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***1AC***

1AC---Plan 

The United States Federal Government should remove its military presence in South Korea
1AC---Korean War Advantage
Advantage 1 – Korean War

North Korea’s sinking a South Korean ship makes conflict inevitable---retaliation sparks escalatory war, failure to respond increases North Korean provocation
Bandow, 10 – senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (4/18/10, Doug, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html)
It has been weeks since the South Korean ship Cheonan sank in the Yellow Sea near the disputed boundary between South and North Korea. As yet the cause is unknown--some government critics suspect a cover-up--but after raising the wreck South Korean officials said the explosion appeared to be external. Which implicates Pyongyang.

If the cause was a mine, a North-South confrontation still could be avoided. The mine might have been left over from the Korean War. Or if of more modern vintage it could have broken loose from its moorings.

If a torpedo was used, however, the threat of conflict rises. The Republic of Korea could not easily ignore a North Korean submarine stalking and sinking one of its vessels.

Seoul has promised "a firm response," though, argues Han Sung-joo, a former ROK foreign minister and U.S. ambassador, "that doesn't mean a military reaction or an eye-for-eye response." In fact, the South did not retaliate after earlier provocations, such as the terrorist bombing of a South Korean airliner and assassination attempt against former president Chun Doo-hwan which killed 16 ROK officials.

A military reprisal then could have triggered a full-scale war. Responding in kind this time also could spark a dangerous escalatory spiral with the Democratic People's Republic of Korea.

However, Seoul has spent the last decade attempting to pacify the DPRK, providing aid, allowing investment, and hosting summits. To do nothing would seem to be abject appeasement, undermining ROK credibility and encouraging the North to act even more recklessly in the future. If the word "firm" has any meaning, the South Korean government would have to do more than protest.

Still, the decision, though difficult, shouldn't concern the U.S. The South has gone from an authoritarian economic wreck to a democratic economic powerhouse. With a vastly bigger and more sophisticated economy, larger population, and greater access to international markets and support than the North, Seoul long has been able to defend itself. Pyongyang retains a numerical military edge, but its weapons are old, troops are undertrained, and industrial base is shrinking.

Thus, the South should be able to decide on the action that best advances its security. However, Seoul long chose to emphasize economic development over military preparedness. As a result, the ROK remains dependent on America.

Some 27,000 U.S. personnel are stationed in the South. The U.S. retains formal command of all forces, American and South Korean, during a war. Seoul expects substantial U.S. air and naval support and ground reinforcement in the event of war.

Which means that ROK retaliation against the DPRK would draw the U.S. into any conflict. So Washington cannot help but pressure South Korean decision-makers to act in accord with American as well as ROK interests. In fact, that's what happened in 1983, when the U.S. insisted that Seoul not retaliate militarily after the bombing attack on President Chun.

The current situation also means that the destiny of America is essentially controlled by the North's Kim Jong-il. Ordering an attack on a South Korean ship could end up forcing Washington to go to war. Although the bilateral U.S.-South Korean defense treaty does not make American intervention automatic, it is unimaginable that an American administration would stand aside in a conflict.

This is a ludicrous position for both the U.S. and South Korea, six decades after Washington saved a far weaker ROK from a North Korean invasion in the midst of the Cold War. Neither country is well-served by Seoul's continuing defense dependency on America.

Unfortunately, the policy incongruities only are likely to worsen. The ROK desires to wield increasing influence beyond its own shores. While relying on American military forces to defend its homeland, the South Korean government is crafting its navy for more distant contingencies and deploying ground personnel in the Middle East and Central Asia. Yet Seoul found that when the enemy struck at home, assuming the Cheonan was sunk by the North, the South Korean military was ill-prepared to defend its own personnel.
1AC---Korean War Advantage
South Korea won’t back down---ensures escalation

AFP, 6/15 (6/15/09, “S.Korea to re-enact naval battle amid tensions,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iJ7-I6CqAa2pFx4vjBHQZhN7jCQQ)

A multinational investigation concluded last month that a North Korean submarine torpedoed the Cheonan corvette in the Yellow Sea on March 26, killing 46 sailors.

North Korea denies involvement and says reprisals announced by the South could trigger war.

The South is seeking United Nations condemnation of its communist neighbour. On Monday it presented the findings of the investigation to Security Council members.

The council warned both sides against any actions that could escalate regional tension.

In Seoul, South Korea's navy chief promised stern retaliation for any new naval provocation by the North.

"If North Korean troops stage a provocation again, we must turn the site of the provocation into their grave," Admiral Kim Sung-Chan told naval personnel at a ceremony marking the 11th anniversary of a deadly maritime clash.

In the clash along the Yellow Sea border, the first naval battle since the Korean War, a North Korean boat with an estimated 20 sailors aboard was sunk.
The U.S. military presence greenlights South Korean military responses to the North’s provocation

Bandow, 8 – Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and former special assistant to Reagan (6/9/2008, Doug, “Ending the U.S.-Korea Alliance,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=17812)

Still, does an American presence dampen geopolitical rivalries and arms races? Washington’s role as de facto security guarantor might discourage allied states from doing more for their own defense, but that is a dubious benefit since the belief that the United States will intervene encourages countries to be more belligerent in any disputes with other nations. Moreover, America’s presence virtually forces Beijing to upgrade its military, lest it remain permanently vulnerable to foreign coercion. That is the worst dynamic possible—weakening friendly nations and keeping them permanently dependent on Washington, while convincing China that only a sustained military buildup will enable it to deter U.S. intervention.

1AC---Korean War Advantage
U.S/South Korea training in the Yellow sea is increasing conflict risks with China and North Korea
Rozoff 7-16 , Rick,  author and geopolitical analyst. he is editor of Stop NATO and a frequent contributor to Global Research., July 16, 2010, U.S. Risks Military Clash With China In Yellow Sea, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165124/us-risks-military-clash-with-china-in-yellow-sea.html, accessed July 19, 2010

Delayed until after the United States achieved a United Nations Security Council statement on July 9 condemning the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, Washington's plans for naval maneuvers in the Yellow Sea near Chinese territorial waters are forging ahead.

