate with the international community in taking necessary measures when the results are out.” But even if Seoul won Chinese support for a UN resolution, the ROK would have to take bilateral measures. That certainly would end investment and aid, likely would prevent negotiations and possibly would entail military retaliation.
The result not only would mean a serious and prolonged worsening of bilateral relations and increase in bilateral tensions, but could end any chance—admittedly today very slim—of reversing North Korean nuclear development. Moreover, a military strike would entail a chance of war. Tit-for-tat retaliation might spiral out of control. The potential consequences are horrifying.

The ROK nevertheless might be willing to take the risk. Not Washington. The United States is cooperating in the investigation and reportedly urging the Lee government to wait for proof before acting. But even if the DPRK is culpable, the last thing the Obama administration wants is another war. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said last month: “I hope that there is no talk of war, there is no action or miscalculation that could provoke a response that might lead to conflict.” From America’s standpoint, avoiding a potentially bloody war on the Korean peninsula while heavily involved in Afghanistan and still tied down in Iraq is far more important than South Korean concerns over justice and credibility.

The People’s Republic of China also would be a big loser in any war: refugees would and conflict could spill over the Yalu. The North Korean state likely would disappear, leaving a united Korea allied with America and hosting U.S. troops near China’s border. Beijing’s international reputation would suffer as its policy of aiding the North was fully and dramatically discredited.

Japan would be less vulnerable to the consequences of war but could be the target of North Korean attempts to strike out. Undoubtedly, Tokyo also would be asked to contribute to the peninsula’s reconstruction.

Of course, North Korea and its people would suffer the most. The former would cease to exist. That would be an international good, but millions of North Koreans likely would die or otherwise suffer along the way. War would be a tragic end to decades of hardship and isolation.

What to do? Seoul needs some degree of certainty before acting. So long as the sinking might have been caused by a mine, the ROK cannot act decisively.

If a torpedo attack is the most likely cause, however, winning Security Council backing would be a useful step. Then finding the right level of response, including possibly closing the Kaesong industrial park in the North or targeting a North Korean vessel for destruction, would be necessary. If it chooses the latter, the ROK would need Washington’s backing and China’s understanding. Finally, a lot of people in several countries would have to cross their fingers and say some prayers.

In any case, the six-party talks would seem kaput. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said the Obama administration remained committed to the negotiations despite the sinking, stating that “I wouldn’t necessarily link those directly.” Yet the likelihood that Pyongyang would yield its nuclear weapons while sinking South Korean vessels seems vanishingly small. Even a minimal possibility of a negotiated settlement should be pursued, but at some point the effort simply looks foolish.
That’s the short-term. Two longer-term issues require attention, however the current controversy is resolved. First, the United States and ROK must reconsider their alliance relationship. Even on the issue of defending against the DPRK their interests differ: Seoul must satiate an angry public desiring vengeance as well as preserve its credibility in confronting the North. America must avoid another war at most any cost.

Given the South’s level of development, it makes no sense for its defense decisions to be subject to Washington’s veto. Nor does it make any sense for the United States to risk being drawn into a war as a result of acts between other nations. These bilateral differences are only likely to grow, especially if the relationship between America and China grows more contentious.

Then South Korea could find itself risking involvement in Washington’s war. Also involved is the ROK’s self-respect. In two years the U.S. plans on devolving operational control of the combined forces to South Korea. Yet some South Koreans fear their nation won’t be ready to lead its own defense. That Washington took military command in underdeveloped, impoverished South Korea in 1950 is understandable. To argue that America must continue doing so in 2010 is bizarre.

Korea War Adv – 1ac
Even if a conflict won’t start intentionally, current high tensions risk accidents that escalate to global nuclear war

STRATFOR, 10 (5/26/10, “North Korea, South Korea: The Military Balance on the Peninsula,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20100526_north_korea_south_korea_military_balance_peninsula, JMP)
Managing Escalation

But no one, of course, is interested in another war on the Korean Peninsula. Both sides will posture, but at the end of the day, neither benefits from a major outbreak of hostilities. And despite the specter of North Korean troops streaming under the DMZ through tunnels and wreaking havoc behind the lines in the south (a scenario for which there has undoubtedly been significant preparation), neither side has any intention of invading the other.

So the real issue is the potential for escalation — or an accident that could precipitate escalation — that would be beyond the control of Pyongyang or Seoul. With both sides on high alert, both adhering to their own national (and contradictory) definitions of where disputed boundaries lie and with rules of engagement loosened, the potential for sudden and rapid escalation is quite real.
Indeed, North Korea’s navy, though sizable on paper, is largely a hollow shell of old, laid-up vessels. What remains are small fast attack craft and submarines — mostly Sang-O “Shark” class boats and midget submersibles. These vessels are best employed in the cluttered littoral environment to bring asymmetric tactics to bear — not unlike those Iran has prepared for use in the Strait of Hormuz. These kinds of vessels and tactics — including, especially, the deployment of naval mines — are poorly controlled when dispersed in a crisis and are often impossible to recall.

For nearly 40 years, tensions on the Korean Peninsula were managed within the context of the wider Cold War. During that time it was feared that a second Korean War could all too easily escalate into and a thermonuclear World War III, so both Pyongyang and Seoul were being heavily managed from their respective corners. In fact, USFK was long designed to ensure that South Korea could not independently provoke that war and drag the Americans into it, which for much of the Cold War period was of far greater concern to Washington than North Korea attacking southward.

Today, those constraints no longer exist. There are certainly still constraints — neither the United States nor China wants war on the peninsula. But current tensions are quickly escalating to a level unprecedented in the post-Cold War period, and the constraints that do exist have never been tested in the way they might be if the situation escalates much further. 

Korea War Adv – 1ac
The status quo is fundamentally different – nuclear use is now likely and deterrence won’t solve

Chung, 10 – Visiting Professor at the School of International Relations, Nanyang Technological University and former Professor of international relations at Seoul National University (6/1/10, Chung Chong Wook, “The Korean Crisis: Going Beyond the Cheonan Incident,” http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/Perspective/RSIS0352010.pdf)

The sinking of the Cheonan, for which South Korea blames Pyongyang, has triggered a crisis in the Korean peninsula. Though there is every reason to be pessimistic about the future, there is also a need to look beyond the crisis for long-term regional stability.

SHARPLY RISING military tensions following the sinking of a South Korean naval corvette are creating a crisis in the Korean peninsula. It is not the first time that the Korean peninsula is engulfed in a crisis, but this one is different. There are good reasons to view the current crisis with grave concern. One is the nature of the crisis. The current imbroglio is not an unintended consequence of an accident. Nor was it an act of terrorism. It was what could be a carefully planned and well-executed act of war where a 1,200-tonne naval ship, the Cheonan, was blown into half, killing 46 soldiers -- at least that is the conclusion in South Korea.

The Nuclear Factor

After a month-long investigation, the Seoul government announced that the ship was hit by a torpedo launched from a North Korean submarine. The evidence it produced included the tail part of the torpedo recovered from the bottom of the sea where the ship sank. President Lee Myung-bak, demanding the North’s apology, announced a series of measures suspending all inter-Korea cooperation except in the humanitarian area. North Korea, which earlier denied its involvement, immediately cut off almost all land, air and sea lines of communications with the South. It warned that any violation was to be dealt with by the wartime laws. It also placed its armed forces on special alert.

The two Koreas appear to be heading for a serious military confrontation.

Another factor that adds to the severity of the current crisis is the nuclear capability of the North.. Pyongyang is believed to have fissionable materials enough for up to ten plutonium bombs. Its two nuclear tests so far reinforced the possibility of all-out military flare-up involving nuclear weapons.
The nuclear logic could certainly apply for deterring a war, but North Korea has proven that the rational logic of deterrence may not necessarily hold. Such is the risk of dealing with a desperate country whose brinkmanship tactics often defy the strategic calculus of its neighbours. The drastic decline in the South Korean stock market is indicative of how the situation is perceived. Despite all these ominous developments, however, premature pessimism is not advisable.

Reinforcing deterrence just makes miscalculation more likely
Armstrong, 10 – Professor of history and director of the Center for Korean Research at Columbia University (Charles, 5/26/10, CNN, “The Korean War never ended” http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/05/24/armstrong.north.korea/index.html)
New York (CNN) -- The Korean War began 60 years ago on June 25, 1950, and it still hasn't ended. Fighting on the Korean Peninsula may have stopped with a cease-fire in July 1953, but North and South Korea have remained in a tense state of armed truce ever since, with open warfare just a hair-trigger away.

The sinking of the South Korean navy vessel Cheonan on March 26 -- which an international investigation team concluded last week to be the result of a North Korean torpedo attack -- shows how volatile the situation remains between North and South.

There is a real danger of the current war of words escalating into a shooting war, which would be a catastrophe for Korea and the surrounding region. But if all sides, including the United States, pull back from the brink, this tragedy may also present an opportunity to defuse tensions with North Korea and resume talks that have been on hold for the last two years.

The Cheonan disaster caused an outcry of grief and anger in South Korea. On May 24, South Korea's President Lee Myung-bak gave a forceful speech to his countrymen, asserting that South Korea would not tolerate any provocation from the North and would pursue "proactive deterrence."

South Koreans, Lee vowed, "will immediately exercise our right of self-defense" if their territorial waters, airspace or territory are violated." Lee called the sinking of the Cheonan, in which 46 sailors died, a violation of the United Nations Charter and of the Korean War Armistice and said he would turn to the U.N. Security Council for international support in condemning North Korea. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has demanded North Korea face "consequences" for this attack.

But North Korea denies involvement in the incident, claiming the whole investigation is a fabrication designed to undermine North-South Korean relations and ignite a war against the North. The North Koreans have said any retaliation against them for the incident would be met with a forceful and immediate response, up to and including all-out war. China has so far been neutral about the investigation's findings, calling the incident a "tragedy" but refusing to blame North Korea and calling for calm on all sides.

Without China's support, no call for action against North Korea will make it through the U.N. Security Council. (China is one of the five nations that hold veto power on the Council.) China supported two rounds of U.N. sanctions against Pyongyang, after North Korea's nuclear tests in 2006 and 2009, but is unlikely to support sanctions this time. North Korea denies responsibility for the incident and China regards the evidence as inconclusive. Besides, it's hard to see what further economic or diplomatic pressure can be put on North Korea, which already faces tough previous sanctions.

Contrary to common belief, North Korea is not facing internal political disarray or economic decline. Kim Jong Il appears to be fully in charge, and harvests for the last two years have been relatively good. Chinese sources estimate a substantial increase in North Korean industrial production over the last year.

Whatever may have motivated the attack on the Cheonan, it was not the act of a desperate or divided regime, and the strong sanctions called for by President Lee -- even if China would agree to support and enforce them -- are not likely to get North Korea to admit responsibility for the attack or to change its behavior.

On the other hand, there is a real danger of this war of words escalating into a shooting war. With well over a million Korean troops facing each other across the Demilitarized Zone separating North and South, along with 29,000 U.S. troops in the South, and North Korea now armed with nuclear weapons, the consequences of a renewed Korean War would be catastrophic for the Korean peninsula and the entire Northeast Asia region. The Cheonan incident has reinforced U.S.-South Korean and U.S.-Japanese cooperation in deterring the North. But deterrence can look like provocation from the other side, and in such a tense and volatile environment, a slight miscalculation can lead to disaster. Anger and outrage may be understandable, but cooler heads must prevail. Millions of lives are at stake. Rather than lead to deepening confrontation, this tragedy may be an opportunity to re-engage North Korea in talks to scale back and ultimately eliminate its nuclear program, and to promote security and economic cooperation with its neighbors. North Korea has never admitted to acts of terrorism in the past, and we cannot expect it to acknowledge responsibility and apologize for the sinking of the Cheonan as a precondition for such talks. Instead, the international community should take advantage of Kim Jong Il's stated willingness to return to multilateral negotiations, suspended since 2008, as a way of reducing tensions on the Korean peninsula. It is time to end the Korean War, not start it anew.

Korea War Adv – 1ac
Deliberate, accidental or unauthorized CBW use is likely
ICG, 09 (6/18/09, International Crisis Group, “North Korea’s Chemical and Biological Weapons Programs,” http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/asia/north-east-asia/north-korea/167-north-koreas-chemical-and-biological-weapons-programs.aspx, JMP)

This report examines North Korea’s chemical and biological weapons capabilities in the context of its military doctrine and national objectives. It is based on open source literature, interviews and unpublished documents made available to Crisis Group. Companion reports published simultaneously assess the DPRK’s nuclear and ballistic missile capabilities and what the policy response of the international community should be to its recent nuclear and missile testing.[1]

North Korea’s programs to develop weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missiles pose serious risks to security. Pyongyang’s nuclear capabilities are the greatest threat, but it also possesses a large stockpile of chemical weapons and is suspected of maintaining a biological weapons program. The Six-Party Talks (China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South Korea and the U.S.) had been underway since August 2003 with the objective of ending the North’s nuclear ambitions, before Pyongyang announced its withdrawal in April 2009, but there is no direct mechanism for dealing with its chemical weapons and possible biological weapons. The North Korean leadership is very unlikely to surrender its WMD unless there is significant change in the political and security environments.
The Six-Party Talks pro­duced a “Statement of Principles” in September 2005 that included a commitment to establish a permanent peace mechanism in North East Asia, but the structure and nature of such a cooperative security arrangement is subject to interpretation, negotiation and implementation. Views among the parties differ, and no permanent peace can be established unless North Korea abandons all its WMD programs. The diplomatic tasks are daunting, and diplomacy could fail. If North Korea refuses to engage in arms control and to rid itself of WMD, the international community must be prepared to deal with a wide range of threats, including those posed by Pyongyang’s chemical and biological weapons capabilities.

Unclassified estimates of the chemical weapons (CW) arsenal are imprecise, but the consensus is that the Korean People’s Army (KPA) possesses 2,500-5,000 tons, including mustard, phosgene, blood agents, sarin, tabun and V-agents (persistent nerve agents). The stockpile does not appear to be increasing but is already sufficient to inflict massive civilian casualties on South Korea. The North’s CW can be delivered with long-range artillery, multiple rocket launchers, FROGs (free rocket over ground), ballistic missiles, aircraft and naval vessels.

North Korean military doctrine emphasises quick offensive strikes to break through enemy defences in order to achieve national military objectives before the U.S. can intervene effectively on behalf of its South Korean ally. However, the North’s conventional military capabilities are declining against those of its potential foes, so the leadership is likely to rely on asymmetric capabilities for its national security objectives. This strategy poses a significant danger because it risks deliberate, accidental or unauthorised WMD attacks or incidents.
Will spread globally within six weeks – greater risk that nuclear weapons

Levy, 07 (6-8-07, Janet Ellen, The American Thinking, “The Threat of Bioweapons,” http://www.americanthinker.com/2007/06/the_threat_of_bioweapons.html, JMP)

Immediately following 9-11, an anthrax attack originating from letters containing anthrax spores infected 22 people, killing five.  After almost six years, the case has not been solved. 

Intelligence analysts and academics report that North Korea has developed anthrax, plague, and botulism toxin and conducted extensive research on smallpox, typhoid and cholera. 

A world-renowned bioweapons expert has confirmed that Syria has weapons grade smallpox resistant to all current vaccines developed under the cover of legitimate veterinary research  on camelpox, a very closely related virus.  The researcher further reports that Syria is suspected of testing the pathogen on prison populations and possibly in the Sudan. 

Although there are close to 50 organisms that could be used offensively, rogue nations have concentrated their bioweapons development efforts on smallpox, anthrax, plague, botulinum, tularemia and viral hemorrhagic fevers.  With the exception of smallpox, which is exclusively a human host disease, all of the other pathogens lend themselves to animal testing as they are zoonotic, or can be transmitted to humans by other species. 