The joint exercises with South Korea, as news sources from the latter nation have recently disclosed, will be conducted on both sides of the Korean Peninsula, not only in the Yellow Sea as previously planned but also in the Sea of Japan. (Referred to in the Korean press as the West and East Seas, respectively.) Confirmation that the U.S. nuclear-powered aircraft carrier USS George Washington will participate has further exacerbated concerns in Northeast Asia and raised alarms over American intentions not only vis-a-vis North Korea but China as well.  An exact date for the war games has not yet been announced, but is expected to be formalized no later than when U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates arrive in the South Korean capital of Seoul on July 21.  For weeks now leading Chinese foreign ministry and military officials have condemned the U.S.-led naval exercises, branding them a threat to Chinese national sovereignty and to peace and stability in the region.  China's influential Global Times wrote on July 12 that "The eventuality that Beijing has to prepare for is close at hand. The delayed US-South Korean naval exercise in the Yellow Sea is now slated for mid-July. According to media reports, a nuclear-powered US aircraft carrier has left its Japanese base and is headed for the drill area." [1]  Permanently based in Yokosuka, Japan, the USS George Washington is an almost 100,000-ton supercarrier: "The nuclear carrier, commissioned in 1992, is the sixth Nimitz-class vessel, carrying some 6,250 crew and about 80 aircraft, including FA-18 fighter jets and E-2C Hawkeye airborne early warning aircraft." [2]  The F/A-18 Hornet is a supersonic, multirole jet fighter (F/A is for Fighter/Attack) and one of its primary roles is destroying an adversary's air defenses. The E-2C Hawkeye has been described as the "eyes and ears" of American carrier strike groups, being equipped with long-range surveillance radar.  In addition to the nuclear aircraft carrier, "an Aegis-equipped destroyer, an amphibious assault ship, about four 4,500-ton KDX-II-class destroyers, the 1,800-ton Son Won-il-class submarine and F-15K fighter jets are expected to join the exercise." [3] U.S. Aegis class warships (destroyers and cruisers) are equipped for Standard Missile-3 anti-ballistic interceptor missiles, part of a U.S.-led Asia-Pacific (to date, along with the U.S., Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia) and ultimately international interceptor missile system.  The F-15K ("Slam Eagle") is a state-of-the-art multirole (used for both aerial combat and ground attack) jet fighter supplied to South Korea by the U.S.  The presence of a U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier and scores of advanced American and South Korean warplanes off the coast of China in the Yellow Sea - and near Russia's shore in the Sea of Japan if the Washington is deployed there - qualitatively and precariously raises the level of brinkmanship in Northeast Asia.  The drumbeat of confrontation has been steadily increasing in volume and tempo since the sinking of a South Korean corvette, the Cheonan, on March 26 with the resultant death of 46 crew members.  An investigation into the incident was organized by the U.S. and included experts from the U.S., South Korea, Britain, Australia and Sweden, but not from China and Russia which both border the Korean Peninsula. On May 20 the five-nation team released a report blaming a North Korean torpedo for the sinking of the Cheonan. North Korea denied the accusation and neither Russia nor China, excluded from the investigation, have concurred with the U.S. accusation.  American provocations escalated dramatically at the Group of 20 (G20) summit in Toronto on June 27 when U.S. President Barack Obama (in his own words) held a "blunt" conversation with China's President Hu Jintao, accusing him and his nation of "willful blindness" in relation to North Korea's "belligerent behavior." Upbraiding his Chinese counterpart, Obama stated, "I think there's a difference between restraint and willful blindness to consistent problems." (On the same occasion Obama praised South Korea's President Lee Myung-bak for his "extraordinary restraint.")  "My hope is that president Hu will recognise as well that this is an example of Pyongyang going over the line."  President Hu and the Chinese government as a whole would be fully justified in suspecting that mounting U.S. threats are aimed not only (and perhaps not so much) against North Korea as against China itself. 
1AC---Korean War Advantage 
Only troop withdrawal resolves North Korean threat perceptions and prevents all-out war in Asia 

Hui, 9 - Zhang, Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, June 2009, “Don’t play nuclear chicken with a desperate pariah,” http://www.nuclearno.com/text.asp?13773, Date Accessed July 13, 2010 
In retaliation for tightened U.N. sanctions following North Korea`s May 25 nuclear test and subsequent missile tests, Pyongyang defiantly upped the ante on Saturday, June 13. North Korea said it will move forward with its plans to build a nuclear arsenal, begin a program of uranium enrichment, and take "resolute military actions" against the United States and its regional allies. Then on Thursday, June 18, news surfaced that the next missile test might be pointed toward Hawaii (the missiles in question don`t have the range to actually reach the islands -- only head that way). Pyongyang is also reportedly preparing another nuclear test. 

This game of escalation will go on and on until North Korea gets what it desires most from Washington: a reliable security assurance. Of course, no one likes to yield to dictators. But ultimately, playing chicken with a desperate and nuclear-armed North Korea is too risky to endeavor. The more isolated the North Koreans become, the more likely they will be to use the nuclear card in threatening two hostages: South Korea and Japan. Everyone loses that game. With two nuclear tests under its belt, Pyongyang should have more confidence in its capability to mate its smaller and low-yield warheads (about 4 kilotons) with its existing Scud missiles (which are capable of reaching all of South Korea) and Nodong missiles (with the range to strike all of Japan, including the U.S. military bases there). A 4-kiloton bomb would not be as powerful as the 15 to 20 kilotons dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but it could cause greater casualties given the significantly higher population densities of South Korea and Japan today, especially in their capitals of Seoul and Tokyo. A 4-kiloton bomb could cause hundreds of thousands of deaths from the blast, burns, and ensuing radiation. It gets worse. Pyongyang also said on Saturday that it had reprocessed more than one third of its newly discharged 8,000 spent fuel rods -- a claim that is likely true. Within another three months, North Korea could harvest between 8 and 12 kg of plutonium, or enough for one to two bombs. The country has also confirmed that it started a program to create highly enriched uranium (HEU). If North Korea were to successfully develop a centrifuge enrichment facility capable of producing one bomb`s worth of HEU, it would pose a huge challenge to denuclearization. Unlike plutonium production, which involves large reactor facilities and generates a considerable amount of heat, the facility North Korea has in mind would be compact and thus easier to hide. Verification would require more-invasive inspections -- and the (unlikely) cooperation of Pyongyang. Conveniently for North Korea, HEU is also much more attractive than plutonium to subnational groups in the market for nuclear weapons because HEU bombs are relatively easier to make. For an eager buyer, Pyongyang might become a willing supplier with the right situation and price. After all, North Korea has dabbled in selling missiles and missile technologies to Iran and others. North Korea reportedly helped Syria build a reactor that was destroyed by Israeli airstrikes in September 2007. The probability that any sane country would make such a nuclear transfer is extremely low, but an armed and desperate North Korea might do so in a last-ditch attempt to save the regime. From Pyongyang`s perspective, what`s not to like? North Korea could earn foreign currency and build anti-Washington alliances at the same time. Under the new U.N. sanctions and the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative, Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul are meant to intercept and interdict any such shipments from North Korea. However, Pyongyang states clearly that an attempted blockade of any kind by the United States and its allies would be regarded as "an act of war" and met with "a decisive military response."  Given North Korea`s capabilities and its threatening rhetoric, it`s important to ask: How likely is it to act on brinkmanship threats?  The short answer: likely enough to worry. Although Washington might want to facilitate North Korea`s implosion and collapse through long-term isolation, a desperate Pyongyang would almost certainly not go down quietly. Military conflict could lead to a full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula in which the possibility of nuclear weapons being used, as Pyongyang has ominously threatened, should not be ruled out. The regime would do anything to survive.  Over the long term, North Korea cannot tolerate isolation and economic sanctions. Economic development,which the country sorely needs, requires that Pyongyang open its doors to the international community, and especially to foreign investment, trade, and aid. But long before that happens, Pyongyang wants to address its foremost security concerns -- mainly from the U.S. "threat" (read: troops) just across the border in South Korea. Given Kim Jong Il`s health problems and North Korea`s ever worsening economic situation, Pyongyang is eager to push Washington into offering reliable security assurances and guarantees 
1AC---Korean War Advantage
North Korean aggression causes U.S. nuclear retaliation---sparks global conflict 
Horween 9 - Matt ,certified public accountant and former commissioned U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development,  , “Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html accessed july 18 2010. 

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  

1AC---North Korean Nuclearization Advantage
Advantage 2 - North Korean Nuclearization

North Korea has proposed resuming the Six Party Talks but only to promote their interests---increases tensions. 
Jae-hoon 7-19, “Lee is journalist for the Hankyoreh News Media” Now is not the time for six-party talks,’ says foreign minister,” July 19, 2010, online: http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_national/430971.html

Appearing in a policy discussion on KTV, Yu said North Korea is saying it will discuss the nuclear issue only if the issue of a peace treaty is also discussed, and is calling for the six-party talks to be held on an equal footing. Yu said this, however, was a demand that would render the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1874 powerless, passed after North Korea’s second nuclear test. He said North Korea’s sudden talk of the six-party talks was an unfortunate attempt to use the talks as a means to dodge world interest in the sinking of the Cheonan.Yu’s comments have been interpreted as signaling Seoul’s negativity regarding talk of restarting the six-party talks. The South Korean and U.S. governments are scheduled to discuss the six-party talks at the first round of “2 plus 2” (foreign and defense ministers) talks in Seoul on Wednesday, so attention is focusing on the U.S. response to Seoul’s negative attitude. Kurt Campbell, U.S. assistant secretary for East Asia and Pacific affairs, said Thursday (local time) that Washington was ready to sit down with North Korea under the right environment.
US troops in South Korea raise Chinese threat perceptions---means they’ll undermine Six Party Talks to keep North Korean nuclear weapons as a buffer. Withdrawal solves.

Lin 10, Christina Lin, PHD and is a visiting fellow at AICGS and researcher for Jane's Information Group, March 2010, “CHINA, IRAN, AND NORTH KOREA: A TRIANGULAR STRATEGIC ALLIANCE,” online: http://www.gloria-center.org/meria/2010/03/lin.html

A 2006 article by Shen Dingli, executive director of both the International Studies Institute and the Center for American Studies at Fudan University, laid out the strategic significance of DPRK in China’s policy towards the United States. China’s main goals are economic development and national reunification. To the latter end, he argued that DPRK is a key buffer zone between China and U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, and it is also tied to China’s Taiwan contingency.[71] With a shared border of 1,400 kilometers, DPRK acts as a guard post for China against U.S. troops in South Korea, thereby allowing China to redeploy military assets away from northeast Asia towards Taiwan.  He further argues that a nuclear DPRK is an asset to China’s security because a nuclear DPRK could pin down U.S. forces in a Taiwan contingency and deter U.S. consideration of possible military intervention.[72] In this case, a nuclear DPRK makes war on the peninsula less likely, since the United States would be wary of risking its troops in South Korea and Japan. He conceded that DPRK used the six-party talks to buy time to develop nuclear weapons. Chances are slim for denuclearization because DPRK’s end goal is to possess nuclear weapons due to its perceived threat by the United States.[73] Indeed, China’s actions have supported this line of thought, as it has persistently watered down UNSC sanctions against DPRK and supported DPRK economically so that sanctions were not very effective. China recently announced it would invest $10 billion in DPRK, which is about 70 percent of DPRK’s total GDP of some $15 billion.[74] Given China’s de facto support of a nuclear DPRK and de jure economic support to prop up the regime, it seems unlikely DPRK would take the path of denuclearization similar to the one taken by Libya. Indeed, DPRK does not see itself as a Libya in eventual denuclearization but rather conveyed to U.S. officials that it aspired to be the “Israel of East Asia.”[75]  
China will only strongly support Six Party Talks if the U.S. can convince them it’s in their interests 

Bandow 3, April 29, 2003, Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “Enlisting China,”
http://article.nationalreview.com/268688/enlisting-china/doug-bandow
And Pyongyang's willingness to sit down with the U.S., though theoretically positive, merely provided a forum in which to announce that it might test a weapon or export plutonium, depending upon Washington's actions. China's position was to simply encourage dialogue. There certainly is no reason to believe that the North is ready to accept an enforceable agreement that includes dismantlement of the DPRK's existing facilities and inspections to prevent any future operations. Achieving that goal will almost certainly require more from Beijing than a push for talks. And the PRC will be tough on the North only if the U.S. demonstrates that doing so advances Chinese interests.  A half century ago the newly established People's Republic of China saved the DPRK from defeat in the Korean War. The resulting relationship has been called one of blood and as close as lips to teeth.  The PRC is the North's largest trading partner, with two-way trade amounting to $740 million, one fourth of Pyongyang's total. China also continues to provide some aid to North Korea, though the former cut back its subsidized grain shipments in 1995. As of 2002, Beijing accounted for about 70 percent of the North's oil supplies and had doubled grain and vegetable sales.   
1AC---North Korean Nuclearization Advantage
China can reign in North Korean nuclearization – withdrawing troops is a necessary precondition

Drum 2009, Kevin Drum, writer for Mother Jones, June 1, 2009, “China and North Korea,” online: 
http://motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2009/06/china-and-north-korea
It's true, as Anne Applebaum says, that China is the only country in the world with any real influence over North Korea. So why do they put up with Kim Jong-il's antics?  The usual answer is that they're afraid of pushing too hard lest his regime collapse and send millions of refugees streaming across the border into Manchuria.  Applebaum, however, speculates that that isn't it at all.  China actually wants North Korea to continue its hotheaded ways: Despite the risks, there are good reasons for the Chinese to prod Kim Jong-il to keep those missiles coming. By permitting North Korea to rattle its sabers, the Chinese can monitor Obama's reaction to a military threat without having to deploy a threat themselves. They can see how serious the new American administration is about controlling the spread of nuclear weapons without having to risk sanctions or international condemnation of their own nuclear industry. They can distract and disturb the new administration without harming Chinese-American economic relations, which are crucial to their own regime's stability. And if the game goes badly, they can call it off. North Korea is a puppet state, and the Chinese are the puppeteers. They could end this farce tomorrow. If they haven't done so yet, there must be a reason.

Six-Party Talks can be effective – they just need to be strengthened 
Kim 9, Insook Kim, Research Associate in the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Monterey Institute for International Studies, “The Six-Party Talks and President Obama's North Korea Policy,” online: 
http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_six_party_obama_north_korea.html
Progress at the Six-Party Talks has been painstakingly slow and uneven over the years. Despite this, the multilateral negotiations have led North Korea to take incremental and concrete steps toward the ultimate goal of denuclearization. With sustained political will and close coordination amongst the parties involved, this multilateral framework can be strengthened to yield concrete and powerful results. President Barack Obama's proposed comprehensive diplomacy that combines the strengths of multilateral negotiations with the unique benefits of direct bilateral engagement presents a sensible and practical approach to the North Korean nuclear issue. The change in administration in the United States provides a rare opportunity to provide a fresh impetus to the denuclearization process. It is up to Washington and Pyongyang, in close cooperation with the other capitals, to seize upon this opportunity to proactively engage in negotiations that can successfully overcome not only the immediate obstacles but also the longer-term challenges posed by the North Korean nuclear weapons program.

Sustaining the six party talks is key to regime change and denuclearization 
Lankov 09 (11/16, Associate Professor of History at Kookmin
University, “Beating Kim at His Own,” www.nytimes.com/2009/11/17/opinion/17iht-edlankov.html?_r=1 Game)
If de-nuclearization is impossible, does it make sense to negotiate with Pyongyang at all? It seems that the answer should be in the affirmative: There are useful goals that can be reached via such negotiations.  First, it is possible to agree on dismantling the North Korean nuclear research and production facilities. North Koreans do not need their old labs, since their estimated 5 to 10 nuclear devices are sufficient for both military deterrence and diplomatic blackmail. If they produce 10 or 20 additional devices, their leverage will not increase, so they can sacrifice their research facilities if the Americans will agree to pay enough. This deal might be worthwhile, since it will decrease the probability of proliferation to third parties.  Second, North Koreans will probably agree to some nonproliferation measures. Of course, they will charge as much as they can, but once again, if agreed measures seem to be efficient, this deal makes sense.  Third, the negotiations will allow a channel of communication with Pyongyang to be kept open at a time when Kim Jong-il’s health is ailing and changes (not necessarily for the better) might happen at any time.  Last but not least, the negotiations will create an environment in which North Korea’s exchanges with the outside world will become possible. As the experience of the Cold War has demonstrated, these exchanges lead to the spread of information, which in turn slowly undermines the power of the regime, whose legitimacy is largely based on false claims. In the long run, these exchanges will probably prove decisive, since they will contribute to the growth of the internal forces that alone can change North Korean state (and, among other things, bring about de-nuclearization). 
1AC---North Korean Nuclearization Advantage
The impact is extinction from every potential global catastrophe 
Hamel-Green 10 (1/5, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/)
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 attack, 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. 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 relationships, 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. Given the high stakes involved, North Korean proliferation, if unaddressed and unreversed, has the potential to destabilize the whole East Asian region and beyond. Even if a nuclear exchange does not occur in the short term, the acute sense of nuclear threat that has been experienced for over five decades by North Koreans as a result of US strategic deterrence is now likely to be keenly felt by fellow Koreans south of the 38th Parallel and Japanese across the waters of the Sea of Japan. China, too, must surely feel itself to be at risk from North Korean nuclear weapons, or from escalation that might ensue from next-use in the Korean Peninsula resulting not only in the environmental consequences 