Biological weapons are among the most dangerous in the world today and can be engineered and disseminated to achieve a more deadly result than a nuclear attack.  Whereas the explosion of a nuclear bomb would cause massive death in a specific location, a biological attack with smallpox could infect multitudes of people across the globe.  With incubation periods of up to 17 days, human disseminators could unwittingly cause widespread exposure before diagnosable symptoms indicate an infection and appropriate quarantine procedures are in place. 

Unlike any other type of weapon, bioweapons such as smallpox can replicate and infect a chain of people over an indeterminate amount of time from a single undetectable point of release.  According to science writer and author of The Hot Zone, Richard Preston, "If you took a gram of smallpox, which is highly contagious and lethal, and for which there's no vaccine available globally now, and released it in the air and created about a hundred cases, the chances are excellent that the virus would go global in six weeks as people moved from city to city......the death toll could easily hit the hundreds of millions.....in scale, that's like a nuclear war."[1]   

More so than chemical and nuclear research, bioweapons development programs lend themselves to stealth development.  They are difficult to detect, can be conducted alongside legimate research on countermeasures, sheltered in animal research facilities within sophisticated pharmaceutical corporations, disguised as part of routine medical university studies, or be a component of dual use technology development.  Detection is primarily through available intelligence information and location-specific biosensors that test for the presence of pathogens.

Biological weapons have many appealing qualities for warfare and their effects can be engineered and customized from a boutique of possibilities.  Offensive pathogens are inexpensive compared to conventional weapons and small quantities can produce disproportionate damage.  They have unlimited lethal potential as carriers and can continue to infect more people over time.  Bioweapons are easy to dispense through a variety of delivery systems from a missile, an aerosol or a food product.  They can be placed into a state of dormancy to be activated at a later stage allowing for ease of storage.  Pathogens are not immediately detectable or identifiable due to varying incubation periods and can be rapidly deployed, activated and impossible to trace.  The technology to develop biological agents is widely available for legitimate purposes and large quantities can be developed within days. 

Korea War Adv – 1ac
Impact is extinction

Ochs 02 – MA in Natural Resource Management from Rutgers University and Naturalist at Grand Teton National Park [Richard, “BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS MUST BE ABOLISHED IMMEDIATELY,” Jun 9, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]
Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation’s survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope? Against this tendency can be posed a rational alternative policy. To preclude possibilities of human extinction, "patriotism" needs to be redefined to make humanity’s survival primary and absolute. Even if we lose our cherished freedom, our sovereignty, our government or our Constitution, where there is life, there is hope. What good is anything else if humanity is extinguished? This concept should be promoted to the center of national debate.. For example, for sake of argument, suppose the ancient Israelites developed defensive bioweapons of mass destruction when they were enslaved by Egypt. Then suppose these weapons were released by design or accident and wiped everybody out? As bad as slavery is, extinction is worse. Our generation, our century, our epoch needs to take the long view. We truly hold in our hands the precious gift of all future life. Empires may come and go, but who are the honored custodians of life on earth? Temporal politicians? Corporate competitors? Strategic brinksmen? Military gamers? Inflated egos dripping with testosterone? How can any sane person believe that national sovereignty is more important than survival of the species? Now that extinction is possible, our slogan should be "Where there is life, there is hope." No government, no economic system, no national pride, no religion, no political system can be placed above human survival. The egos of leaders must not blind us. The adrenaline and vengeance of a fight must not blind us. The game is over. If patriotism would extinguish humanity, then patriotism is the highest of all crimes.

Korea War Adv – 1ac
And, North Korean aggression and nuclearization will cause intentional, miscalculated, or accidental nuclear conflict – even a limited nuclear war causes rapid cooling and ozone disruption, collapses the economy, and spills over to other hot spots

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection.

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. 

Korea War Adv – 1ac
Withdrawing troops is the best response to North Korea’s perception of U.S. weakness – stops it from drawing U.S. forces into a wider conflict

Stanton, 10 – U.S. Army Judge Advocate in Korea from 98-02  and practicing attorney in Washington, D.C. (4/12/10, Joshua, The New Ledger, “It's Time for the U.S. Army to Leave Korea,” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/11/opinion/main6386737.shtml, JMP)

Proceeding against the advice of my cardiologist, I must concede that for once, Ron Paul is actually on to something. The ground component of U.S. Forces Korea, which costs U.S. taxpayers billions of dollars a year to maintain, is an equally unaffordable political liability on the South Korean street. We should withdraw it. Every Saturday night off-post brawl is a headline in the muck-raking Korean press, for which the American soldier is inevitably blamed, and for which angry mobs perpetually demand renegotiations of the Status of Force Agreement to give Korea’s not-even-remotely-fair judicial system more jurisdiction over American soldiers.
The South Korean people do not appreciate the security our soldiers provide. The way some of them treat our soldiers ought to be a national scandal. Many off-post businesses don’t even let Americans through their front doors. The degree of anti-Americanism in South Korea is sufficient to be a significant force protection issue in the event of hostilities.
South Korea does not have our back. South Korea made much of the fact that it sent 3,000 soldiers to Iraq, where they sat behind concrete barriers in a secure Kurdish area of Iraq, protected by peshmerga, making no military contribution and taking no combat casualties. Their contribution to the effort in Afghanistan has been negligible, which is more than can be said of their contribution to the Taliban (previous President Roh Moo Hyun reportedly paid them a ransom of up to $20 million in 2007 to free South Korean hostages who took it upon themselves to charter a shiny new bus to bring Christianity to Kandahar). South Korea has been an equally unsteady ally against China.

The American security blanket has fostered a state of national adolescence by the South Korean public. Too many of them (some polls suggest most) see America as a barrier to reunification with their ethnic kindred in the North. Maybe nothing short of a North Korean attack on the South can encourage more sober thinking by South Koreans about their own security, but I suspect a greater sense of self-reliance and even vulnerability might.

During my service in Korea, as U.S. taxpayers subsidized South Korea’s defense, South Korea subsidized Kim Jong Il’s potential offense with billions of dollars in hard currency that sustained the very threat against which we were ostensibly helping to defend. South Korea never made North Korea’s disarmament a condition of this aid. Instead, that aid effectively undermined U.S. and U.N. sanctions meant to force North Korea to disarm. What does South Korea have to show for this colossal outlay now.

Because South Korea, now one the world’s wealthiest nations, expects up to 600,000 American soldiers to arrive protect it from any security contingency, successive South Korean governments actually cut their nation’s defense rather than modernizing it and building an effective independent defense. Consequently, South Korea still has a 1970-vintage force structure, designed around a 1970-vintage threat, equipped with 1970-vintage weapons.

This is partly the legacy of ten years of leftist administrations, but it’s also the legacy of military welfare that allowed South Korea to defer upgrading its equipment, building a professional volunteer army, and organizing an effective reserve force to deal with security contingencies. Worst of all, South Korea diverted billions of dollars that should have been spent on modernizing its military into regime-sustaining aid to Kim Jong Il, to be used, as far as anyone knows, for nukes, missiles, artillery, and pretty much everything but infant formula. To this day, South Korea continues to resist accepting operational control over its own forces in the event of war.

The U.S. Army presence in Korea is an anachronism, defending against the extinct threat of a conventional North Korean invasion. The far greater danger is that if Kim Jong Il assesses our current president as weak, he will choose more limited or less conventional means to strike at our soldiers and their families. Given the reported presence of Taliban operatives in Seoul, he might even plausibly deny responsibility for an attack.

Thus, while I don’t go so far as to accept the Princess Bride Doctrine (”never get involved in a land war in Asia”), I do not believe it is wise for us to have our forces within easy artillery range of Kim Jong Il, such that he may freely choose the time, place, and manner of our involvement
I offer two qualifications here. First, this is not to suggest that we unilaterally abrogate the alliance with South Korea. Our air and naval installations in Korea provide useful power-projection capability and are far more secure, ironically, than our many scattered and isolated Army posts.
I can imagine any number of contingencies for which we’d want to have the ability to move people and supplies into South Korea in a hurry.

Second, this is not to suggest that Ron Paul is not an anti-Semitic crypto-racist advocate of a thoughtlessly escapist foreign policy, and broadly speaking, an imbecile. This is just one occasion in which he inadvertently, in the fashion of a stopped clock, aligns with the correct result.

Korea War Adv – 1ac
Independently, withdrawal will motivate South Korea and China to stabilize and de-nuclearize the peninsula

Erickson, 10 – Executive Director of CenterMovement.org (5/6/10, Stephen, “End the Cold War in Korea: Bring American Troops Home Before it’s Too Late,” http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/end-the-cold-war-in-korea-bring-american-troops-home-before-its-too-late/, JMP)

On the night of March 26 the South Korean 1,200-ton warship Cheonan patrolled the boundary waters between North and South Korea.  At 10:45 an explosion near the bow rocked the vessel and sank the Cheonan, taking the lives of 46 crew members with it.  Although the investigation is still ongoing, the South Korean Defense Minister has declared that a torpedo is the likeliest source of the blast.  North Korea appears to have destroyed the South Korean warship.
Normally such an unprovoked attack would start a war, but the Korean peninsula is not a normal place.  The Koreans, with their strong sense of nationalism, remain divided along the 38th parallel, with a 2.5 mile “demilitarized zone” between them.  Meanwhile approximately 28,000 US troops still help guard the border.   An armistice formally ended hostilities in Korea in 1953, but officially the war never ended.  No peace treaty was ever signed.  One year ago, the North formally and ominously withdrew from the armistice.

North Korea, a tiny country with the world’s 4th largest standing army, is the most militarized society in the world.  It has a standing army of 1.2 million soldiers, and a peasant militia with as many as 4 million reserves.  Some 13,000 artillery pieces, dug into the hills within range of the South Korean capital of Seoul, are poised to obliterate the South’s most important city upon “The Dear Leader’s” command.  Some estimates suggest that as many as one million South Koreans could die under such an assault.   Then there’s the matter of North Korea’s several nuclear weapons.

South Korea, officially the “Republic of Korea,” has about half as many soldiers as the North, but they are better trained and far better equipped.  South Korea is wealthy and technologically advanced.  North Korea has half the population and 1/30th the economy of the South.  While the rulers of the North live lavishly, famine killed a million people in the 1990s, and the United Nation’s World Food Program is worried that this year may witness the worst food shortages since then.  Starving people can be dangerous people.  Historically North Korea uses its military, its only strength, as leverage to obtain outside assistance.
South Korea today might well be able to ultimately defend itself against the North, but the bloodshed would be horrific.  A key factor in any future conflict is Seoul’s location so near the North.  Experts suggest (See “Is Kim Jong-il Planning to Occupy Seoul?” ) that a recently revised North Korean military strategy consists of swiftly taking Seoul and holding the city’s millions of people as hostages.

All of this begs a couple of important questions.  How many more South Korean ships can be torpedoed before the South retaliates, surely starting a larger war?  And, what are 28,000 American troops doing in the middle of this Korean powder keg?  As the sinking of the Cheonan clearly indicates, the sparks are already flying.

The permanent US military deployment in South Korea is a Cold War anachronism.   There is absolutely no reason that a nation as advanced and prosperous as South Korea cannot defend itself from its pathetically backward northern brothers and sisters.  A well-known night-time satellite image taken from space shows a brilliant South and a North languishing in the Dark Ages.

The US presence creates political dysfunction while it minimally protects South Korea.  US soldiers on South Korean soil breed resentment.  Thousands of nationalist South Korean students regularly take to the streets to protest the Americans soldiers in their country and to call for unification between North and South.

South Korean and US government policies are often awkwardly out of step with each other, with America often having the far more hawkish posture, as it did during the W. Bush years.   American security guarantees have perhaps sometimes led the government of the South to engage in policies of inappropriate appeasement toward the North.
The threat of South Korea investing in nuclear weapons to counter the North might, for example, finally persuade China to put sufficient pressure of North Korea.  A South Korea determined to match North Korean nuclear weapons development might paradoxically further the goal of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula.
Most crucially, from an American point of view, the US Army is stretched too thin to play much of a role in protecting South Korea.  As things stand, American soldiers are little more than targets for North Korean artillery and missiles.  A defense of Seoul, its re-conquest, and forcible regime change in the North are all beyond US military capabilities at this time, given its commitments elsewhere.  US participation on the ground in a new Korean War would also stress the US federal budget beyond the breaking point.

The United States never properly created a new foreign and defense policy when the Cold War ended.  Instead, it has generally maintained its Cold War military posture, with bases and commitments strewn throughout the globe, even as new challenges since 911 have called American forces to new missions.   The US military presence in Korea is a Cold War artifact that needs to be brought home before it’s too late.
Korea War Adv – 1ac
Withdrawal will spur peaceful negotiations and inter-Korean peace

Feffer, 04 – contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus and the author of North Korea, South Korea: U.S. Policy at a Time of Crisis (6/23/04, John, “Bring Our Troops Home (from Korea),” http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/feffer1.html, JMP)

The vortex of Korean politics can make even Donald Rumsfeld sound like the most radical Korean peace activist. "After the cold war," he declared on June 3, "U.S. forces have been stationed in South Korea for too long." The occasion was the announcement of the largest U.S. troop reductions from the Korean peninsula since the Korean War armistice, which took place 51 years ago this month. The Pentagon is withdrawing one-third of its forces from South Korea and sending a portion of them to Iraq.

Since this announcement comes at a time not of relative tranquility but rather of heightened tensions between the United States and North Korea, some critics have charged the Bush administration with sacrificing security in East Asia on the altar of its Iraq policy. "Scavenging troops from South Korea," writes Jon Wolfstahl in the International Herald Tribune, "sends exactly the wrong signal at the wrong time to U.S. allies and adversaries alike." These critics are missing the point. American troops are no longer needed on the Korean peninsula. The Bush administration's only mistake is in not going far enough. An even more dramatic withdrawal of U.S. troops would not compromise security and could even help unknot the ongoing negotiations between Washington and Pyongyang.
The Pentagon announcement comes just before a third round of Six-Party Talks that bring together the United States, North and South Korea, China, Japan, and Russia. The previous two rounds went nowhere and expectations for this third round are low. The United States is insisting on CVID or the complete, verifiable and irreversible dismantling of North Korea's nuclear programs – before any substantive compromise can be hammered out. Having declared North Korea beyond the pale, the Bush administration is stuck in a theological hole: any form of negotiations looks suspiciously like "supping with the Devil." North Korea, meanwhile, has broached various scenarios whereby they freeze and then dismantle their programs in exchange for energy, economic incentives, security guarantees, or a mixture of the three.

It might seem strange that the United States is reducing its military footprint on the Korean peninsula at this juncture. The Pentagon points out that the current plan has been on the drawing board since the end of the Cold War. Troops in fixed positions with slow-moving tanks, according to the Pentagon, fight yesterday's wars. Today's conflicts require rapid response units that can move quickly and over long distances. U.S. military presence in Korea – as well as in Japan – is being refashioned for the instantaneous demands of the virtual age and to intervene in areas further south as part of the "war on terrorism."

This restructuring was first delayed in the early 1990s during the first nuclear crisis between the United States and North Korea. Why, during a second and potentially more serious crisis, is the restructuring moving forward? Certainly the immediate need for troops in the Iraq occupation is one reason.

The deeper issue, however, is the declining utility of American troops on the Korean peninsula. North Korea's conventional forces have deteriorated in strength over the last twenty years, even as Pyongyang has directed large portions of its stagnant government budget toward the military. South Korea's armed forces, which include 690,000 troops, have meanwhile steadily improved its capability. Because of the high cost of fuel and the lack of critical spare parts, North Korean military pilots train 13 hours a year, which is what an American pilot easily clocks in a month. Or to give another example of the growing disparity of forces, South Korea has the luxury to spend between ten and one hundred times more per soldier for their equipment and other needs.

Given the dramatic reversal of comparative strength between North and South, the tiny U.S. contingent – around 5 percent of South Korean troop strength – does not bring much to the table. The U.S. decision in 2003 to redeploy U.S. forces away from the DMZ has eliminated their function as a tripwire, the first line of defense against a North Korean invasion.