noted above, but in regime collapse and massive refugee flows. South Korea and Japan appear willing to rely on their respective bilateral security pacts with the United States to deter North Korean nuclear attack for the time being. However, should South Korea and/or Japan acquire nuclear weapons, the outcome would be destabilizing, especially if this resulted from rupture of their alliance relationships with the United States. Both have the technical capability to do so very rapidly. South Korea has previously engaged in nuclear weapons research but desisted after US pressure. Japan still proclaims its adherence to the three Non-Nuclear Principles although recentconfirmation that the United States routinely transited nuclear weapons through Japan and retains the right of emergency reintroduction of nuclear weapons has tarnished Japan’s non-nuclear image. Moreover, it has large stockpiles of plutonium that could rapidly be used to produce nuclear warheads. Such responses, already advocated by conservative and nationalist groups within South Korea and Japan, could trigger a regional nuclear arms race involving the Koreas, Japan, Taiwan, and China, with incalculable wider consequences for Southeast Asia, South Asia and the whole Pacific and beyond. These developments would spell the demise of the current global non- proliferation regime as underpinned by the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Failure to reverse the DPRK’s nuclear breakout is also an important factor driving a general malaise in the exercise of American power which one of the authors has characterized elsewhere as “the end of American nuclear hegemony.”8  
1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage
Advantage 3 - Asian Regionalism 

East Asian regionalism is failing because of U.S. military over-reliance in the region---undermines cooperation on a list of issues

Snyder 9 -  U.S. Domestic Politics and Multilateral Security Cooperation in Northeast Asia  Scott Snyder, Asia Foundation December 2009  International Institutions and Global Governance Program Japan Studies Program
The Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) conducted a rare survey of Asian and U.S. security analysts in 2008. The survey revealed that U.S. elites showed the least enthusiasm for the idea of an East Asian community, although they did offer some support for the idea.10 Compared to their Asian colleagues, U.S. elites were primarily interested in the promotion o
f defense cooperation in Asia. In terms of national priorities, U.S. respondents attached the most importance to preventing conflict, promoting human rights, and strengthening domestic political institutions, and showed the least interest in prioritizing regional identity and developing common diplomatic priorities. This survey showed that U.S. elites tend to perceive national and global tools (versus regional or 3 multilateral tools) as best suited to address specific needs. The United States views its own military capacity as the critical factor in preventing a direct attack in the next decade. Notably, the Six Party Talks were rated highly as the most effective mechanism for dealing with nonproliferation issues on the Korean peninsula, but most other regional groupings did not fare well in the estimation of this limited sample of elites. U.S. elites in the CSIS poll want to promote democracy and human rights more than elites in other Asian countries, while elites from Asian developing countries (such as India and Indonesia) are interested in regionalism as a tool for promoting good governance. Elites across Asia see regionalism as a vehicle for confidence-building, but not for the promotion of regional integration on the European model. CCGA polling shows that U.S.-led democracy promotion in Asia also receives a positive assessment from the broader U.S. public, with over 68 percent rating U.S. efforts as very or somewhat positive. The CSIS analysis provides a picture of the vacuum that any regional institution must fill to be considered effective. Moreover, the poll results suggest that it will be some time before cooperative-security options decisively replace alliances as the cornerstone for regional security in Northeast Asia. However, the survey also confirms the Asian desire to work on community-building, and suggests that this is an effort that Americans are willing to accept but unlikely to lead. Moreover, the poll reveals that Asians perceive the United States as an important and necessary partner in Asia. But it is hard to say from the survey results whether desires for the United States to be involved are due to an Asian belief that the United States is an essential part of the fabric of an East Asian community or whether they are due to lingering anxieties about the implications of an Asia in which China is the potentially dominant actor.

1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage 
Dependence on U.S. troops makes South Korean leadership for Asian regionalism impossible---withdrawal solves

Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855

As a ‘middle power, South Korea, can take the initiative and play a key role in the field of regional cooperation. South Korea has the ability to push East Asian regionalism forward in a way that Japan, China and the United States, as the region’s major powers, are unable to. The limited capabilities of Japan and China in this regard are a result of historical antagonisms and fears of a future hegemony. South Korea, which has no history or future prospects of regional hegemony, can thus be a major actor, especially in cooperation with the United States, in future moves towards regional integration. Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. The following is an excerpt of the paper presented by Dr. Young. The South Korean government of President Lee Myung Bak is now immersed in cleaning up the messes inflicted upon the nation by the previous two leftist governments: big government and pro-North Korea policies. While defining that period as the “lost ten years”, the Lee government is attempting to turn the clock back by implementing neoliberal reforms and restoring the strained ROK-US alliance. However, there is a strong political backlash against these efforts. Domestic reform is not easy not only because of Lee Myung Bak’s incompetence and strategic errors, but also because of the power and creativity of leftist organizations strengthened under the previous two governments. On the foreign policy front, “turning back the clock” is neither feasible anymore due to a highly mobilized, globally renowned domestic opposition, nor plausible since the status quo ante no longer exists. The most imaginative accomplishment carried out by this opposition was the creation of the “myth of mad cow disease” from US beef, which drove tens of thousands of South Koreans into the streets for several months. I think it was largely an outpouring of anti-Americanism disguised in the name of public health and safety. In addition, the world surrounding South Korea right now is not what it used to be ten years ago, when South Korea began its estrangement into a “wonderland”, where the obsession with Pyongyang turned South Korea blind toward the outside world. It is much more fluid and complicated without a clear dividing line between friends and enemies. The US-China relationship is oscillating from potential enemy to strategic partner. The US-North Korean relationship is also not fixed in a state of permanent antagonism. The Japan-China relationship is also moving beyond the stage of perennial suspicion. Russia is back onto the main stage of regional power politics. China is rapidly rising, and Japan is normalizing itself into a major military power. North Korea’s survival tactics are ever evolving. Even a properly working US-ROK security alliance, as good as ten years ago, may fall short of handling these new challenges for South Korea. However, the US and South Korea still have to work out a concrete design for their future alliance. Moreover, North Korea is too unruly and shrewd for South Korea to discipline even with the current “engagement with reciprocity” approach by the Lee government. President Lee Myung-bak’s backward turn in foreign policy, restoring close ties with the US and Japan, has only caused North Korea’s anger and China’s concern. Seoul lost a lot of social capital in its relationship with the United States during the “beef incident”. And the territorial dispute with Japan is ever aggravating. The US-Japan-South Korea triangular cooperation that has brought both security and prosperity to South Korea during most of the post-WWII period does not seem to be a viable option any longer for South Korea given the absence of common enemies, the lack of trust between Japan and South Korea, and insufficient domestic support.
1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage
A wide range of problems with China, Japan, and North Korea makes it necessary to have South Korea shift to lead in East Asian regionalism

Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855
North Korea’s nuclear threat is now taken as a serious problem inside the Blue House. Even though it is quite a change from the Roh era, this threat perception is still not widely shared among South Korean people. North Korea is still considered more as a brother in need than a threat to be stopped. Moreover, the US has shown a strong commitment to denuclearizing North Korea, and other neighboring major powers have shared interests in stopping North Korea’s nuclear program. With this insurance in place, costs loomed larger to South Koreans than actual risks. Therefore, their major concern was to secure a seat at the negotiating table and avoid taking undue financial burdens. This attitude was also reflected in the pro-North Korean stance by the Roh government in dealing with Pyongyang’s nuclear program. From the perspective of South Korea, “the six-party talks” has worked relatively well in containing North Korea’s nuclear threats even if it failed to denuclearize North Korea. South Koreans feel increasingly more threatened by China and Japan. China, South Korea’s number one trading partner, is a land of opportunity for Korean businesses. China also holds a key to North Korea’s nuclear problem. At one point former President Roh Moo-hyun appeared to have expected that China would elevate South Korea to the position of a balancer in Northeast Asia. Then came China’s attempt to incorporate a part of ancient Korea’s history into its own. South Koreans came to realize that China was no different from other ascending powers, mindful of wielding their newly gained power for their own national interests. The South Korean government had to deal with China as such. Besides alignment with the United States, South Korea is exploring the possibility of a strategic partnership with China. Even though its concrete shape is up in the air, it is a substantial departure from South Korea’s traditional diplomacy. Similarly, South Korea can no longer take Japan for granted. South Koreans have considered Japan to be under a permanent obligation to help or support them whenever necessary, as penance for its colonial past. Japan has not betrayed this expectation partly due to guilty-feelings and partly out of self-interests. Japan is now accelerating its move to become a normal state by shedding its memory of an inglorious past, beefing up its military strengths, and pursuing active and assertive diplomacy. Japan is not as hesitant in confronting South Korea as in the past, be it the history textbook issue or territorial disputes. Instead of being a passive state constantly in fear of a rising China and an uncontrollable Russia, Japan is actively engaging China and Russia. South Korea’s strategic value will decrease substantially if China is no longer something to be contained. In that case, a normal Japan may easily bypass South Korea in regional politics. Then, Japan would turn into an independent variable and South Korea has to deal with it as such. Unlike during the cold war period, the security environment surrounding South Korea is very fluid, dynamic, and uncertain. Nothing is a given for South Korea, including the ROK-US bilateral security alliance; and even a properly working US-ROK alliance will not do to relieve South Korea’s security concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, Japan, and North Korea will offer only a partial solution, given South Korea’s limited leverage over them. South Koreans are feeling increasingly frustrated over their complete inability to influence North Korea, China, the United States and even Japan. If the nationalism and anti-Americanism that brought Roh to presidency five years ago arose largely from elated self-confidence and national pride, the recent rise of nationalist feelings in South Korea more reflects anxiety, fear, and frustration. Under the circumstances, South Korea has good reasons to go “regional”. A regional security structure can add stability and certainty to South Korea’s security environment. Depending on the strength of institutional norms and rules, South Korea can also lessen power asymmetry vis-a-vis China, Japan, and even North Korea. A regional security structure will provide breathing space to South Korea, which is unavailable in a tight bilateral alliance with the United States. It will also have the effect of boosting South Korea’s self-esteem, as well as the legitimacy of political leaders. Besides an institutional lock-in effect with China and Japan, a regional structure will be useful to manage North Korea. North Korea’s nuclear issue is currently deadlocked in spite of China’s high leverage against North Korea, as well as the “carrot and stick” approach applied by the hegemonic US. The nuclear issue may be embedded in a broader regional security framework to come up with a sustainable solution. A more serious problem for South Korea is a post-nuclear era North Korea. To reform North Korea in a sustainable and non-threatening way while minimizing costs to South Korea will be a daunting task, and a multilateral approach will be better for burden sharing. Again, territorial issues in the region can in no way be resolved bilaterally: they require sustained effort by regional organizations.
1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage
Withdrawal enables a better model of Asian regional security---U.S. troops aren’t key to any security function 

Bandow 9 - Why Are "We" Defending South Korea? By Doug Bandow Published 09/08/09 2009 Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America’s New Global Empire (Xulon Press).   http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=201
Adm. Timothy Keating, the U.S. commander in the Asia-Pacific, recently said: "We are prepared to execute a wide range of options in concert with allies in South Korea" against North Korea, if necessary. Being prepared is good, I suppose. But why are "we" preparing military contingencies involving South Korea? Shouldn't that be Seoul's job? The interventionist impulse is deeply ingrained in American foreign policy. In the aftermath of World War II, the U.S. saw itself as the only barrier to Soviet expansion. In East Asia, both China and North Korea loomed as significant military threats; various communist insurgencies added anxiety. But that world disappeared long ago. There's no longer a Soviet Union or Warsaw Pact. Maoist China is filled with capitalists. Vietnam, America's greatest Cold War "loss," has sidled up to the West. The Khmer Rouge is long gone. The so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea remains with us, but is a decrepit economic wreck. On the other side, America's friends have grown wealthy. Europe has more than ten times Russia's GDP. In East Asia economic prosperity has leaped from Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea to an increasing number of smaller "tigers." India has awakened, and the world's largest democracy leans against China. The balance of power has shifted dramatically as the old-time communist religion has essentially disappeared. Nevertheless, U.S. policymakers assume that America must continue to do the heavy lifting when it comes to security. Explained Adm. Keating: "I can tell you that we have plans with the United States Forces-Korea and others in place if the president tells us to execute those plans, in the event of some uncertain succession in the North." Gen. Walter Sharp, the top U.S. commander in South Korea, recently opined that American and South Korean forces are ready for "anything North Korea can throw at us." Washington policymakers intend to get involved in the Korean peninsula even if North Korea collapses. The Council on Foreign Relations recently published a detailed report which worried that policing the North "would place a significant strain on South Korea, particularly in view of the current plan to reduce its army by some 30 percent over the next decade." Since Seoul wants to do less, American soldiers and taxpayers would be expected to kick in. U.S. forces, argued the Council: "could provide vital assistance in the form of transportation services, command, control, communications and intelligence infrastructure, the distribution of humanitarian supplies, and the repatriation of refugees." Of course, that presumes no resistance by North Koreans. In that case "the needed stabilization force would escalate dramatically." And you can guess who would be on the hook for providing those extra personnel. The Council even worries that coping with an active insurgency "would likely impossible for the South Korean and American forces to manage alone." Remind me again why the Republic of Korea plans on cutting its forces by nearly one-third? America's military support for the ROK grew out of the post-World War II division of the Korean peninsula. The DPRK was backed by both Maoist China and the U.S.S.R., while the U.S. denied heavy weapons to South Korea's jingoistic President Syngman Rhee. For years only America's security guarantee and troop presence stopped Pyongyang from trying again. But those days are long behind us. North Korea possesses a lot of military personnel and hardware: 1.1 million personnel, over 4000 tanks, 2500 armored personnel carriers, and 18,000 pieces of artillery. But its forces are ill-trained and its weapons are antiquated. The terrain favors defense and neither China nor Russia would back the North in an invasion. The ROK lags behind in quantity, but that is a matter choice. There is no immutable aspect of geography which requires the country to the south to have a smaller military than the country to the north. Rather, South Korea has chosen to rely on America in order to invest its money on economic development. A perfectly rational decision for Seoul. But perfectly ridiculous for America today, when the South has upwards of 40 times the GDP and twice the population of the DPRK. South Korea is capable of building a much larger military, adding rather than cutting military personnel. It has decided to build one significantly smaller than that of the North because it can count on Americans rushing to its defense. Not only that, but Seoul has spent much of the last decade subsidizing North Korea with cash, food, and investment as part of its "sunshine policy." Despite Pyongyang's ever-belligerent rhetoric, most South Koreans do not fear attack. Even now, under the conservative government of President Lee Myung-bak, the ROK is reducing the size of its armed forces rather than bolstering the military in preparation for whatever might come during North Korea's looming leadership transition. And, as usual, South Koreans are expecting Americans to pick up the slack. The ROK is an independent nation fully entitled to implement its own foreign policy and create its own military force. But the core duty of an independent nation is to defend itself. Having joined the ranks of leading countries -- South Korea's economy ranks in the top 15 -- Seoul should take over responsibility for ensuring its own defense as well as promoting regional stability. The U.S. can and should be a good friend of the South, as Americans expand cultural, economic, and political ties with South Koreans. But it's time to plan for a phase-out of America's troop presence, punctuated by ending America's security guarantee. The two governments should continue to cooperate on security issues of shared interest, of which there are many. However, they should work together as equals, not as guardian and dependent. Put bluntly, Americans should no longer be expected to subsidize their friends across the Pacific.