Military boosters emphasize the symbolic value of U.S. troops in demonstrating the unwavering commitment of the United States to its alliance with South Korea and to deter any North Korean attack on the South. But even this symbolism has become drained of meaning. South Korea under Roh Moo-Hyun wants more equality in its relations with the United States, which translates into greater control over military affairs. Younger South Koreans now see the United States – or, to be more precise, the trigger-happy unilateralism of the Bush administration – as more dangerous than North Korea.

U.S. deterrent capacity, meanwhile, now resides in firepower based largely outside the peninsula, such as the Fifth Air Force and the Seventh Fleet, both based in Japan. As it did fifty years ago, U.S. airpower can reduce North Korea to rubble. North Korean leaders recognize that any attack they might launch across the DMZ would thus be suicidal. The presence of the remaining 25,000 U.S. troops does not alter this calculus.

Although they have only a minor military function and declining symbolic value, the remaining U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula can play a vital new role: bargaining chip.
North Korea has argued that it is under threat of U.S. attack and considers U.S. troops in South Korea a longstanding provocation. So let's try something new by putting U.S. troop presence on the negotiating table. With the advice and consent of our South Korean allies, the Bush administration should offer a timetable for the removal of all U.S. troops from the peninsula. A Democrat would be hard pressed to offer such a deal. When Jimmy Carter tried to withdraw U.S. troops from the peninsula, he hit major resistance from Washington insiders. Only the hawks in Washington have the political capital to push through a complete withdrawal.

The complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from Korea would certainly have its drawbacks. South Korea is spending more now on its defense than ever before and the Defense Ministry has called for an additional 13 percent increase in the military budget to compensate for the disappearing U.S. troops. The peace movement in Japan and Okinawa also want to bid farewell to U.S. troops, so the shifting of U.S. forces eastward, while a boon for the Korean peace movement, would not necessarily be a plus for the region as a whole. Still, U.S. troop withdrawal from the Korean peninsula would be such an enormous step toward resolving inter-Korean tensions that the benefits outweigh the costs.
Beset on all sides for its Iraq policy, the Bush administration needs a foreign policy victory. It needs to demonstrate that it isn't ignoring the Korean peninsula. And it needs to show the world that the United States, if only after 51 years, does eventually bring home its troops.
Tensions High Now
Cheonan caused East-Asian tension

Cheong 6/29 -- one of the founding members and the representative of Peace Network, a non-governmental organization formed in 1999, working for peace and disarmament in the Northeast Asia and on the Korean Peninsula (Wooksik, Nautilus Institute, “The Cheonan Sinking and a New Cold War in Asia.” The Cheonan Sinking and a New Cold War in Asia) 
The impact that sunk the Cheonan on March 26th had a significant impact on all of Northeast Asia. “The flapping of butterfly’s wing in Brazil can bring about a disastrous tornado in Texas.” Like the butterfly effect, the Cheonan incident has the danger to trigger a new Cold War in Northeast Asia.

Relations between North and South Korea took a step back toward the Cold War era after President Lee took office but, after the Cheonan incident, they are now moving towards a fierce confrontation. South Korea’s allies, the US and Japan, are actively supporting the Lee Administration and attempting to increase the pressure on North Korea through sanctions and other measures. However, North Korea’s long-time friends, China and Russia, which maintained equal relations with both North and South Korea after the Cold War, have had a quite different response. They have raised questions about the results of the Lee Administration’s Cheonan investigation, expressing concern that South Korea, the US, and Japan are attempting to push North Korea into the corner. Ostensibly, it can be said that the confrontational structure of the Cold War era is reemerging.


Tensions high now – Cheonan and Lee’s Speech 

Panda 6/1 -- Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi (Rajaram, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis, “Escalation of Tensions in the Korean Peninsula and China’s Role.” http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/EscalationofTensionsintheKoreanPeninsulaandChinasRole_rpanda_010610) 

The Joint Investigation Group comprising experts from 10 South Korean agencies and members from Australia, Britain, Sweden and the United States concluded in its May 24 report that the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan “was sunk as a result of an external underwater explosion caused by a torpedo made in North Korea fired by a small North Korean submarine.” 46 South Korean sailors lost their lives in this incident. An angry South Korea has vowed to punish North Korea. In a swift reaction, North Korea hit back hard warning of an “all out war”.

The tension in the Korean peninsula has never before heightened to this extent since the Korean War ended in 1953, though North Korea’s nuclear tests in 2006 and May 2009 generated much concern in the South. This time, prominent conservatives in South Korea want to strike back at the North. If South Korea were to launch a retaliatory strike, it would hold serious dangers of escalation. North Korea has resolved to complete the unfinished job of unification by military means. Engagement appears remote with both Koreas set on a confrontation mode.

The report of Joint Investigation Group fixing responsibility on North Korea for the sinking of the Cheonan has been widely accepted by the international community and condemnation has poured in from many parts of the world. South Korea has launched a psychological warfare campaign and is mobilizing international support for imposing United Nations Security Council sanctions against the North. An infuriated North Korea has threatened to retaliate with “a sacred war involving the whole nation,” using “indiscriminate punishment of our style.” While this is not for the first time that Pyongyang has threatened to respond with war or even use nuclear weapons, the context this time around is different and seriousness of the situation is graver.

The attack on Cheonan is seen in Seoul as one of the worst provocations since the Korean War. In an address to the nation on 24 May 2010, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak reminded the people of past North Korean role in perpetrating “incessant armed provocations” against South Korea, including “bombing attack against the presidential delegation at the Aung San Martyr’s Mausoleum in Myanmar and the bombing in midair of Korean Air Freight 858.” North Korea has never officially admitted to these crimes, and it is no different this time as well. Lee informed the people of his decision to take stern measures to hold the North accountable. South Korea halted trade with North Korea as part of a package of reprisals for the sinking of Cheonan. Lee also banned the North’s merchant ships from South Korean waters. Earlier, North Korean ships were allowed passage through any of the shipping lanes in the waters under South Korean control as per the provisions of the Inter-Korean Agreement on Maritime Transportation. He said: “The sea routes meant for inter-Korean exchanges and cooperation must never again be used for armed provocations.” Lee also told the people that South Korea will no longer tolerate any provocative act by the North though it will only maintain the principle of proactive deterrence. He informed the people that South Korea will exercise its “right of self-defence” if the country’s territorial waters, airspace or territory were to be violated. He added that South Korea’s overriding goal is “not military confrontation” and its vision is “to realize the peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula.”` President Lee, however, exempted the jointly run Kaesong industrial estate just north of the border, and humanitarian aid for the North’s children, from the trade cut-off.

Reactions from the North to Lee’s speech were as expected. The North accused the South of faking evidence of its involvement in the Cheonan’s sinking as part of a plot to ignite conflict. It threatened “all-out war” in response to any punitive moves. North Korea’s National Defence Commission, the country’s top body chaired by Kim Jong-Il, described Lee as a “traitor” and termed his speech “another clumsy farce” designed to cover up the conspiracy.

More Provocations
Despite the UN talks, North Korea will still increase provocation

Chang 6/14 – Gordon, staff writer for Fox News. “Stop Talking with Kim Jong Il.” (http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/07/14/gordon-chang-north-korea-kim-jong-il-cheonan-talks-defense-department/)

Are talks with North Korea on or off?  Tuesday, Pyongyang said it wanted to reschedule discussions with the U.S.-led United Nations Command for Thursday.  That’s after canceling them two hours before they were to begin.  The North originally asked for the talks on Friday.  The topic is the sinking of the Cheonan, the South Korean frigate, on March 26.

North Korea’s original request raised hopes that the militant state might be turning over a new leaf.  The Washington Post, for instance, wrote this on Monday: “The meeting signals the first conciliatory step by North Korea since the Cheonan incident and suggests that Kim Jong Il’s government—in a pattern that fits its history—could again replace brinkmanship tactics with compliance.”

Perhaps we should forget about the pattern fitting history and look at the pattern this week.  Pyongyang, by pursuing its on-again-off-again tactics, is telling us it is not serious about dialogue.  The idea in Washington—during both this administration and the previous two administrations—is that talking with the North Koreans could help ease tensions and lead to their abandonment of nuclear weapons. 

American policy hasn’t worked.  While we talked to the North Koreans, at Beijing’s urging, Kim Jong Il hemmed and hawed—and used the time to detonate his first nuclear device, test a second one, and improve his long-range missiles. Oh, and I almost forgot: he also proliferated nuclear weapon technology to Iran and Syria.

Just about everyone says there is nothing that can be done about North Korea.  That’s not true.  In September 2005, the Bush administration designated one of the banks North Korea used as a “primary money laundering concern,” effectively shutting it down.  The tactic worked.  In fact, it worked so well that Pyongyang had to transfer cash in the suitcases of its traveling
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diplomats.  Unfortunately, Washington lifted the measures in 2007 to get the North back to talks.

On Tuesday, the Defense Department  indicated it doesn’t know whether North Korea is serious about meeting Thursday.  “I wouldn’t put any money on that,” said Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman. 

Instead of waiting for the North Koreans to let us know when they want to chat, here’s a better idea: Tell them they just killed 46 South Korean sailors and that, before we sit down with them, we will close down every bank they use and confiscate every money transfer they make.  We’ll give the cash back only when they surrender their last nuke and allow in the best weapons inspectors of them all: U.S. ground forces.  

Kim just committed an act of war, and the last thing we should do is talk to him.

Provocations will continue – heads of USFK agree

Business Ghana 6/15 (“US General Sees Risks of Future North Korean Provocations” http://www.businessghana.com/portal/news/index.php?op=getNews&news_cat_id=&id=131364)

The U.S. military chief in South Korea said Friday he was concerned about further North Korean provocations over the next several years and urged regional powers to put pressure on the North to stop such threats. 
"The thing that I am worried about is that provocations from North Korea would be escalating very quickly," Gen. Walter Sharp, commander of the U.S. Forces Korea, told an audience at a security seminar in Seoul.
"Kim Jong-il has said North Korea will be a great and powerful nation by 2012," Sharp said, referring to Pyongyang's top leader, adding that he believes the only way for Kim to "get to that point is through military provocations and threatening neighbors." 
The general, who leads the 28,500-strong American troops stationed in South Korea, said he sees "more and more provocations between now and 2012."
Regional powers should be prepared to convince North Korea not to attempt such provocations, Sharp said, calling now the time "we really need to do that." 
As demonstrated by the North's deadly torpedo attack on a South Korean warship in March, future provocations from the North would be carried out with its unconventional armed capabilities, said Sharp.

Provocations high now – Cheonan and missile tests

Al Jazeera 6/25 (“S. Korea warns provocative North.” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia-pacific/2010/06/20106255958848600.html)

North Korea must halt its "reckless military provocations" and apologise for the deadly torpedoing of a South Korean warship, the South's president has said.

Speaking at a ceremony on Friday marking the 60th anniversary of the outbreak of the Korean War, Lee Myung-bak said the South had no desire for military confrontation with the North and sought instead "peaceful reunification" of the divided Korean peninsula.

"North Korea should take a responsible attitude in front of the international community," Lee said in a speech to hundreds of war veterans in Seoul.

"North Korea should stop reckless military provocations and take the path for the 70 million Koreans to live together."

Relations between North and South Korea have worsened markedly since the March sinking of the patrol ship Cheonan which left 46 South Korean sailors dead.

An international investigation blamed the sinking on a North Korean torpedo, but Pyongyang has rejected the allegations threatening war if it is punished over the incident.

In a further reflection of tensions between the two Koreas, defence officials in Seoul said on Friday that the North had declared a ban on shipping in the waters off its west coast –a usual precursor to missile tests.
'Flash point'
"The move is seen as part of a routine exercise by North Korean troops, but we are closely monitoring their activities," an unnamed spokesman told AFP news agency. "We have yet to detect any signs of preparations for missile launches," the official said.

Mike Chinoy, an expert on Korea, told Al Jazeera that the Korean peninsula remains one of the most volatile flash points in the world.

"The tensions that remain between the north and the south are largely due to the fact that the war has never officially ended," Chinoy said.

War Will Escalate
Korean war will escalate – ensuring WMD use and a U.S.-China war

Watcher, 10 (5/29/10, Paul, “What Would a Korean War Look Like? 4 Predictions,” http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/south-korea-vs-north-korea-what-another-korean-war-would-look-like/19491485)

 (May 27) -- Tensions continue to mount on the Korean peninsula in the wake of an international investigation that concluded a North Korean submarine was responsible for sinking a South Korean navy ship in April, killing 46 sailors. In the latest chess moves, Seoul staged a big anti-submarine drill, which Pyongyang responded to by saying it will no longer honor an agreement meant to avoid accidental naval clashes between the two nations.

As the crisis escalates, an unsettling question comes into focus: What would war on the Korean peninsula look like some 50-odd years after the armistice that brought the Korean War to an end?

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 1 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 is hilly (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.

Reducing Tensions Prevents Miscalc
Reduction of political tensions is key to stopping a costly Korean war from miscalculation – pre-emption is useless

IISS, 06 – International Institute for Strategic Studies (9/3/06, “The Conventional Military Balance on the Korean Peninsula,” http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-dossiers/north-korean-dossier/north-koreas-weapons-programmes-a-net-asses/the-conventional-military-balance-on-the-kore/)

The combination of North Korea’s long economic decline and enhanced US and South Korean military capabilities has diminshed the threat of a North Korean invasion of South Korea. Nonetheless, North Korea retains the ability to inflict heavy casualties and collateral damage, largely through the use of massed artillery. In effect, Pyongyang has more of a threat to devastate Seoul than to seize and hold it. North Korea’s conventional threat is also sufficient to make an allied pre-emptive invasion to overthrow the North Korean regime a highly unattractive option. In theory, US forces could carry out pre-emptive attacks to destroy known North Korean nuclear facilities and missile emplacements, but such attacks could provoke North Korean retaliation and trigger a general conflict.

North Korea cannot invade the South without inviting a fatal counter-attack from the US and South Korea, while Washington and Seoul cannot overthrow the North Korean regime by force or destroy its strategic military assets without risking devastating losses in the process. In this respect, the balance of forces that emerged from the Korean War, and which helped in maintaining the armistice for 50 years, remains in place. None of the principal parties want to fight a war although they are prepared to fight if necessary. In this respect, the balance of forces creates certain vulnerabilities since it places a high premium on carrying out a pre-emptive strike if one side or the other believes that an attack is imminent. The danger is that war will begin out of miscalculation, misperception and escalation, rather than design. As a consequence, reduction of political tensions and conventional confidence-building measures can help to reduce the risk of war. 

U.S. Presence => ROK Conflict With China
US presence draws South Korea into a fight with China
Wook-Sik, 06 – representative of the Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea (Cheong, 4/4/06, “ROK-U.S. Alliance: More Harm Than Good” http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=321054)

Equally important is if South Korea becomes an outpost of American military force aimed at China, it will naturally become a Chinese target. Being an American outpost also means that South Korea will become integrated into the U.S.-led missile defense system and offer Washington the right to operate military bases within its territory. Given the possibility that Taiwan's leader Chen Sui Bian might step up his rhetoric on independence, if there is any military clash across the Taiwan Strait, the U.S. will consider sending in USFK to intervene. If this really materializes, China will consider the involvement of U.S. troops deployed from Korea as a Korean aggression against it and will put the ROK on its hit list.