1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage
Regional security architecture prevents military conflict throughout Asia and causes successful environmental cooperation 

Vogel 10, “Regionalism in Asia: Why we should stick with existing structures. March 30th, 2010” Ezra Vogel is Henry Ford II Emeritus Professor of Social Sciences at Harvard University. http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/03/30/regionalism-in-asia-why-we-should-stick-with-existing-structures/

An important key to successful regional organisation is making good use of what some of the individual countries have to contribute. The strong points of some of the leading countries that can promote the region are thus detailed below. Japan has been the pioneer in bringing modernisation to Asia. Despite its relatively small size, Japan remains one of the three largest economies in the world, with one of the best-educated and healthiest populations. Its technology and quality of production set global standards, and its law-abiding citizenry facilitate one of the lowest crime rates in the world. As the only major country in the world that has chosen not to have nuclear weapons, Japan has the moral authority to take a leading position in the fight against nuclear proliferation. Finally, as the global leader in energy technology and environmental protection, it can make a major contribution in these areas. China, driven by explosive economic growth and a massive population, has begun to play a central role in energising the region’s economy. Its think tanks and universities have developed extraordinarily quickly, and China is now producing large numbers of young people with a deep understanding of major issues affecting the Asia-Pacific region. Whilst China was initially concerned about the speed of modernisation within Asia, it has come to realise the benefits inherent in regionalism, and has begun to take a role in strengthening regional and global organisations. As China’s economy has grown, its leaders have also turned their focus onto international efforts to solve environmental problems such as global warming. The United States remains the leader in higher education and research, and acts as a centre for educating talented people from around the globe. Additionally,  international institutions sometimes lack the capacity to respond to urgent crises. In this context, the United States remains the country with the greatest capacity to resolve security and environmental emergencies. The United States recognises the importance of the Asia-Pacific and can be expected to take an active role in the region. The Southeast Asian countries that formed ASEAN have set the model for the ‘soft regionalism’ that is the glue binding together nations on both sides of the Pacific in a cooperative framework, most notably via APEC. It has unique convening power for bringing together the big powers of the region in a neutral setting. As the largest country in South-East Asia, Indonesia inevitably plays a central role in ASEAN. South Korea and Australia both also have unique contributions to make. South Korea, along with Singapore, is the most cosmopolitan country in East Asia, and continues to send many students to countries throughout the world. Australia has played a special role, not only as the region’s key supplier of many raw materials, but also as the one sizeable Caucasian country that is in effect in Asia. No country outside South Korea has trained a higher percentage of its population in Japanese language and culture. No country outside Indonesia has done more to study Indonesia. Accordingly, Australia continues to play a key role in maintaining security within the Asia-Pacific. The regional organisations in existence are already flexible enough to make good use of the capacities of the respective countries. But India and Russia should also be absorbed in these organisations. Together, these countries, through the regional associations, can address some of the critical issues facing the region. I will just briefly mention two of the most difficult of these issues that require our attention: historical disputes, and military balance of power issues. At the moment, issues as to Japanese interpretations of history are relatively submerged, as South Korea and China are making an effort to set aside this issue. This does not mean that the issue has been resolved. On the Japanese side, efforts must be made to engage in a thorough study of the tragedies caused by the occupation of Taiwan and Korea, and of the invasion of mainland China in World War II. Korea and China must also make an effort to communicate to their populations the fundamental changes that have occurred after World War II, as Japan has sought to maintain peace and avoid militarism. The security balance in Asia is the single biggest issue confronting regionalism in the Asia-Pacific. In the past several decades, stability in Asia has rested upon two pillars; the overwhelming military power of the United States and the cooperation of other countries, most prominently South Korea and Japan. Now, the Chinese military is growing in strength, and it is no secret that the US has an imbalanced budget that will constrain military expenses in decades ahead. If we are to maintain peace and stability in the Asia Pacific, we must have a solid understanding between the United States and China. It is in the interests of all countries in the region to deal with these issues, and regional organisations can make an important contribution. Thus whilst we do not need another regional organisation for East Asia, it is vital that all concerned nations continue to cooperate using the existing organisations.

1AC---Asian Regionalism Advantage 
Asian conflict goes nuclear---most likely hotspot 
Sheridan 9 – Greg Sheridan, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html

Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: "Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict."
This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe.
Environmental protection’s key to avoid extinction 
Powell 2K - (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)

The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.

***Korean War Advantage***

Korean War---Uniqueness---Lashout Now 

North Korean provocation increasing

Scobell and Sandord 9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf

In the first decade of the 21st century, Pyongyang has made provocative statements and engaged in provocative actions. In October 2002, DPRK Deputy Foreign Minister Kang Sok Ju told the visiting U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs James Kelly that North Korea possessed a nuclear weapons program. Soon after, Pyongyang removed the IAEA safeguard seals on nuclear facilities, shut off the monitoring cameras, and expelled the inspectors.302 On January 10, 2003, Pyongyang announced to the world that it would withdraw from the NPT. It restarted the 20 MWt reactor and reprocessing facility at Yongbyon. By June 2003, it had extracted plutonium from 8,000 spent fuel rods. This amount of plutonium could have produced 25-30 kilograms for weapons. Meanwhile, in April 2003, North Korean diplomats told their U.S. counterparts that Pyongyang had started reprocessing spent fuel rods (in storage since 1994). In October, North Korean publicly declared that the reprocessing had been concluded.303 Eventually, on February 10, 2005, a DPRK Foreign Ministry official announced that North Korea possessed nuclear weapons. The conclusion that one set of respected analysts draw is that “North Korea has an active nuclear weapons program and may already possess enough separated plutonium to produce as many as nine nuclear weapons.”304 Moreover, Pyongyang also has a reprocessing plant and fuel fabrication, a plant at Yongbyon, a 200 MWt reactor at Yongbyon, and 700- 800 MWt reactor near Taechon (construction frozen under the Agreed Framework), as well as uranium ore processing at Pyongsan and Pakchon.305 
Korean War---Uniqueness---Lashout Now 
Korean tensions high – constant risks of wmd attacks
Luce, 2009,  Dan De, AFP writer, US fears North Korea missile launch, June 18th 2009, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hAc81qG0OSY9YKzkWwx9dbA54EzA accessed on July 13, 2010

The US military beefed up defenses in Hawaii on Friday over fears that North Korea could launch a missile toward the Pacific island chain.

The US military also tracked a North Korean ship possibly carrying banned cargo -- the first vessel to be monitored under UN sanctions imposed last week after the Stalinist state carried out an underground nuclear test on May 25.

US Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday that there were concerns that North Korea might "launch a missile... in the direction of Hawaii."

He said he had approved the deployment of THAAD missile defense weapons to Hawaii and a radar system nearby "to provide support" in case of a North Korean launch. Ground-based defenses in Alaska were also at the ready, Gates added.

"I would just say I think we are in a good position should it become necessary to protect American territory," he said.

The Theatre High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) weapons, coupled with the radar system, are designed to shoot down ballistic missiles.

US and South Korean officials have said North Korea might be readying another ballistic missile test after three launches in 1998, 2006 and this year.

Pyongyang said its latest April 5 launch put a satellite into orbit. The United States and its allies labeled it a disguised test of a Taepodong-2 missile theoretically capable of reaching Alaska.

Japan's Yomiuri Shimbun newspaper this week quoted Japanese defense ministry sources as saying any new test of North Korea's two or three stage Taepodong-2 missile would probably be fired toward Hawaii even if it could not hit the island chain.

It quoted the ministry as saying the Taepodong-2 has a range of 4,000-6,500 kilometres (2,500-4,000 miles), but that Hawaii is more than 7,000 kilometers from the Korean peninsula.

Tensions on the Korean peninsula have been running high since Pyongyang carried out its second nuclear test last month.

A US defense official confirmed that the military has been monitoring a North Korean ship, the Kang Nam, that might be carrying nuclear or missile-related cargo in violation of new UN sanctions.

"There is a particular ship that we are closely monitoring," the defense official, who spoke on condition of anonymity, told AFP.

The ship could provide the first test of a UN Security Council resolution adopted a week ago that bans shipments of arms and nuclear and missile technology to and from North Korea.

The US military has long kept a close watch on ships heading in and out of North Korea, but the new UN resolution means "we have newfound authorities and responsibilities," the official said.

The UN resolution calls for inspections of ships but rules out the use of military force to back up the searches.

The sanctions allow for the US Navy and others to ask to inspect North Korean vessels and ships flagged from other countries suspected of carrying banned cargo.

Admiral Mike Mullen, the top US military officer said the United States would "vigorously enforce" Security Council resolution 1874.

If the ship refuses the search, then the vessel would be directed to a nearby port, Mullen told a news conference with Gates.

Mullen would not confirm whether the military was tracking a particular North Korean vessel.

The United Nations resolution calls on member states to inspect ships if there are "reasonable grounds" that a vessel may be carrying illicit cargo.

Analysts say however that North Korea could get around the shipping measures by transporting banned cargo by air and exploiting provisions that prohibit the use of military force.

However, experts say the financial sanctions in the UN resolution could prove more effective against the isolated Stalinist state.

On June 13, the North vowed to build more nuclear bombs and start enriching uranium for a new atomic weapons program, in response to the new UN sanctions. It has not yet demonstrated the ability to put a nuclear warhead on one of its ballistic missiles.

The United States said Thursday it is looking into five-way talks with China, Russia, Japan and South Korea about pressuring North Korea to change tack on its nuclear and missile programs.

The idea was raised, a US official said, when Obama hosted South Korean President Lee
Korean War---Uniqueness---War Coming
Tensions ripe for war

Margolis 6-1, Eric, contributing editor to the Toronto Sun, June 1, 2010, “north korea strikes back” http://www.lewrockwell.com/margolis/margolis190.html

North Korea denies guilt in the sinking, a position supported by Russian and Chinese military experts. South Korean and foreign experts concluded a North Korean torpedo caused the sinking, but the finding of the weapon with North Korean markings on it seemed a bit too convenient. Some suspect the South Korean corvette may have hit a floating mine.  North Korea’s 1.1-million man armed forces are also fully mobilized. North Korea’s "Dear Leader," Kim Jong-il, threatens "all out war" if the US or South Korea take reprisals.  The US forces based in Korea, US Marines, and the US 7th Fleet, are on high combat alert. In a potentially dangerous development, North Korean vessels will be stopped and searched for arms on the high seas, a virtual act of war. Iran is also to be subjected to similar aggressive inspections and harassment.  US State Secretary Hillary Clinton warns North Korea of "consequences" and says its alleged warlike action "cannot be unanswered." A newcomer to diplomacy, Mrs. Clinton, who previously threatened to obliterate Iran, has not yet learned that making dire threats and not following them up with action makes one look and sound foolish. 

U.S. push for sanctions means tensions are on the brink of war 

Besheer 6-15, Margaret, UN correspondent, North Korea: Military Action Possible If UN Blames Pyongyang for Ship Attack, June 15, 2010, online:  http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/North-Korea-Military-Action-Possible-If-UN-Blames-Pyongyang-for-Ship-Attack-96409949.html accessed July 13, 2010

North Korea's U.N. ambassador is warning his government's military could respond if the U.N. Security Council takes action against Pyongyang for the sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan.    North Korea's U.N. Ambassador Sin Son Ho said the sinking of the Cheonan had nothing to do with his government.  He said he does not want to see the Security Council take "any measures provoking or inciting" Pyongyang.  He added his government would categorically reject any "document" the Security Council issued against North Korea. 

High risk of miscalc leading to escalatory conflict now 

NYT, 5-28 - “In the Koreas, Five Possible Ways to War” May 28, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/30/weekinreview/30sanger.html accessed July 13, 2010

The White House betting is that the latest crisis, stemming from the March attack, will also abate without much escalation. But there is more than a tinge of doubt. The big risk, as always, is what happens if the North Koreans make a major miscalculation. (It wouldn’t be their first. Sixty years ago, Mr. Kim’s father, Kim Il-sung, thought the West wouldn’t fight when he invaded the South. The result was the Korean War.)  What’s more, the dynamic does feel different from recent crises. The South has a hardline government whose first instinct was to cut off aid to the North, not offer it new bribes. At the same time, the North is going through a murky, ill-understood succession crisis.  And President Obama has made it clear he intends to break the old cycle. “We’re out of the inducements game,” one senior administration official, who would not discuss internal policy discussions on the record, said last week. “For 15 years at least, the North Koreans have been in the extortion business, and the U.S. has largely played along. That’s over.”  That may change the North’s behavior, but it could backfire. “There’s an argument that in these circumstances, the North Koreans may perceive that their best strategy is to escalate,” says Joel Wit, a former State Department official who now runs a Web site that follows North Korean diplomacy. 

Succession makes war likely 

NYT, 5-28 - “In the Koreas, Five Possible Ways to War” May 28, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/30/weekinreview/30sanger.html accessed July 13, 2010

It is possible that on the issue of succession, many in the North Korean elite, including in the military, agree with the American intelligence official. According to some reports, they view Kim Jong-un as untested, and perhaps unworthy.  “We’re seeing considerable signs of stress inside the North Korean system,” another official reported.  And that raises the possibility of more provocations — and potential miscalculations — ahead.  One line of analysis is that the younger Kim has to put a few notches in his belt by ordering some attacks on the South, the way his father once built up a little credibility. Another possibility is that internal fighting over the succession could bring wide-scale violence inside North Korea, tempting outside powers to intervene to stop the bloodshed. 

Korean War---Uniqueness---War Coming 

Now’s key---the risk of conflict’s uniquely high 

Feulner 2010, “February 4, Edwin is the President of the heritage foundation and has a PHD” The Status of the U.S.-Korea Relationship in 2010 http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-Status-of-the-US-Korea-Relationship-in-2010
Of course, during this New Year, we may have another bilateral U.S.-North Korea meeting or even a resumption of Six-Party Talks. I also notice new rumors in the Seoul media of a possible third inter-Korean summit. However, the real measure for success of any such meeting must be what was accomplished rather than simply whether such a meeting occurred.  In 2010, we can expect more of the same from North Korea. It will alternate provocations with seemingly conciliatory behavior.  But at this time, the landscape is different in both Washington and Pyongyang. There is less patience in Washington for Pyongyang's antics and far fewer experts and officials who still believe that unfettered engagement will actually achieve denuclearization, and there is a greater potential for instability in North Korea. As an outsider, I read about:      * Kim Jong-il's failing health;     * Doubts of a successful succession to Kim's third son, Kim Jong-un;     * Worsening economic conditions brought on by systemic problems;     * The tightening noose of international sanctions that is starting to bite; and     * Internal unrest following North Korea's currency revaluation.  All of these five factors could combine to create a tinderbox of dangerous change in North Korea. As a result, we may be in for a bumpy ride during the Year of the Tiger. 