Therefore, the wisest security strategy for South Korea, which is militarily confronted with North Korea and is geographically surrounded by powerful states, is not to invite unnecessary threats. What is worrisome is that the ROK-U.S. alliance seems to be transforming from one that mainly responds to threats, to one that invites them. This prompts us to seriously question the premise of the alliance that, for the sake of security, we should be willing to risk losses of other values.
North Korea has CBWs
North Korea has already created 13 strains without cures— their developing a delivery platform

Shanghee, 6/30 – Senior Fellow and Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

Lastly, North Korea’s biochemical weapon threats remain as issues of concern. Although its capabilities have been overshadowed by nuclear weapon developments, North Korea retains superb biochemical weapons capabilities. By the 1950s, it had already established a germ lab under its Defense Science Institute, developing its biological weapons, producing 13 types of germs since the 1990s. Furthermore, North Korea had begun mass production of chemical weapons since the 1970s, and is judged to have approximately 2,500 - 5,000 tons of chemical reactants in storage.[11] It is presumed that North Korea is developing a more stable delivery platform for its biochemical weapons.
North Korea has CBWs and they would likely use them during conflict

Dwyer, 10 (5/29/10, Gwynne, “What a Korean war would look like,” http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/westview/what-a-korean-war-would-look-like-95172999.html)

But that's what would happen if the North Koreans used only conventional weapons. Whether or not they have working nuclear weapons, they undoubtedly have chemical and biological weapons in profusion. Wouldn't they use them? They almost certainly would.

That would make the bombardment of Seoul a much uglier affair, since civilians would have little protection against nerve gas or lethal bacteria, but it wouldn't have much effect on the military outcome. The soldiers on both sides would have adequate protection, and their operations would be equally hampered by the presence of such agents.

North Korea Nuclear Capabilities Improving
North Korea is improving capabilities and accuracy of its nukes

Shanghee, 6/30 – Senior Fellow and Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

Although it is difficult to evaluate the capabilities of North Korea’s nuclear weapons, North Korea is assessed to be making its nuclear weapons smaller and lighter in order to load them on missiles. In fact, North Korea’s nuclear development is closely linked to its long-range ballistic missile development. That the Taepodong missile body was first identified in 1994, at the height of the first nuclear crisis with North Korea, and that missile experiments disguised as long-range rocket launches were conducted immediately before the nuclear experiments in 2006 and 2009 can be seen as evidence. Sources say that North Korea is placing a lot of effort in enhancing not only its long-range delivery capabilities[10] but also its warhead accuracy.
***Regionalism ADV
Regionalism Adv – Potential 1ac
U.S. presence saps South Korea’s desire to develop its own independent defense and diplomatic strategy and boost morale to effectively deter North Korea

Wook-Sik, 06 – representative of the Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea (Cheong, 4/4/06, “ROK-U.S. Alliance: More Harm Than Good” http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=321054)

Considering all these figures, we can estimate that South Korean contributions during 2001 to 2010 will amount to a total of 32 billion dollars! This is more than twice the value of the American military equipment in South Korea. 

Thirdly, there is also an invisible cost. Namely, we have to consider the psychological factor that the ROK-U.S. alliance has on the Korean military and Korean elite groups. These individuals' belief that it is America that salvaged Korea from the debris of the Korean War and it is America that is the almighty superpower in the world has led to their almost blind dependence on America. It is particularly noticeable in two aspects. One is the so-called notion that "without America, Korea can do nothing." The other is their addiction to the advanced American weapons. The psychological reliance on the U.S. has paved the way for their obsequious willingness to accept the American demands in an irrationally desperate desire to keep the alliance. Unfortunately, it fundamentally nipped in the bud the South Korean military's plans of forming its own independent defense strategy.
Marveling at the state-of-the-art American weaponry, these Koreans also began to display a pathological envy syndrome. Instead of thinking "how to make better use of our own arms," Korean military elites are now more inclined to think "how can we get those glitzy weapons that America has?" This is like a child who hangs out with another boy from a rich family background and starts to beg his parents to buy him the expensive toys that his rich friend has without considering his family's economic situation. This obsessive dependence on and kowtowing to what America stands for is widespread among many South Korean elites and military personnel.

This irrational reliance on America consequently has taken a heavy toll on the military's most important, yet invisible asset, i.e., morale. While South Korea has among the world's finest military tactical capacities, it lacks the mental readiness to go about establishing its own independent strategic map. While South Korean soldiers are equipped with better arms, are better trained and better fed than their Northern counterparts, they are brainwashed into believing that they cannot defeat North Korea without U.S. help. The criticism that "the ROK-U.S. alliance spoiled the Korean military" came from this context.

Fourthly, if South Korea continues to remain trapped in its American alliance, it will significantly limit it from exploring other avenues of security planning. In economic terms, this is the opportunity cost of the alliance. This opportunity cost can be discussed in two parts. One is defense and the other is diplomacy. With regard to defense, as mentioned before, the tremendous cost for hosting the U.S. military bases and the ensuing psychological reliance on America has become a conscious or unconscious rationale that has made it impossible for South Korea to establish its own independent defense strategy.
For example, South Korea provided 20 billion dollars from 1991 to 2000 for the hosting of the USFK. This amount is well over the 14 billion dollars for the U.S. military equipment value. If the 32 billion dollars, which is the South Koreas estimated cost to keep the U.S. military bases during 2001-2010, are re-channeled to upgrade South Koreas own military capacity, the map of South Korea's military would be much different from the one that we see now.

Another front is on the diplomatic side. Security can be gained by two means -- defense and diplomacy. South Korea's security, however, has not been able to detach itself from relying on the U.S. alliance frame, resulting in the downgraded roles of its own diplomacy. For the ROK, enhancing security through diplomatic channels means first, to remove the existing threats from North Korea through reconciliation, cooperation and peaceful coexistence. Secondly, it means preparing for an East Asia regional cooperative security mechanism by improving relations with neighboring countries, including China, Japan and Russia.
It also means Korea's contribution to world peace by actively participating in international diplomacy, including the United Nations. Unfortunately, the U.S.-Korea alliance has been more of a source that consumed the latter's potential to enhance its own security through diplomacy. It has also led to the downfall of its diplomacy to be a mere rubber stamp for Washington.
When the former Kim Dae Jung administration attempted to improve its relations with North Korea and other neighboring countries, it created a cacophony in the Korea-America alliance. This speaks volumes. Generally speaking, when diplomacy becomes larger, it tends to decrease the role of defense. However, in South Korea, where the ROK-U.S. alliance is de-facto all the security it has, we saw a case in which an increase in its diplomacy led to a strain of its alliance with America.

Regionalism Adv – Potential 1ac
Asian conflict risks superpower nuclear conflict
Zola, 07 – working with the Centre for Dialogue (February 2007, Benjamin, Security Challenges, “Asia-Pacific: The New Nuclear Fault Line?” vol. 3, no. 1, http://www.securitychallenges.org.au/ArticlePDFs/vol3no1Zala.pdf)

Conclusion

In any possible major conflict that may erupt in Asia-Pacific – whether on the Korean peninsula, between Japan and China, in the Taiwan straight, or over Kashmir—a major instigating factor may not be deliberate hostilities but miscalculation. Since the nuclear age in international relations began in 1945, states have been deterred from using all military options available for pursuing strategic objectives due to the threat of a nuclear exchange between two or more states. Yet nuclear deterrence has not always been the constraining force that it ought to be. As Paul Monk has observed, the history of the US-Sino confrontation over Taiwan gives some cause for concern in this regard.
It was not the intention of the Truman administration in 1948-50 to embroil itself in a war with China or to defend the Republic of China on Taiwan, yet it found itself doing both. It was not the intention of Mao Zedong in the late 1940s or the late 1950s to embroil himself in a war with the United States. Yet he ended up in a brutal and costly conflict in Korea, in which hundreds of thousands of Chinese soldiers were killed (including one of his own sons), and he very nearly brought on a cataclysmic U.S. nuclear strike against China in 1958.17

If the Asia-Pacific region remains a theatre of Great Power competition as well as retaining the geo-political flashpoints discussed above (as it appears likely to for some time), the threat of miscalculation in military planning will only increase. If the nuclear weapons paths discussed above are also followed (even if only by some), the threat of a nuclear exchange could well come to characterise the strategic relations of states in Asia-Pacific just as it did for the members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe during the Cold War.

Early on in the Cold War, scholars and practitioners turned their minds towards coming up with ways of facilitating rapprochement and some level of cooperation amongst the nuclear powers, and in particular the two bipolar rivals. At the beginning of the Twenty First Century, it does not appear that strategic thinking and diplomatic efforts are making the equivalent gains in the Asia-Pacific region. Whether the region’s geopolitics over the coming decades come to be characterised by being part of a larger multipolar order, an Asia-Pacific balance of powers or the continuation of an uneasy dominance of the region by the American superpower alongside a number of ‘great’ and ‘rising’ powers, is still unclear. Yet whatever the make up of the region in terms of power relations, the Asia-Pacific appears to be set to dominate early-mid Twenty First Century international relations. In the absence of robust regional arms control agreements18 or a multilateral framework to discuss the strategic problems of the region,19 coupled with the rapidly disintegrating consensus on nuclear weapons issues at the international level, the prospects of the Asia-Pacific region becoming the new nuclear fault line seem set to significantly increase. 

Withdrawal => ROK Soft Power
Withdrawal forces a new bilateral alliance that allows the ROK to expand its global influence 

Przystup 2009 -- senior research fellow at the Institute of National Strategic Studies, National Defense University (James, Joint U.S.-Korea Academic Studies, KEI, “Completing the Strategic Transformation: The U.S. Military Alliances with Korea and Japan” in “Shifting Strategic & Diplomatic Relations with the Koreas.” www.keia.org/Publications/JointAcademicStudies/2009/Przystup.pdf)    
Shaping a fuller and broader partnership. The bilateral defense and foreign ministry dialogues are moving to adapt the alliance and develop a common vision to advance mutual interests. The U.S.-ROK Security Policy Initiative has produced agreement on a common vision of the alliance, but further efforts on the part of both governments are required to broaden and deepen political support for a transformed alliance. If reshaped as an equal partnership between two democracies committed to defending shared values and common interests, the alliance could weather most developments in North-South relations or the region. Rather than being organized against a specific threat, it would serve a number of common Korean-U.S. interests, including maintaining stability on the peninsula in the context of either a DPRK collapse or peaceful reunification; working with other Asian countries and institutions to enhance regional security cooperation; supporting international (UN) and other regional (Association of Southeast Asian Nations, NATO) efforts to stabilize failed states, combat terrorism, and slow WMD proliferation; and hedging against the emergence of an aggressive China. Such a vision of the U.S.-ROK alliance could engender the requisite political support on both sides of the Pacific. Indeed, it reflects the calls in South Korea for transforming the relationship into “a comprehensive, dynamic, and future-oriented alliance.” This kind of a mature partnership with the United States would allow South Korea to extend its global influence.

Defense transformation and strategic flexibility. A transformed alliance should reflect the ROK’s desire to achieve greater control over its own security and destiny while concurrently serving mutual regional and global interests. This will require further changes in command structures, procedures for contingency planning, and force posture. The Combined Forces Command will need to be replaced by a new mechanism to coordinate U.S. and ROK military operations.
 A sustainable long-term U.S. posture in the ROK should be sufficient to assure Seoul of the mutual defense commitment, fill critical gaps in ROK capabilities, allow for rapid augmentation to repulse any aggressor, and provide the United States with a reliable foothold to support global defense operations. The U.S. contribution to defense of the ROK will shift from a heavy ground presence to reinforcements and firepower provided by air and naval forces. With regard to off-peninsula operations, given the ROK’s desire to avoid any provocation of China, Seoul seems likely to want further clarification of the circumstances in which U.S. forces might act, as well as advance notification of unilateral operations by U.S. forces in Korea.
ROK Soft Power Low
ROK soft power low now 

JooAng Daily News 5/13 (“Why Korea should go soft.” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2920348) 

In a recent survey of the G-20 nations, the Hansun Foundation (a Seoul-based think tank) ranked South Korea as 13th in the world in terms of national power - defined as the ability to obtain what a country wants in international affairs. It ranked Korea 9th in hard-power resources (military and economic capabilities), but 12th in soft power. In the words of one newspaper:

“State-of-the-art factories, high-tech weapons and an advanced information communications infrastructure are the key components that a country must have for a stronger international competitiveness. However, for these ‘hard power’ ingredients to become true engines to propel the country’s growth and prosperity, they must be backed by more sophisticated and highly efficient ‘soft power’ that runs the hardware. Unfortunately, Korea is relatively weak in soft power.”

The Wisemen Roundtable on Soft Power in Northeast Asia, convened by the Korea Foundation, the East Asia Institute and Joongang Ilbo in February 2008, reached a similar conclusion. In short, there seems broad consensus, both global and domestic, that Korea must pay greater heed to soft power if it is to play a more prominent role in international affairs.

ROK has soft power potential – not maximizing it now 

JooAng Daily News 5/13 (“Why Korea should go soft.” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2920348) 

Korea, with a population of 48 million, is not big enough to be one of the world’s great powers. But many small and medium-sized countries wield outsized influence because of their adept use of soft power. Canada, the Netherlands and the Scandinavian states, for example, have political clout that is greater than their military and economic weight, because they have incorporated attractive causes such as economic aid or peacemaking into their definitions of their national interest. Korea should follow these examples.

Korea’s potential to wield greater soft power is impressive. In addition to its stunning economic success, this is a nation that has developed a truly democratic political system that values human rights, holds free elections and demonstrates a capacity for the peaceful transfer of power between different political parties. Korean democracy is less than tidy; bribery scandals are all too common and parliamentary fistfights are not unknown. Even so, the fact that Korea fights it out, sometimes literally, in the open is a point in its favor.

Then there is the attractiveness of Korean culture. The traditions of Korean art, crafts and cuisine have already spread around the world. The impressive success of the Korean diaspora in the United States has enhanced the attractiveness of the culture and country from which they came. Many Korean-Americans have risen to important positions, and this has created a positive view about their country of origin. 

Korean popular culture has proved attractive across borders, particularly among young Asians. In short, Korea has the resources that produce soft power, and its soft power is not prisoner to its geographical or demographic limitations.

***Regime Collapse ADV
Regime Collapse is Inevitable
Regime collapse is inevitable even if a stable succession crisis exists
Shanghee, 6/30–Senior Fellow; Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

Stage 2: Replacing the Kim Jong-il regime

In the long-term, socialist systems like the Kim Jong-il regime inevitably crumble. History proves that undemocratic governments with closed economies and repeated failures, such as the one in the North, will always fall. Therefore, the initial objective of the Initiative Strategy lies in the replacement of the Kim Jong-il regime.

The collapse of the Kim Jong-il regime will still occur even if the impending succession of power occurs in a stable manner. While the regime may be able to sustain itself by suppressing its people in the short-term, it will not be able to do so in the long-term given the changes in the international environment and the qualitative growth of China, which has been supporting the North. The international community continues to place greater value on human rights, and there will be increased intervention against countries that suppress them. China, also, cannot neglect its role as a leader in the international community as it grows into a global power. It will not be able to take a protective posture in regards to North Korea’s closed politics and economy, along with its human rights violations, forever. Taking a big-picture view of the situation, the feudal dynasty of Kim Jong-il can be said to be in the process of extinction.
North Korean state collapse is inevitable

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. xvii-xviii)

The death of Kim Il Sung in 1994 and the onset of endemic food shortages strengthened the widespread belief that the North is doomed to collapse. The persistence of this belief on the part of many U.S. officials is the main reason why the United States has failed to develop a coherent long-term policy toward the Korean peninsula, relying on short-term fixes while waiting to see what happens. 

The incoherence and ad hoc character of U.S. policy was exemplified by the 1994 agreement between Washington and Pyongyang in which North Korea agreed to freeze its nuclear weapons program. Many officials of the Clinton administration and many members of Congress made the implicit assumption that the Pyongyang regime would collapse and be absorbed by South Korea before the key provisions of the accord would have to be carried out. Yet the terms of the agreement treat North Korea as an established state and envisage the normalization of economic and political relations, starting with the gradual removal of the economic sanctions imposed against Pyongyang since the Korean War. In North Korean eyes, normalization necessarily presupposed the conclusion of a peace treaty ending the war. The freeze agreement was acceptable to Pyongyang primarily because the prospect of an end to sanctions and of normalized relations offered hope that the United States was ready for coexistence, notwithstanding differing ideologies, and would not seek to bring about its collapse. 

It was the failure of the United States to begin easing sanctions until six years after the conclusion of the accord that led to heightened tensions between Washington and Pyongyang despite the 1994 freeze. By the same token, the visit of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyongyang in November 2000 opened up a hopeful opportunity to move toward full normalization and an end to military confrontation precisely because it reflected U.S. readiness to deal with North Korea as an established state for the first time. The explicit commitment to normalization as the ultimate goal of U.S. policy that was central to the 1994 freeze agreement was conspicuously absent in initial Bush administration policy declarations. Expectations of a collapse were still widespread in Washington in 2001. Opponents of normalization with Pyongyang argued that it would prop up a moribund regime that would otherwise implode or explode. 

Is North Korea indeed on the verge of collapse? Or is it likely to survival by moving toward a liberalization of its economy broadly similar to what has been happening in China since the death of Mao? Would its collapse and absorption by South Korea be desirable? Or would American interests be better served by a "soft landing"-a gradual process of unification in which neither side is swallowed up by the South? Is North 

Korea a military threat to South Korea and the United States, and is a continued U.S. military presence in Korea necessary? This book begins with an examination in part 1 of North Korea's prospects for survival, conducted without ideological blinders. My conclusion is that although it is not likely to implode or explode in the foreseeable future, it could well gradually erode, leading to major leadership upheavals and systemic changes but not necessarily to the demise of the North Korean state.

Regime Unstable Now
Regime is unstable – Kim will announce his successor soon 

Herman 6/28 – VOA news staff writer (Steve, VOA news, “North Korea Vows to Boost Nuclear Deterrent.” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/North-Korea-Vows-to-Boost-Nuclear-Deterrent-97292049.html) 

Concern has been growing about the political stability of the reclusive regime in the North. There is increasing speculation that ailing leader Kim Jong Il is preparing his youngest son, Kim Jong-Un, to succeed him. 

North Korea has made a surprise announcement to convene a ruling party members' meeting for the first time since 1966.  

A news announcer on North Korean television states that the meeting will be held in early September. 

The announcement says elections will take place for the party's top body to respond to "new needs" raised for the party and development. 

There was no mention of the top leader's heir apparent. 

Analysts believe the meeting will pave the way for elevating Kim's son into a post that makes it clear he is to succeed his father.

North Korea may have succession struggle – dissent is emerging 

Bowman 7/01 – VOA news staff writer (Lawrence, “Fall Meeting Could Herald Rise of N. Korea's Next Leader.” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Fall-Meeting-Could-Herald-Rise-of-North-Koreas-Next-Leader-97572734.html) 

As international condemnation of North Korea swirls over its alleged sinking of a South Korean warship, North Korea is finding itself more and more isolated.  At the recent G-20 Economic Summit in Toronto, U.S. President Barack Obama stood firmly by South Korean President Lee Myung-bak's side. "It is absolutely critical that the international community rally behind him and send a clear message to the North that this kind of behavior is unacceptable," Mr. Obama said.

North Korea responded by threatening to bolster its nuclear capability.  Just saber-rattling, or more?

"We have had times in the past where they have claimed they had a more powerful weapon than atomic weapons which made us fearful of biological weapons and it turned out it was simply the indomitable spirit of the North Korean people," Bruce Klingner, Northeast Asia analyst at the Heritage Foundation stated.

Analysts say that spirit may be crumbling, and have picked up on rare dissent in North Korea, especially following disastrous attempts at currency reform last fall.  

Regime Unstable Now
DPRK succession crisis will initiate a period of uncontrollable chaos.

Hwang, 10 – (3/25/10, Jin Ha Hwang, Assemblyman, National Assembly, the Republic of Korea, Symposium on OpCon Transfer and its Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, “Should We Continue the Planned ROK-US OPCON Transfer?” asiafoundation.org/

resources/pdfs/HwangKeynote100325.pdf)

In addition to this escalation of military threats, domestic political instability in the North increases potential for a new kind of crisis such as a sudden collapse of the North Korean regime which might be triggered by unexpected domestic changes. Kim, Jong- Il will never give up his military first policy as long as it serves the purpose of regime survival and power succession to his son. Ever since the rumor of Kim’s poor health condition began to spread in late 2008, North Korea has made an enormous effort to promote its military first policy which particularly aims to strengthen internal political cohesiveness and mobilize the people for building a ‘Great and Strong Nation’ by the centennial anniversary of the birth of Kim Il-Sung in 2012. It seems to be certain that Kim Jong-Il’s control of political power has become weak. A U.S. intelligence agency predicted that Chairman Kim would not be able to survive more than five years. While Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell visited Seoul recently, he revealed on off- the-record, “based on collecting various medical diagnoses, Kim, Jong-Il has a life expectancy of about three years.” These two predictions imply that Kim’s life expectancy is at least three years, at most five years.  

Needless to say, his death will bring about massive political disorder in the power system and also a power struggle among political factions. This political chaos would be likely to be abysmal particularly when the process of power succession does not go well. In other words, the occurrence of a sudden change in North Korea would bring an overall crisis to North Korea and its neighboring states as well. In North Korea, an entire political system would face unprecedented disorder and challenges. And, in the region, neighboring states would have strategic difficulties with managing their vulnerability to North Korea’s sudden change, and thus they are stimulated to take attention-deficit actions. These phenomena would be likely to endanger peace and security in Northeast Asia. 

Civil War Goes Nuclear
North Korean civil war goes nuclear

Eberstadt, 10 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies (Nicholas, 4/30/10, AEI, “The North Korea Endgame” http://www.aei.org/article/101992) 

What about an independent, post-Kim Jong Il North Korea? A number of scenarios can be envisioned--none of them pleasant. If succession proceeds on the lines apparently envisioned, the state's existing "military-first politics" game-plan will continue on its current trajectory, with nuclear proliferation and nuclear war front and center in state strategy.

Another future for an independent North Korea could be internal instability, with vicious infighting between rival, heavily armed factions. Under such conditions, a civil war--with nuclear weapons--is by no means out of the question. A national elite that had no qualms about the hundreds of thousands of civilian deaths from famine in the 1990s is unlikely to be troubled by the prospect of mass domestic death from atomic radiation. Such a civil war could all too easily spill into adjoining territories--necessitating intervention by outside powers, and possibly prompting military confrontation.

***REUNIFICATION Adv

Reunification Inevitable
Unification is inevitable

The Statesman 05 (6/23/05, New Delhi newspaper, “Towards reunification?”, Proquest)
YANG SUNG-CHUL analyses the worsening security crisis on the Korean Peninsula, the widening inter-Korean economic gap and the deepening inter-Korean integration process Whenever I think of the North Korean nuclear question, I am reminded of a wise old Korean farmers saying, What could have been handled by a hoe is now harder to tackle even by a shovel or a plough. Resolving the North Korean nuclear problem is compounded by triple challenges - the worsening security dilemma among powers concerned on the Korean Peninsula, the widening inter-Korean economic gap and the deepening inter-Korean integration process. These triple incongruities are inherently intertwined. The deepening inter-Korean integration process may ameliorate the inter-Korean economic gap and positively influence the security dilemma. Conversely, the worsening security dilemma may slow down and even cripple the inter-Korean integration process, thereby, widening the inter-Korean economic gap further. Specifically, at the core of the security dilemma on the peninsula today lies two almost incongruent questions one fundamental and the other strategic. The fundamental issue is the question of Korean reunification. How, when, and with whose help, can Korea, the only remaining divided nation in post-Cold War era, achieve reunification peacefully under liberal democracy and free market economy? How can the Korean peoples aspiration for national reunification be reconciled with the conflicting strategic interests of the powers concerned in the region? The first and foremost strategic question involves North Koreas nuclear development projects, including other weapons of mass destruction. With the USA, Japan, China and Russia, the Republic of Koreas position towards North Koreas nuclear question is clear: complete verifiable and irreversible dismantlement (CVID). There is no disagreement with others on this position. The differences stem from the ways and means to achieve CVID. Putting it simply, the crux of the North Korean nuclear question is not the lack of solution, but the absence of will to resolve it. What is missing is the consensus on how to approach it. The 2004 Bank of Korea data clearly demonstrates the widening inter- Korean economic gap. For example, South Koreas gross national income of $681 billion is 33 times greater than that of North Koreas $20.8 billion. The Souths per capita GNI in the same year, $14,162 was 16 times larger than that of the North, $914. By any measure, the inter-Korean economic gap is far greater than that of East Germany and West Germany at the time of unification in 1990. The evidence of the deepening inter-Korean integration process is too extensive to mention. To cite a few examples, the number of South Korean tourists to Mt Geumgang from 18 November, 1998, to this June surpassed one million. Until 1989, there were 607 refugees and escapees from the North but by 2004, 6,304 of them had been resettled in the South. Inter-Korean shipping has also expanded. At present, four ports in the North and three ports in the South are reconnected by regular shipping lines, while a few more are open for periodic special shipping needs. Fourteen ports in the South and 12 ports in the North have opened. The following key inter-Korean cooperative projects, too, are noteworthy in this context. The Gaeseong Industrial Complex of 65 sqkm is being developed. The first of the three-stage development projects is now completed. The Gyongeui Railway from Seoul to Sineiju in the North was relinked in December 2002. Reconnecting the East Sea Railway from the South to the North is nearing completion. The land route connecting the South and the North in the West Coast is finished. The land route relinking the South and the North in the East Coast was completed in December 2004. What do all these developments imply for policymaking? The inter-Korean integration process has gone too far now to reverse the tide. As in the past, there will undoubtedly be temporary setbacks, stalling or even backpedaling, but the major thrust of changes between the two is almost impossible to undo. Any sudden absorption of a West German-East German variety will almost certainly create havoc in both Koreas, not to mention the strategic and security complexities in East Asian dynamics. It, thus, calls for policymakers in the region to take a piecemeal approach with enormous patience, persistence and prudence in dealing with North Korea. Any other quick fix may usher in disaster and human tragedy. Any sudden unexpected political/security/economic turn of events in North Korea is possible and even probable. Barring the eruption of such political tempest, we both our allies and surrounding nations must cooperate with each other until the North becomes more compatible both economically and politically with the South. The triple dilemma poses a challenge not only for Korea and its people but for all who desire a genuine peace and envision a unified and free democratic Korea. In realising this lofty goal, the Republic of Korea-US alliance, celebrating its 52nd anniversary this year, has been pivotal and will continue to be so beyond both nations present regimes. In looking back, Korea has overcome numerous crises during all these years.

***ANSWERS to DA & Case Turns

A2: Deterrence – Flexible Deterrence Turn
US troops in the ROK no longer serve a deterrence function – need to shift to flexible deployment 

Park ’07 – Senior Research Fellow, Korea Institute for National Unification (December 2007, Hyeong Jung, “NORTH KOREA, NORTHEAST ASIA AND THE ROK-U.S. ALLIANCE”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2007/12_north_korea_park/12_north_korea_park.pdf)

A number of military changes on the Korean peninsula reflected the Bush administration’s redesign of global military posture, yet meaningful consultation between Seoul and Washington on larger shifts in U.S. defense strategy was conspicuously absent. Rather, the changes were identified in documents such as the Bush administration’s 2002 National Security Strategy, the Defense Department’s 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review, and speeches and remarks by the president and administration officials. As described below, these developments eventually altered the U.S. conception with regard to the ROK-U.S. alliance, but the South Korean side was not well prepared for them.

First, the function of the alliance was changed from protection and deterrence to preemption and armed intervention. In the past, U.S. forces were based in other countries in order to protect them from invasion or hostile action by third parties. After the Cold War, most of the allies no longer faced threats that would likely require American military intervention. Such was the case with regard to South Korea, as South Korea and the United States shared perception of decreased conventional threat from North Korea, and while South Korea’s capacity to defend itself increased. With advent of new security requirements for fighting terrorism and containing the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the U.S. strategy posits the need for far more flexible and rapid deployment of lighter American forces to various remote and unpredictable locations. Consequently, host states now are supposed to serve largely as staging points for operations elsewhere and to support U.S. military responsibilities and activities as the hegemonic manager of global, and often regional, security.

More flexible presence is key to solving terrorism and disease

Haselden 03 (Carl, Colonel, Military Paper, “The effects of Korean unification on the US military presence in Northeast Asia”, Proquest)

Without the North Korean threat, however, the US force presence will have to adjust to meet the new security environment. Forces designed to face a specific threat will need to be reshaped to face regional contingencies. Taiwan, to the south, may still be an area of regional tension, but such transnational threats as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking, and infectious diseases will be the most likely security concerns.10 Transnational threats will pose a greater problem unless Asian nations move forward with a multilateral agenda, rather than the bilateral or unilateral approaches commonly used now. 

The US presence will have to be transformed into one that is smaller, is more expeditionary, has the flexibility to deal with numerous types of small-scale contingencies, deters other nations from seeking regional hegemony, and is capable of operating in a complex multinational and interagency environment. US forces will have to progress beyond joint and multinational operations, attaining increased coordination and action with US embassies and various national and international intelligence agencies, law enforcement personnel, medical facilities, and economic institutions if they are to defeat these transnational threats.11 
A2: Deterrence – Multilateralism Solves
A Multilateral Security Alliance would maintain US military flexibility and credibility abroad

Kinne 04- Colonel and US Army Researcher

(5/3/04, “U.S. Strategy Towards North Korea” pg online @ [http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423691]//au)

Adoption of the three-pronged strategy could alleviate some of the burden placed on current U.S. military forces. Regional actors involvement in the formulation of a military alliance designed to deter and defeat North Korean aggression would be the optimal solution. Regional actors could also equally share the requirements for resources in terms of manpower, dollars, equipment, and training. Other advantages of this strategy include: a multilateral versus a unilateral approach to conflict resolution; a potential de-escalation of tensions resulting from reduced U.S. military presence; greater U.S. military strategic flexibility; and increased pressure exerted by unified regional actors designed to compel North Korea to comply with international law and order. This regional alliance would help secure vital interests of the U.S. and its allies, a critical component of our current National Security Strategy. 24 Furthermore, operations devoid of multilateral or regional alliance support have predominately failed or become too resource intensive to execute. For example, critics contend that the Bush administration’s decision to conduct offensive operations against Iraq was done unilaterally, in their eyes. Failure to obtain United Nations’ backing prior to the commencement of hostilities left the credibility and image of the U.S. somewhat tarnished. Although viewed as a great militarily success, the resulting quagmire brought on by requirements, such as peace keeping and nation building operations, 11 might well have been avoided through enhanced support from other countries. Lessons learned from Operation Iraqi Freedom, as well as in Bosnia and Kosovo, suggest that future U.S./North Korea policies should optimize the benefits of strong regional actor and alliance support. The difficulty with this course of action lies, once again, in the ability of the United States to garner the required support, gain consensus, and equably distribute the burden amongst actors. All this must be achieved while remaining responsive to our treaty obligations and continuing to secure our own vital interests worldwide. 

A2: Deterrence – Fails
Trying to deter North Korea is naïve – the risk of miscalculations from irrational and accident-prone actors overwhelm

Thompsen ’09 – Chief Operating Officer, Lexington Institute [6/4/09, Loren, “Iran and North Korea: Can They Be Deterred And Contained?” http://security.nationaljournal.com/2009/06/iran-and-north-korea-can-they.php]

I used to teach nuclear strategy at Georgetown University, so I have studied deterrence fairly extensively. The most important thing to understand about deterrence is that it is a psychological process -- it unfolds within the minds of adversaries in response to cues from their environment. Since we cannot read the minds of our enemies, we can never know for certain whether the messages we send are being interpreted as intended. This problem presumably grows when the object of a deterrent threat does not share the same frame of reference as the country posing the threat. What looks like a stable relationship may actually be two countries teetering on the edge of an abyss -- or maybe just conveniently matching misperceptions, as Patrick Morgan once observed.

I'm sorry if this makes me sound like a radical deconstructionist (a person who doubts the capacity for real communication between people), but it leads to a practical conclusion: the notion of finely tuned strategies for deterring countries like Iran and North Korea is naive. There's simply too much opportunity for misunderstandings or mistakes to believe we can precisely modulate the behavior of leaders whose actions we often find unfathomable. Gross threats might have some impact on their behavior, but if a regime is irrational or accident-prone, it could be the opposite reaction from what we hoped for. So let's see deterrence for what it is: an weak alternative to a few well aimed bombs that deprive the enemy of his capacity to acquire weapons of mass destruction.

A2: Deterrence – Empirically Fails
Deterrence fails – empirics go aff

Kober ’10 – a research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute. (6/13/10 “The Deterrence Illusion” , http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11898)

The world at the beginning of the 21st century bears an eerie — and disquieting — resemblance to Europe at the beginning of the last century. That was also an era of globalisation. New technologies for transportation and communication were transforming the world. Europeans had lived so long in peace that war seemed irrational. And they were right, up to a point. The first world war was the product of a mode of rational thinking that went badly off course. The peace of Europe was based on security assurances. Germany was the protector of Austria-Hungary, and Russia was the protector of Serbia. The prospect of escalation was supposed to prevent war, and it did — until, finally, it didn't. The Russians, who should have been deterred — they had suffered a terrible defeat at the hands of Japan just a few years before — decided they had to come to the support of their fellow Slavs. As countries honoured their commitments, a system that was designed to prevent war instead widened it. We have also been living in an age of globalisation, especially since the end of the cold war, but it too is increasingly being challenged. And just like the situation at the beginning of the last century, deterrence is not working. Much is made, for example, of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) invoking Article V — the famous "three musketeers" pledge that an attack on one member is to be considered as an attack on all — following the terrorist attacks of September 11. But the United States is the most powerful member of NATO by far. Indeed, in 2001, it was widely considered to be a hegemon, a hyperpower. Other countries wanted to be in NATO because they felt an American guarantee would provide security. And yet it was the US that was attacked. This failure of deterrence has not received the attention it deserves. It is, after all, not unique. The North Vietnamese were not deterred by the American guarantee to South Vietnam. Similarly, Hezbollah was not deterred in Lebanon in the 1980s, and American forces were assaulted in Somalia. What has been going wrong? The successful deterrence of the superpowers during the cold war led to the belief that if such powerful countries could be deterred, then lesser powers should fall into line when confronted with an overwhelmingly powerful adversary. It is plausible, but it may be too rational. For all their ideological differences, the US and the Soviet Union observed red lines during the cold war. There were crises — Berlin, Cuba, to name a couple — but these did not touch on emotional issues or vital interests, so that compromise and retreat were possible. Indeed, what we may have missed in the west is the importance of retreat in Soviet ideology. "Victory is impossible unless [the revolutionary parties] have learned both how to attack and how to retreat properly," Lenin wrote in Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile Disorder. When the Soviets retreated, the US took the credit. Deterrence worked. But what if retreat was part of the plan all along? What if, in other words, the Soviet Union was the exception rather than the rule? That question is more urgent because, in the post-cold war world, the US has expanded its security guarantees, even as its enemies show they are not impressed. The Iraqi insurgents were not intimidated by President Bush's challenge to "bring 'em on". The Taliban have made an extraordinary comeback from oblivion and show no respect for American power. North Korea is demonstrating increasing belligerence. And yet the US keeps emphasizing security through alliances. "We believe that there are certain commitments, as we saw in a bipartisan basis to NATO, that need to be embedded in the DNA of American foreign policy," secretary of state Hillary Clinton affirmed in introducing the new National Security Strategy. But that was the reason the US was in Vietnam. It had a bipartisan commitment to South Vietnam under the Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation, reaffirmed through the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which passed Congress with only two dissenting votes. It didn't work, and found its commitments were not embedded in its DNA. Americans turned against the war, Secretary Clinton among them. The great powers could not guarantee peace in Europe a century ago, and the US could not guarantee it in Asia a half-century ago. Before the US makes further guarantees, it needs to understand the reasons for these failures, lest new promises lead to tragedy both for the US and those who would put their trust in it.
A2: Deterrence – Increases Tensions / Causes War
Deterrence only increase tensions – DPRK will further nuclearize 

Herman 6/28 – VOA news staff writer (Steve, VOA news, “North Korea Vows to Boost Nuclear Deterrent.” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/North-Korea-Vows-to-Boost-Nuclear-Deterrent-97292049.html) 

North Korea on Monday announced it would have to increase its nuclear weapons capability, blaming unspecified threats by the United States' military. This comes following criticism of North Korea at two summits in Canada, where it was also announced that the transfer of full operational control of South Korean forces to Seoul's command is to be delayed. 

North Korea's foreign ministry says a hostile American policy compels it to boost its nuclear capability. 

A statement from the ministry, carried by the North's central news agency, says the nuclear deterrent will be raised in a new, improved manner. It says this is necessary to counter the military threat from the United States after "the recent disturbing development" on the Korean peninsula. It did not elaborate. 

Park Young-ho is a research analyst at the South Korean-government funded Korea Institute for National Unification. He says Pyongyang is responding to what it believes is a hardening stance by the United States and other countries during a summit of world leaders in Canada during the past several days. 

Park interprets North Korea's announcement as meaning it will weaponize more plutonium and make nuclear warheads small enough to fit atop its missiles.

US presence emboldens NK and makes conflict inevitable – turns their deterrence arguments

Bandow ’03 – senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (July 2003, Doug, “Cutting the Tripwire: It's time to get out of Korea.” http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1)
Why is America still in Korea? The security commitment is the only reason the North breathes fire against Washington. If the U.S. withdrew, Pyongyang would pose no serious threat to us. Today it wields only an untested missile with the theoretical possibility of hitting Alaska or the West Coast, and it knows that attacking America would ensure obliteration. In contrast, leaving forces on the peninsula creates 37,000 nearby nuclear hostages if Pyongyang develops a nuclear arsenal. The troop presence also further strains a military that intends to garrison a defeated Iraq along with the Balkans, all while searching for Al Qaeda worldwide. Alliances are created at particular times to meet particular threats. They are not ends in themselves, to be preserved no matter how much the world changes. Instead of augmenting its forces in the Pacific and threatening Pyongyang with war, the U.S. should bring home its troops and turn the problem of Pyongyang over to its neighbors, where it belongs.

A2: Deterrence – Perception of U.S. Decline Now
Already a perception of declining U.S. influence in the region

Pei, 09 – adjunct senior associate in the Asia Program at the Carnegie Endowment (11/10/09, “Obama in Asia,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24132#influence)
The perception in the region is that America’s influence in Asia is declining while China’s is rising. It’s clearly difficult to measure influence accurately, but if one compares the frequency of high-level exchanges between China and its Asian neighbors and that of similar exchanges between the United States and Asian countries, China clearly has an advantage (due mainly to its proximity and the priority it accords to Asia). 
The perceived decline of American influence in Asia is due partly to neglect or missteps in Washington. The 1997-98 East Asian financial crisis was a pivotal event for Asia, and the United States did little to shore up the region’s financial system. 
In contrast, China committed billions of dollars to a regional currency swap scheme to stabilize the financial system. During the Bush era, senior American diplomats frequently skipped visits to the region’s multilateral forums, disappointing many Asian leaders who were actually eager to have the United States stay engaged in the region and counter-balance China.
Despite this perception, the United States remains the most powerful player in the Asia-Pacific region. It maintains robust security alliances with Japan, Australia, and South Korea. Its Seventh Fleet provides the region with security and peace. And the U.S. market absorbs the largest share of Asia’s exports. That, above all, is why Asia so eagerly awaits Obama’s visit.
Non-unique – public image, narrow focus, and an inability to promote liberal values have killed US influence in Asia

Auslin, 08 – resident scholar at AEI (October, 2008, Michael, “A "Third Neighbor" Strategy for Asia,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28731)

Despite U.S. government assertions to the contrary, American influence in Asia has eroded over the past half-decade. Blows to America's public image, combined with a narrow focus on political mechanisms such as the six-party talks over North Korea and a seeming unwillingness to champion liberal values, have rendered U.S. policy reactive and uninspired. Some celebrate this "realistic" approach to regional affairs, largely because it avoids annoying or confronting the People's Republic of China, but the effect has been to make America a status quo power, one that simply reacts to initiatives from countries like China or responds to crises such as those provoked by Russia. As a result, the United States is running ever harder but failing even to stay in place.

A2: China Containment
U.S. withdrawal solves – encourages Japan and South Korea to build up to prevent Chinese domination

Lee 07 – Research Fellow, EWC Washington. Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago (December 07, Dong Sun, “A nuclear North Korea and the stability of East Asia: a tsunami on the horizon?” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Volume 61 Issue 4, informaworld)

US withdrawal from East Asia appears to be a distinct long-term possibility. With the collapse of Soviet power, the United States no longer faces a grave threat—the rise of a regional hegemon—to its vital security interests (Mearsheimer 2001). While a nuclear-armed North Korea and its possible link to terrorists are significant, they are neither a security threat of equivalent magnitude to a regional hegemon nor a problem that the US regional presence can readily solve. Although the regional alliances might be useful long-term assets in hedging against China's pursuit of regional hegemony, US retrenchment could better serve this purpose by inducing the regional states to increase their own military strength. South Korea's and Japan's armaments would make possible an overwhelming counter-hegemonic coalition should China threaten to dominate East Asia in the future. For these reasons, the United States will likely reduce its military presence and commitment in the region over the long haul. The Iraq quagmire and its associated expenses will play catalytic roles in such retrenchment, as the recent reduction of USFK demonstrates. China's efforts to push the United States out of East Asia and enhance its regional influence might also facilitate US strategic retreat.

A2: Japan Nuclearization
If the US withdraws from Korea, Japan will take diplomatic courses NOT military ones 

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 352)
Looking ahead, Japan is prepared to adapt to whatever happens in Korea, either a continuation of the status quo or a collapse in Pyongyang leading to the absorption of the North by the South. The Japanese preference would be for an indefinite U.S. military presence in the South that would help freeze the division and stabilize the climate for Japanese investment there. However, Japanese enthusiasm for the American presence is tempered by concern that the United States might get into a war with the North in which it would seek to involve Japan. If the United States should withdraw its forces from Korea, Japan would in all likelihood let matters take their course, avoiding military entanglements in the peninsula and normalizing relations with North Korea as it had started to do in the early years of the cold war until the United States objected.
A reduction in the US deterrent won’t lead to Japanese nuclearization – energy bureaucrats, the public, and the military oppose it. 

Huges, 07 – PhD candidate at MIT in Political Science (2007, Llewelyn Huges, International Security 31.4, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet),” Project MUSE)

Given the preponderance of U.S. conventional and nuclear military power, Japanese policymakers are unlikely to push for an independent nuclear deterrent as long as they remain confident that this deterrent power is conferred on Japan. North Korea's nuclear test in October 2006 suggests that external threats alone are not sufficient to cause change in the status quo. Rather, it is likely to be policies that undermine decisionmakers' confidence in Japan's existing insurance policies to manage nuclear threats that will reignite debate within Japan on whether to rebalance the scales toward nuclear autonomy rather than protection.

If this occurs, policymakers and scholars should not dismiss the propensity for future policy change, regardless of diplomatic rhetoric asserting that Japan has forever renounced the desire to develop a nuclear deterrent. The evidence presented here demonstrates that even though the policy equilibrium remains centered on continued reliance on the protection of the United States, Japan's political leaders have ensured that domestic legal constraints are surmountable.

Nevertheless, a hollowing out of the U.S. deterrent is unlikely to automatically translate into the inclusion of a nuclear deterrent within Japan's force structure. Nuclear hedging has not been implemented as a coherent national strategy, and sustained political will and organizational cooperation would be required to independently develop a robust nuclear deterrent. The evidence suggests that support for such a policy among domestic organizations cannot be assumed. Japan's energy bureaucrats, for example, are unlikely to support the transfer of nuclear materials for military purposes, given the repercussions for the civilian nuclear energy program. Evidence also suggests that Japanese military planners believe that the costs of independent nuclearization outweigh any security benefits. Finally, polling shows that public preferences against nuclearization are stable, suggesting that Japanese public opinion is likely to remain a significant constraint on policy change even in the absence of Japan's bilateral alliance with the United States. 

A2: Japan Nuclearization

South Korea and Japan won’t nuclearize – US nuclear umbrella checks

Lee 07 – Research Fellow, EWC Washington. Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago (December 07, Dong Sun, “A nuclear North Korea and the stability of East Asia: a tsunami on the horizon?” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Volume 61 Issue 4, informaworld)

Conclusion

I have attempted to dispel widely held myths about the strategic implications of North Korea's nuclear arming. I have argued that its acquisition of nuclear weapons alone will not bring grave dangers to regional security: namely, war in the Korean peninsula and nuclear proliferation throughout East Asia. Contrary to the pessimistic expectations, nuclear bombs do not make Pyongyang any less deterrable and actually somewhat reduce the likelihood of a US preventive war. South Korea and Japan will not seek an independent nuclear deterrent to cope with the North Korean threat because they have what look like potent yet less politically burdensome alternatives—the US nuclear umbrella, negotiated disarmament, and missile defence. I also have argued that North Korean nuclear development nevertheless poses lesser latent threats to stability of East Asia. The armaments strengthen incentives for pre-emptive strikes on both the US side and North Korea, thereby raising the risk of a crisis inadvertently escalating into a major war. Also, the security dilemmas could worsen between Washington and Beijing, between Tokyo and Beijing, and between Tokyo and Seoul. Countermeasures taken by one country against the DPRK nuclear arsenal could unintentionally prompt negative reactions from another, increasing mutual tensions and igniting arms races. But although these potential dangers are significant, they hardly warrant an alarmist view on—and a drastic response to—the North Korean nuclear armaments. In the final analysis, a nuclear-armed Pyongyang will not cause a political tsunami, but only a ripple.

US nuclear umbrella is key to stopping Japan nuclearization 

Huges, 07 -  Reader/Associate Professor, University of Warwick, UK (January, 2007, Christopher W., Asia Policy no. 3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan”)

In considering any of these conventional deterrent options as possible responses within their own national resource constraints, however, Japanese policymakers will also be mindful of the risks of exacerbating the security dilemma with North Korea or China. If Japan were to choose a nuclear option, then the risk of a spiraling security dilemma would be very great. Hence, it appears that Japan would be slow to tread the path of building up these capabilities independently. There is no guarantee, moreover, that BMD systems will provide a fully effective shield against North Korean nucleararmed missile attacks or that the United States would agree to sell Japan precision guided munitions or Tomahawk missiles.

Instead, as noted above, from 1964 on the most important variable in governing Japan’s consideration of and desisting from the nuclear options has not been the extent of its recourse to independent national capabilities but rather how far these have been combined with and surpassed by the provision of U.S. conventional and nuclear alliance guarantees. Japan has experienced limited alliance dilemmas of entrapment since the initiation of the second North Korean nuclear crisis. Following the advent of the Bush administration Japanese policymakers were fearful that the United States might contemplate forcefully precipitating regime change in North Korea. Koizumi’s early summitry with North Korea in 2002 was an attempt in part to demonstrate to the United States the importance of exhausting diplomatic channels and to thereby alleviate the risks of Japanese entrapment in a new conflict on the Korean Peninsula.36

A2: Japan Nuclearization

No timeframe – Japan doesn’t have long range bombers, nuclear technicians or missiles

Huges, 07 -  Reader/Associate Professor, University of Warwick, UK (January, 2007, Christopher W., Asia Policy no. 3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan”)

In terms of technical capacity, there can be little doubt that Japan has the prowess to produce nuclear weapons and would only need to provide sufficient resources and policy determination. Japanese plutonium stockpiles might be suitable for the creation of nuclear warheads, although such production would involve considerable technical difficulties and expense. Japan would also face the technological hurdles of having no experience of nuclear testing and having to develop suitable delivery systems. Japan possesses no long-range bombers, and its H-II civilian rocket is liquid fuelled and thus would have doubtful utility as a second-strike ballistic missile. Due to its tight geographical confines, Japan would likely have to develop a submarinebased deterrent to avoid targeting by enemy first strikes; Japan has, however, no nuclear ships technologies. Moreover, Japan must still develop the full panoply of guidance and command and control systems.48 With its advanced technological capabilities Japan could certainly overcome these difficulties to produce a useable force de frappe, but this would require considerable time and subject Japan to international criticism in the intervening period. Japan would also again risk endangering its alliance with the United States, thus further exposing itself to risks of nuclear blackmail in the interim period before producing nuclear weapons, and any Japanese deterrent eventually produced would be slow in coming and a poor substitute for the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

In sum, therefore, Tokyo will have little interest in substantively shifting its non-nuclear stance as long as Japan has recourse to diplomatic and conventional deterrent options and, most crucially, as long as the U.S.-Japan alliance and extended nuclear deterrent remain in place.49 In addition, Japan’s anti-nuclear stance and technological position, although not absolute bars to a nuclear Japan, tend to reinforce the current status quo in its security policy. Nevertheless, even under the current situation Japan is likely at the very least to more frequently continue reviewing and debating its nuclear options. Japan’s policymakers have long perceived that a recessed nuclear status—and the related threat of going nuclear as well as the subsequent implications for regional security—provide Japan with important strategic leverage.50 The declining nuclear taboo in Japan and the shift toward a more assertive security policy in Japan under Koizumi and Abe mean that Japan is more likely to play upon this recessed nuclear option.51 This clearly appears to be the current strategy of the Abe administration as advised by Nakanishi. Japan’s intention is to use this strategy as a means to pressure China into reining in the North Korea’s nuclear program.52 This virtual nuclear strategy is a hazardous one for Japan to exercise but still far less risk-laden than moving to create an actual independent deterrent. 

A2: Spending DA
Withdrawal will save $17 billion—costs in equipment and troops

Wook-Sik, 06 – representative of the Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea. (Cheong, 4/4/06, “ROK-U.S. Alliance: More Harm Than Good” http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=321054)

Secondly, there is the issue of the financial cost borne by the presence of U.S. forces in South Korea. Those who claim that the presence of American troops makes economic sense point out the 14 billion dollars worth of U.S. military equipment and the fact that America annually spends 3.5 billion dollars for its troops in the ROK. Included within the amount is a 3 billion dollar troop maintenance fee, wages for the Korean employees, and 300 to 400 million dollars of U.S. defense contributions. The situation, however, is changing. While Washington announced it would add 11 billion dollars to upgrade its USFK, on the other hand, it is scaling down its troop size to two thirds of its current level.
Withdrawal allows ROK modernization – presence bankrupts the US 

Healy 6/29 -- vice president at the Cato Institute and the author of "The Cult of the Presidency” (Gene, Washington Examiner, “Gene Healy: U.S. out of South Korea.” http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/US-out-of-South-Korea-97337524.html) 

Apparently not. In a Saturday press briefing, President Obama marked the war's anniversary by making clear that the U.S. isn't going anywhere. He announced that the U.S. would retain wartime command of ROK troops in any future peninsular conflict, scrapping a plan to turn over control of South Korean forces in 2012.

The U.S. has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course -- but that doesn't require American troops stationed along the DMZ, bearing a disproportionate amount of the risk in an allegedly "mutual" defense pact.

South Korea sacrifices some sovereignty in this bargain, but at least it saves money. The ROK spends 2.6 of its GDP on defense -- well less than the United States -- and falling. As my colleague Doug Bandow puts it in a forthcoming study, "Americans are borrowing money to pay to defend the South so South Koreans can spend their money on other priorities."

That's a common pattern in our Cold War-era alliances. U.S. membership in NATO, an alliance crafted to contain an enemy that collapsed 18 years ago, has helped keep European defense budgets low and subsidize lavish welfare states for NATO members. Yet we still account for half of the world's military expenditures with a bloated "defense" budget largely devoted to the defense of other nations.

In his first inaugural address, Thomas Jefferson outlined the ideal American foreign policy: "peace, commerce and honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none." Toward that end, President Obama's other announcement Saturday, that he would (finally) back a free-trade agreement with South Korea, was at least a half-step in the right direction.

In the years to come, we would do well to move closer to the Jeffersonian ideal in international affairs. One thing is clear: In an era of trillion-dollar deficits as far as the eye can see, America can't afford to play globocop any longer.

A2: Reunification Environment DA
North Korean military and South Korean economy risk DMZ collapse- not the US

Guardian, 08 (6/20/10, “The most dangerous nature reserve in the world” l/n)

A long-legged white crane flits languidly through a paddy field as birdsong fills the air among the lush green hills. Welcome to possibly the most dangerous nature haven on the planet - the demilitarised zone separating South and North Korea.

But the biggest dangers are not the tigers reputed to roam there, or even the bears and leopards, but the millions of land mines and tank traps. In addition to the weaponry, North Korea's 1 million-man army faces the south's 600,000 troops, backed by 28,000 US ground troops, each side glaring theatrically at each other across the military demarcation line in Panmunjom at the 38th parallel.

Nonetheless, whilst political stability holds, foreign tourists - not Koreans - are being allowed to visit a small safe part of the zone, in Panmunjon, on bus trips from Seoul (there are no plans to clear the area of mines but estimates run to $1bn to do the job). The atmosphere is more Disneyland with a military twist than a potential flashpoint for a third world war, a mood reinforced by sales of rusty barbed wire in the tourist shop.

Environmentally, the demilitarized zone (DMZ) is unique. Nowhere else in the world has a patch of land that was worked by farmers for over 5,000 years suddenly been allowed to revert to a true state of nature. Ever since the 1953 armistice was signed - although not by the two Koreas - the strip of land, 2.4 miles wide and 155 miles long, has developed into a de facto nature reserve, untouched by human activity.

For the past five decades, the battlefields of the DMZ, on which 4 million were killed or wounded, have returned to thick prairie and shrub in the west and rich green forests in the eastern mountain ranges.

Endangered plants and animals have thrived. The Asiatic black bear, leopard, Eurasian lynx, and Goral sheep have made a comeback, and perhaps even the very rare Amur tiger - which some US soldiers say has been captured on video by surveillance teams. Many migratory birds, including the white-naped and red-crowned cranes and the black-faced spoonbill have made their homes in the DMZ. Environmentalists say over 1,100 plant species and mammal species exist in this wildlife sanctuary.

But environmentalists worry over how long the DMZ will remain in its pristine state. Development is creeping right up to the barbed wire in the south, now the world's 13th largest economy. Deforestation has caused severe flooding to the north of the DMZ.

The Gaeseong industrial park, which opened in 2004, could be a sign of things to come. Visible in the distance from Panmunjom, the industrial zone combines cheap North Korean labour with South Korean investment as part of Seoul's attempt to woo Pyongyang out of its isolation. Six miles north of the DMZ, Gaeseong has direct road and rail access to South Korea and is just one hour's drive from Seoul. Should Korea ever become united - and remember the speed at which Germany united - the pressure to develop the DMZ could be irresistible, calling time on this wilderness.

Mindful of this risk, Ke Chung Kim, 74, founded the DMZ Forum in 1994 in what must be one of the world's most ambitious swords into ploughshare projects - preserving the DMZ as a nature reserve under the auspices of a Unesco world heritage site. Kim has won the backing of Nelson Mandela, Kofi Annan and others, and annual conferences have been held since 2003.

A professor of entomology, Kim is curator and director at the centre for biodiversity research at Pennsylvania state university. He will attend a wetlands conference in Seoul in October when he will again lobby the South Korean government to try and persuade Pyongyang to come to an agreement on preserving the DMZ as a nature reserve.

"I feel we're at a make or break point," he told the Guardian, as the developers get ever nearer to the DMZ.

But if Kim is having trouble getting his idea on the national political agenda in the south, the challenges are even more forbidding with the north. "North Korean scientists and intellectuals see the value of a nature reserve, but as long as the military control the government, it won't be top of their agenda," Kim lamented.

Kim's job is all the tougher as relations between the two Koreas have been frozen since the North Korean capital, Pyongyang, reacted badly to the more robust approach to diplomacy adopted by the South Korea's new president, Lee Myung-bak, who came into office in February.

However, there is support for Kim from local officials. Kim Moon-soo, the governor of Geyonggi-do, one of the two provinces in South Korea abutting the DMZ, has raised the intriguing idea of a north-south bike path as well as a small eco-park.

"They would be confidence-building measures, if you like, to try and regain some momentum after the recent deterioration in relations," said T H Lee, spokesman for governor Kim.

Lee, who spent one night in the DMZ in the 1980s as part of his military service training, is bullish about plans to turn the DMZ into a nature reserve: "The DMZ was once a symbol of conflict, it should now be turned into a symbol of peace."

Lee, who is also a successful investor, takes a hard line against any sort of development within the DMZ, including hotels, no matter how tempting the opportunity for a unique resort. He insisted that there was no need for accommodation that would despoil the area's natural beauty. "You can stay in Seoul, the one-hour drive is part of the experience."

Lee is right because the sights and memorials on the way - including one to the 18 killed war correspondents - is part of the build-up to the DMZ. Apart from being a de-facto nature reserve, the DMZ is considered sacred ground, with the remains of tens of thousands of casualties of war still undiscovered.

The challenges of preserving the DMZ as a unique nature reserve are formidable, starting with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il. It is likely his priority would be rapid development as a means of bringing in badly-needed foreign exchange. Moreover, the DMZ's future lies not just with the north and south, but with the US, China and Russia, the signatories to the 1953 armistice.

Yet notwithstanding all the obstacles, Professor Kim clings steadfastly to his vision of the DMZ.

"Without biodiversity, Korea's future will be short-changed so we are determined to protect the DMZ and preserve it permanently," he said. "Many of the species that disappeared from the rest of Korea are still there. There is a lot at stake here." 

A2: Reunification Environment DA
ROK econ makes DMZ loss inevitable

Kim, 97 – Penn State scientists, professor of entomology. (Ke Chung, interviewee, 10/13/97, Science Daily, “The Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) once symbolized war and conflict, a 366-square-mile area rigidly separating North and South Korea totally unhabited by humans. Today, the DMZ may represent a major hope for peace between the two Koreas” http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/1997/10/971010063321.htm)

In the current issue of Science magazine (Oct. 10), Penn State scientist Ke Chung Kim, professor of entomology, recommends the official conversion of the DMZ into a system of bioreserves that would offer havens for rare and endangered species of animals and plants, as well as an economic boost for North and South Korea.

"The preservation of DMZ ecosystems is basic to Korea's preservation and environmental restoration efforts," says Dr. Kim. "The Korean Peace Bioreserves System that I proposed in 1994 provides a strategy to preserve the DMZ's rich biodiversity that is critical to conservation efforts in Korea. Joint development of the KPBRS will foster trust, understanding and respect between the Democratic People's Republic Of Korea (DPRK) in the north and the Republic of Korea (ROK) in the south."

Korea's ecosystems and landscapes have been systematically compromised by aggressive economic development and military buildup along with rapid urbanization, Dr. Kim notes. For example, in South Korea, most natural ecosystems, including large sections of the coastline and salt marshes, have been converted into industrial estates and urban centers. Such efforts resulted in severe pollution of waterways and farmlands and destruction of habitats for animals and insects. In North Korea, rampant deforestation has caused severe soil erosion and flooding, he says.

This massive environmental degradation in both Koreas has led to the loss of plant and animal species in areas outside of the DMZ, says the Penn State researcher. "The 1994 biodiversity study showed that 14 percent of birds, 23 percent of freshwater fishes and 60 percent of amphibians, for example, have been destroyed or endangered."

Because of its isolated status, rare animal and plant species are currently found in the DMZ. The ecosystems of the DMZ and a buffer zone, the Civilian Control Zone, provide wintering grounds for two of the world's most endangered birds: the white-naped crane and the red-crowned crane.

While the ROK government in South Korea has voiced support for the preservation of the DMZ ecosystems, the Construction-Transportation Ministry this month announced plans to seek legislation to drastically erase green belt regulations, the result of lobbying by land developers.

Dr. Kim acknowledges the political and economic pressures, saying "The Korean population of the whole peninsula may reach 100 million by the year 2025, and continued economic development activities will require additional appropriation of lands and natural resources. But the lack of a commitment to preserving biodiversity in favor of short-term economic development will hurt Korea's economy in the long-term by destroying its natural resources."

A2: 6 Party Talks
N/U and Turn – North Korea will use security concerns to draw out and undermine talks

Shanghee, 6/30 – Senior Fellow and Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

Traditionally, North Korea had maximized its benefits by biding time until holding conferences and using the salami-slicing tactic to pursue its objectives once said conferences begin. Right before Ambassador Bosworth’s visit to North Korea last December, for example, North Korea bought time by mentioning its possible return to the Six-Party Talks. Even then, North Korea acted as though once Bosworth makes the visit, i.e. North Korea talks directly with the U.S., that a way to solve the nuclear issue would be found. After the visit, however, it did not return to the Six-Party Talks, instead raising new conditions such as the relief of economic sanctions and the discussion for a peace treaty. At this point, after Bosworth’s visit, North Korea has not shown any change in stance, instead seeking to relieve economic sanctions through aid from China.[28] Given this process, it is reasonable to predict that North Korea would continue to buy time through the so-called salami-slicing tactic even after the Six-Party Talks reopen.
The Korean Peninsula peace structure is the topic most likely to be used by the North to buy time. That is, it would argue for discussing the peace structure—or, a formal end to the 1950-1953 Korean War—along with denuclearization within the framework of the Six-Party Talks. It would be natural for the relevant parties to discuss the peace structure after making some progress in denuclearization; discussed in tandem, however, it would provide North Korea with a variety of bargaining chips. These would include bringing any debate to a standstill by taking various stances on the parties involved in the Six-Party Talks or the withdrawal of United States Forces Korea (USFK) from bases in the Republic of Korea. If the negotiations grind to a halt, North Korea can then claim that its security concerns are not relieved because the state of war still exists on the Korean Peninsula and, therefore, there is no basis for North Korea to discuss denuclearization.
North Korea could use this linkage of denuclearization and the peace structure to buy considerable time even after the Six-Party Talks are reconvened. Even if an agreement is reached through additional rewards, the freezing and confirmation of the North’s declaration of its nuclear facilities would take time, during which the ROK and the U.S. would be facing election season in 2012. North Korea would then try to extort even more concessions from the next administrations in Seoul and Washington. If the ROK and the U.S. allow the North’s time-delaying tactics to continue indefinitely, denuclearization and reunification will surely become pipe dreams.

Six Party Talks are irrelevant—North Korea will NEVER give up its nukes—will only talk for aid

Eberstadt, 10 - Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies. (Nicholas, 1/1/10, AEI, “The North Korean Economy in 2010” http://www.aei.org/article/101851) 

Whether or not the DPRK is ultimately induced back to the so-called "denuclearization discussions" known as the Six-Party Talks should not be a matter of pressing concern to those genuinely interested in a North Korean nuclear disarmament. We have had almost two decades in which to probe DPRK "nuclear intentions". Those intentions could hardly be clearer: Pyongyang wants to be a nuclear state. (Such desired nuclear status, indeed, is part and parcel of the state's official proclaimed doctrines of kangson taeguk and songun chongchi--is it possible to imagine the real existing DPRK as a "strong and powerful state" without such weapons of mass destruction?) If North Korea does return to the Six Party Talks or some successor variant of that conference diplomacy, it will be to seek aid from abroad; or to exploit divisions among her adversaries; or perhaps to attempt to transform those talks from discussions about "denuclearization" to negotiations over "arms control". But the current leadership configuration in North Korea has no interest whatever in committing to "complete verifiable irreversible denuclearization".
A2: We Lack Info About North Korea
We can still analyze the info we have to probe North Korea’s intentions
Koh and Kang, 4 – professor of Political Science at the University of Illinois AND professor of IR and Business. (Byung Chul and David C, 2004, “North Korea and the world” pg. 63-64)

For understandable reasons, scholars on both sides of the debate tend to avoid attempting to probe the domestic sources of North Korea's foreign policy. But often their arguments about the best policy depend critically on the intentions and goals of domestic actors in North Korea. Often these are asserted rather than argued, assumed rather than researched. Is North Korea serious about reform? Why does Kim Jong II do what he does? Most research shies away from studying this, because there is almost no information about the internal workings of the North Korean regime. We have almost no information on internal factions, fissures, or policy debates. This has often led analysts to speculate about either the importance of Kim Jong 11, or to assume that the DPRK is a unitary actor in international relations. However, this paucity of information need not necessarily stop us from attempting to analyze what evidence that does exist to probe North Korea's intentions. Toward that end, this paper will argue that North Korea is pursuing twin goals of economic reform and military security. Fundamentally defensive in nature, this foreign policy has been misunderstood by the United States.

***ANSWERS to Ccounterplans

A2: CP – Condition on Denuclearization
North Korea will say no– nukes are the key to Kim’s regime

Shanghee, 6/30 – Senior Fellow and Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

North Korea has continued to try to intimidate the ROK through such measures as threats of a new war on the Korean Peninsula, occasional but intentional local provocations, and WMD development including nuclear weapons, all the while ignoring international demands for denuclearization. North Korea believes nuclear armament is the most important means through which the Kim Jong-il regime can survive, and as such it would have a difficult time accepting the complete dismantling of its nuclear development capabilities. The North is merely showing a façade that it would give up nuclear arms once it receives ample foreign support.

Will say no– multiple reasons

Shanghee, 6/30 – Senior Fellow and Former Minister of National Defense and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Lee, 6/30/10, The Brookings Institution, “Thoughts on an "Initiative Strategy" for the Comprehensive Management of North Korea” http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/04_north_korea_lee.aspx?p=1)

From a negotiation tactics perspective, it retains a duality of stances, with dovish approaches aimed at acquiring economic support to overcome economic hardship, followed by hawkish stances entailing nuclear development and repeated formation of tensions.[12] Through it all, North Korea has focused on pursuing its strategic interests with the U.S. through direct talks, and on acquiring economic aid from the ROK through exchange and cooperation. The same is true for nuclear negotiations. Regarding the recent movements to reconvene the Six-Party Talks, North Korea has recently made numerous proposals to maximize its interests. It is arguing that a) the current armistice structure must switch to a peace structure, b) double standards for powerful nuclear states vs. other states must be abolished, and c) the entire Korean Peninsula must be subject to denuclearization in order for nuclear negotiations to bear results.[13] Furthermore, it has requested a) a peace treaty among North Korea, China and the U.S. (but not the ROK), b) bilateral consultation with the U.S. regarding security, and c) the removal of sanctions against North Korea as conditions for reconvening the Six-Party Talks.[14]

A2: CP – Conditions on China
China will say no now, counterplan’s intervention causes regional instability and a violent coup – draws in outside powers

Savage, 3 - Visiting Fellow with the Institute of East Asian Studies at Kyongnam University, Seoul (9/2003, Timothy L., “China's policy toward North Korea,” International Journal on World Peace – September 2003)

Despite China's frustration with North Korea, there is little reason to believe that Beijing is ready to abandon its ally. In particular, while China supports the goal of denuclearization of the Korean peninsula, it is not prepared to join the United States in pushing for regime change in Pyongyang.
"Regime change" conjures up several associations in Beijing, none of which are pleasant. A sanctions policy aimed at squeezing the North Korean leadership is likely to increase the flow of DPRK refugees into China, exacerbating an already difficult situation. North Koreans sneaking into China puts strain on Chinese economic resources, invites criticism of Chinese policies from human rights groups, and damages China's relations with both Koreas. Setting up refugee camps, as some activists have called on China to do, risks encouraging greater in-migration, and given the large number of ethnic Koreans residing in the area, it would be difficult for Chinese authorities to control the movements of the refugees and keep them from blending into the society at large.

Furthermore, the political results of a regime collapse are too unpredictable for Chinese tastes. While the current Beijing leadership has little love for the Kim Jong Il regime, there is no guarantee that a successor regime would be more responsive to Chinese demands. The result of regime collapse might not be democratization and reunification, but rather a coup by military hardliners determined to achieve a strategic breakout, which would only increase the danger of war on the Korean Peninsula. This could drag China reluctantly into a confrontation with the United States. Instability in North Korea could also invite intervention by South Korea, the United States, and even Japan, strengthening the U.S. position in the region while weakening that of Beijing. When it comes to the Pyongyang leadership, the devil that China knows may well be preferable to the devil they do not know.
Any discussion of China's policy toward North Korea has to take into account the important role that the DPRK plays as a buffer state against the U.S. military presence in the region. Indeed, a brief look at the countries surrounding China shows that North Korea may be China's one true ally.
A2: CP – Consult Joint Chiefs of Staff
US Army vows support for South Korea

Press TV, 10. (5/27/10, Press TV, “US army vows support for S Korea” http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=127996&sectionid=351020405)

A top US general has promised full support to Seoul in its confrontation with the North over the sinking of a South Korean warship.

Army Gen. Walter Sharp, the top US commander in South Korea warned Thursday that the North should stop "all acts of provocation," The Korea Times reported.

"We stand shoulder to shoulder with our Korean allies and other nations in the United Nations Command and will sustain our efforts to deter and defeat aggression," Gen. Sharp said.

US military supports presence in South Korea- Gates proves

Bansuiewicz, 10  (John D, 6/3/10, Ameriacn Forces Press Service “Gates to Reassure South Korea at Security Summit” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59459)

Speaking with reporters traveling with him shortly before landing here for his fourth Shangri-La Dialogue as defense secretary, Gates noted the March 26 sinking of the frigate Cheonan, which killed 46 South Korean sailors.
“An important element this time will be to reassure the South Koreans of our support as they face these provocations and a [North Korea] that seems even more unpredictable than usual,” he said.

The conference also provides a chance to touch base with other partner countries of growing importance, Gates said, adding that he’s also looking forward to a second annual trilateral meeting June 5 with his South Korean and Japanese counterparts.

“I think we all have a lot to talk about at this point,” he said.

The secretary’s schedule for tomorrow includes bilateral meetings with his Indonesian, Vietnamese and South Korean counterparts and India’s national security advisor. He’ll also meet less formally tomorrow with New Zealand’s defense minister.

On June 5, Gates will deliver a speech at the conference’s first plenary session. Later, he’ll meet informally with Mongolia’s defense minister, and in addition to the trilateral meeting with Japan and South Korea, he’ll have a bilateral meeting with Singapore’s defense minister and meet with Singapore’s president afterward.

The secretary said the Shangri-La Dialogue, which is hosted by the International Institute for Strategic Studies, and similar opportunities for partner nations to get together aren’t intended to reach concrete solutions to specific problems.

“I think these meetings are more about getting a deeper understanding of positions of other countries and their thinking on these issues,” he said. The time pressures and relatively short length of such meetings, he explained, don’t allow for protracted negotiations or getting into the details of problems that concern the participating nations. Rather, he added, the meetings help in providing a framework for solving problems as the nations involved share their positions.

In addition, he said, the forming and strengthening of personal relationships at such conferences is beneficial.

“I think you establish the kind of personal relationships that then allow you to pick up the phone, or when you have a bilateral meeting in Washington or in a capital, that allow you to address these problems more effectively,” Gates said.

Gates noted that his presence in Singapore is an important signal to regional allies.

“I think it’s a gesture of respect for our friends and partners in the region – it is a long way,” he said. “And the fact that we’re here, I think, is testimony of the United States’ continuing interest in Asia -- not only our interest, but our interests that we have here. We are a Pacific power and intend to remain a power in the Pacific, and I think communicating that signal is important in and of itself. And that’s the kind of thing that has to best be done in person.” 
A2: CP – Consult Japan
Japan says no – supports military presence

Morgan, 09 -  Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine (6/21/09, Patrick,  “Considerations Bearing on a Possible Retraction of The American Nuclear Umbrella Over the ROK,” http://gc.nautilus.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/reports/2009/hayes-deterrence.pdf)

Many of these no longer apply or are much less relevant now. The threat of a huge conventional war from a North Korean attack is now much smaller, in large part because of US and ROK military superiority. The ROK has not pursued nuclear weapons for several decades. While it now has a growing superiority in conventional forces, this is primarily to take responsibility for its own defense – the dominant ROK policy on the North for some time has been engagement. What remains is the possibility that even a successful conventional war would still be very costly and destructive, making deterrence of it a major ROK concern. Having a US nuclear umbrella for the ROK to reinforce deterrence of threats to Japan is less necessary for the time being but is not something Japan pays no attention to. Reassuring Japan about the durability of the US military presence in the region and its commitments to its friends there is also less necessary as well as easier. The reassurance now flows from the greater integration of US and Japanese military forces and the American desire to sustain USFK several different contingencies – the US military presence in Korea is not simply linked to protecting Korea and in having more projected missions looks much more durable.

Japan says no – prefers the status quo and the deterrent that the US provides for unification 

Olsen, 02 - Professor of National Security Affairs with a specialization in Asian Studies (Edward A., Korea briefing 2000-2001: first steps toward reconciliation and reunification, ed. by Hassig and Oh, p. 153-154, http://books.google.com/books?id=IYIqiKMdhhcC&pg=PA153&lpg=PA153&dq)
Japan, on the other hand, has been a far more complicated player in U.S.-Korean affairs. Thought Tokyo was a constructive player in the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO) process, and consulted bilaterally with both Seoul and Washington about how to deal with North Korea, other facets of Japanese policy have been more problematical for U.S.-Korean relations. Although Japan, like the United States, refrained from official diplomatic ties with the DRPK, unofficially Japanese society helped to bankroll North Korea’s separate survival through repatriated funds from the pro-North Korea community in Japan. This is an indicator of Japan’s preference for the status quo of a quasi-stable, divided Korea. Though Japan clearly wants to avoid another war in Korea, it almost as clearly is content to keep the two Koreas at odds with each other because of Japan’s interest of keeping U.S. forces deployed in Korea as a form of deterrence against both war and unification. A single Korean state could pose a threat to Japan, might tilt toward China, and might not perpetuate the ROK’s security ties with the United States, thereby enabling that alliance to serve as a buffer for Japan. 

Tokyo’s interests in the future of Korea have an even more profound level of influence on U.S. policy toward Korea than those of Beijing. Moreover, Japan’s ability to make use of its interests has been more skillful than China’s. Consequently, some aspects of U.S. policy toward Korea have long borne a partial “made-in-Japan” imprint. While that imprint has diminished over the years as Korea’s intrinsic importance ot the United States has grown in ways that is reflected in U.S. national interests, in certain areas Japan’s influence over American views remains strong. One of those areas is the issue of inter-Korean reconciliation and unification. 

A2: CP – Consult China – Say No
China does support US presence – their evidence is just lip service 

Eberstadt 2002 – Henry Wendt Scholar at AEI (Nicholas, AEI, 10/1/2002, “Our Other Korea Problem.” http://www.aei.org/article/19460) 

But even presuming genuine rapprochement between North and South and some measure of stability in Korea, an American withdrawal from Korea would still create a security vacuum and invite a latter-day version of the Great Game of realpolitik the Pacific powers played so roughly in the region a century ago. A U.S. military withdrawal from Korea might be welcomed in Moscow or Beijing, but, in truth, both are ambivalent about the departure of the American military presence in Korea. In public they support U.S. withdrawal, but privately they recognize that Northeast Asia would be a less stable neighborhood-and a region less disposed to economic growth-without the U.S. military presence. Although any losses-in terms of diminished economic potential and reduced national security-would be distributed unevenly in the region, all the Pacific powers and South Korea would lose from an end to the U.S.-ROK military alliance and the U.S.-dominated security order in East Asia. Of all the political actors in East Asia, only the DPRK-the region's lone radical revisionist state-could reasonably expect any benefits.

A2: CP – Consult China – Relations REsilient
Relations resilient
Xinhua, 9 (3/7/09, Gu Zhenqiu, interviewing William C. Kirby, famous American China expert, received his A.B. from Dartmouth College and his A.M. and Ph.D. from Harvard University and a distinguished professor at Harvard, “Interview: China, U.S. enjoy bright prospect of bilateral ties,” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-03/07/content_10965713.htm)

BOSTON, Mar. 7 (Xinhua) -- China and the United States are surely enjoying a very bright prospect of the development of their bilateral relations, established 30 years ago, simply because the two countries face the common challenges and are growingly dependent on each other amid the global financial crisis, an famous American China expert said here on Friday night. 

    In an exclusive interview with Xinhua, William C. Kirby, director of the Fairbank Center for Chinese Studies at Harvard University, said: "I think the prospect of Sino-U.S. relations is very bright. I think that truly under any president, the broad dimensions of the China-U.S. relations are very constant." 

    "We have so many mutually reinforced interests, economic, political for world peace and stability that I think we will not see any major change in the American policy toward China, but (there is) really a common concern, particularly at a moment when the world is on the edge of the financial crisis that no one has predicted," he said. 

    A historian of modern China, Kirby examines China's economic and political development in an international context. He has written on China's relations with Europe; the history of modern Chinese capitalism; the history of freedom in China; the international socialist economy of the 1950's; and relations across the Taiwan Strait. Kirby received his A.B. from Dartmouth College and his A.M. and Ph.D. from Harvard University. His current projects include: the foreign relations of post-1949 China; Chinese business organization, past and present; and a global history of the 20th century. 

    A SOUND MOMENT FOR SINO-U.S. COOPERATION 

    "This is the time for the United States and China to work closely together, we are in some sense not only mutually interactive, (but) we are mutually dependent on each other, and it's a challenge for leadership, but I think this is a very good moment for Chinese-American cooperation," said Kirby, who is also a Harvard University distinguished professor. 

    Against a backdrop of the global recession, he said: "Both countries have announced the enormous spending issues (as their economic stimulus), for China it's a great challenge, that the U.S. market is diminishing so fast and the Chinese exports are declining. For the United States, of course, it's a great challenge that the amount of unemployment is growing here even faster than China." 

    "The United States haven't economic challenge like this since 1981, and China maybe since 1977, 1978," when China kicked off its campaign to open up the outside world and reform, he said. 

    The U.S. economy, the largest in the world today, heavily depends on borrowing while the Chinese economy, the world's third largest, banks on exports. 

    "The good news is that, of course, the China is so much better shaped than it was last time it had economic challenge. China, in some sense, unlike the United States, has a potentially large internal consumer market that can help bring new demand and help to alleviate some of the global aspects of the world recession," he said. 

    "China is healthier at the moment economically than the United States, but China and the United States is in long-term dependence on each other. It's just like being in hospital together, and making sure you don't catch another disease from the neighboring bed next to you," he said. 

A2: CP – Redeploy TNWs to South Korea
CP is impossible and angers China

Sung-ki, 6/24 (Jung, 6/24/10, Korea Times, “US Nuclear Umbrella: Double-Edged Sword for S. Korea”  http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2009/06/120_47427.html)

An Army commanding general, who has been in charge of military operations, expressed a negative view about the redeployment of tactical nuclear weapons to the South.

``Realistically, it's impossible and not feasible,'' the officer said, asking not to be named. ``Politically, such a move would face severe opposition from China.''