North Korean aggression for reunification is inevitable---causes war

Scobell and Sandord 9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Reunification of the peninsula on North Korean terms remains the foremost strategic goal of the regime. North Korea’s severe and probably irreversible economic decline places the regime’s survival in question. Therefore, Kim Jong Il must see reunification on their terms not only as their historic purpose, but also as essential to regime survival (another stated strategic goal). Continued investment in a powerful military organized and deployed to execute an offensive military strategy, despite its drain on a failing economy, strongly suggests that North Korean leaders perceive the military as probably the only remaining instrument for realization of that goal.273 When evaluating an opposing enemy’s military forces, the commander will always ask what are the capabilities, the readiness, and the chances for enemy success? One must also add the question, “Would North Korea initiate an attack if its forces were not ready or capable?” Its current leader, Kim Jong Il, does not have the military training and experience that his father had.274 However, Kim’s father’s actual experiences and his father’s written experiences are two different things; the son is no different in this area. This differential view could lead to faulty or catastrophic decisions similar to those Saddam made in regard to military operations.275 In March 2006, USFK Commander General Bell stated in Congressional testimony: Despite its apparent economic decline and political isolation, North Korea continues to pose a dangerous and complex threat to regional and global peace and security. It maintains a massive, offensively postured conventional force that far exceeds the requirements to defend its country. There is little evidence to suggest the regime will abandon its “Military First” Policy, provocative diplomacy, nuclear challenges, missile proliferation and illegal activities, all of which are designed to contribute to its survival. North Korea will continue to maintain its bellicose stance toward the rest of the world, implementing limited policy and economic changes, while subjecting its people to continued repression. For now and into the foreseeable future, it will remain a major threat to stability and security in Northeast Asia and the world.276 

North Korean threat perceptions will cause lashout 

Scobell and Sandord 9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
It has been argued that North Korea’s military strategy is designed around plans to launch an invasion of South Korea. At the same time, North Korea’s armed forces also are positioned to deter an attack. The KPA is deployed to deliver a preemptive strike against the South if Pyongyang believes that an attack is imminent or to retaliate with overwhelming force if the North is attacked. 
Korean War---Uniqueness---War Coming 
War likely---tensions are at the highest in years 
McCurry, 6-25, Justin, the Guardian's Tokyo correspondent, North Korea ratchets up tension as South marks 60th anniversary of war, June 25, 2010, online: http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/25/north-korea-tension-war-anniversary, accessed July 19, 2010.

North Korea today marked the 60th anniversary of the Korean war by announcing a shipping ban off its west coast, while the South urged the regime to end the "thoughtless provocations" that have raised tensions on the peninsula to their highest in years.
Analysts said the ban could be part of routine military drills or preparations for the test-launch of short-range missiles in the Yellow Sea, near the border between the two countries.

The moves came exactly six decades after North Korean troops swept across the border into South Korea, triggering three years of bloody conflict in which an estimated three million people died.

The shipping ban may also be a show of defiance as the UN security council discusses possible action against Pyongyang over its alleged sinking in March of the Cheonan, a South Korean naval vessel, in which 46 sailors died.

An international investigation concluded that the ship had been sunk by a North Korean missile, a claim the regime has denounced as a US-led conspiracy. It has threatened "all-out war" if the UN issues a reprimand or adds to the punitive measures imposed after it conducted nuclear tests in 2006 and 2009.

South Korea's Yonhap news agency reported that the no-sail zone had been set for 19-27 June, north of the port of Nanpo, 50 miles from the maritime border between the two Koreas. The area was the scene of deadly naval battles in 1999, 2002 and last year.

The South Korean defence ministry said: "This appears to be part of training exercises and we have no indications of unusual activities by the North Korean military." But South Korea's JoongAng Ilbo newspaper quoted a government official as saying that the ban may indicate the North is preparing to test-fire short-range missiles.

South of the demilitarised zone – the heavily fortified border that has divided the two Koreas since the war ended in a ceasefire in July 1953 – ageing war veterans from South Korea and other countries attended a memorial service in Seoul. Flags were displayed from a UN contingent of 21 countries which sent troops or medical units to assist the South in its war against the North and its ally China. Among the allied contingent were 63,000 British troops – more than 1,100 of them died. The fighting ended with an armistice, not a permanent peace treaty, meaning the countries are technically still at war.

Today, 28,500 US soldiers and 655,000 from the South are still engaged in a nervous standoff with the North's army of 1.2 million.

"South Korean and UN soldiers, you were not only courageous and genuine soldiers but also a cornerstone of South Korea's history," said president Lee Myung-bak. "We will remember your sacrifice and dedication forever."

Lee demanded an apology for the Cheonan sinking and warned the North to avoid further provocation.

"North Korea must halt reckless military provocations and join the road to co-existence among the 70 million Korean nation. Our ultimate goal is not military confrontation but peaceful unification."

Decades after the guns fell silent, the two sides continue to offer contrasting accounts of the causes of the conflict. Lee recalled the morning "communists opened fire on all fronts … when all people were sleeping peacefully".

Victorious US and Soviet forces had divided the Korean peninsula along the 38th parallel in 1945 following Japan's defeat in the second world war. But in North Korea, where the conflict is referred to as the fatherland liberation war, the official version insists that its forces had invaded the South to repel an attack by the US.

"All the historical facts show that it is the US imperialists who unleashed the war in Korea and that the United States can never escape from that responsibility," said the official Korean Central News Agency.

To underline its grievances with Washington, a North Korean government committee released a report claiming that US hostility had cost the regime $65tn ($44tn) since 1945 – or four times the US national debt – and demanded reparations.

China, the North's closest ally, said it wanted to maintain good relations with both countries and urged them to put the past to rest.

"History is already history," Qin Gang, a foreign ministry spokesman, told reporters, adding that the war "has taught us to cherish the hard won peace and tranquility and stability."

Korean War---Troops Key
US Troops create conflict between the Koreas – removing them key to lasting peace
BBC, 2010, January 14, 2010 , North Korea calls for removal of US troops from South, accessed July 13, 2010, lexis

Text of report in English by South Korean news agency Yonhap

SEOUL, Jan. 14 (Yonhap) - North Korea renewed its call Thursday [ 14 January] for the withdrawal of US troops from South Korea, days after it proposed talks on formally ending the Korean War that has served as the basis for the continued military presence.

About 28,500 American troops are stationed in South Korea as a legacy of the 1950-53 Korean War that technically continues to this day because it ended in a truce.

North Korea proposed talks Monday [ 11 January] on replacing the truce with a peace pact, saying US hostilities against it arise from the armistice. Analysts say such talks could lead the North to step up its longstanding demand that the US troops be removed from the South.

Washington and Seoul have brushed aside the demand, while saying no peace talks will be considered until the North returns to the stalled six-nation talks on its nuclear weapons programmes.

"Without the withdrawal of US troops, no autonomy will be guaranteed for the people of South Korea," the Rodong Sinmun, the newspaper of the North's ruling Workers' Party, said in an editorial released through the official Korean Central News Agency.

South Koreans should campaign to "uproot US invasion forces from their country and stop joint exercises that cast the shadow of nuclear warfare," it said.
US forces will cause North Korean nuclear strikes

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Some analysts have argued that North Korea has not given up on the unification of the peninsula by conventional force but is prepared to employ WMD, probably including nukes, to further this goal.337 Others have argued that even if Pyongyang has given up on unification, it still might consider that the offensive use of nuclear weapons is justified as a “sword.” Prominent Korea security specialist Victor Cha argues that North Korea might use nuclear weapons to deny U.S. military forces access to the Korean Peninsula.338 It seems more plausible that North Korea would not use nukes offensively unless the regime feared attack—to preempt what it believed was an imminent attack by a foe. 

Korean War---Troops Bad---Chemical Weapons Prolif 
The threat of the US fuels NK’s chemical program

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Motivation and Doctrine. What motive would North Korea have to acquire a chemical weapons program? The DPRK believes it was the victim of chemical weapons used by the United States in the Korean War.419 This is despite evidence that indicates the United States did not use chemical weapons during this conflict.420 Pyongyang apparently continues to believe that it could be the target of chemical attacks. A recent article published in North Korea contends that “The United States . . . has the world’s biggest arsenal of biological and chemical weapons.”421 Moreover, Kim Il Sung, the first dictator of North Korea, firmly believed that it was essential his regime acquire a full arsenal of WMD to protect itself from the threats of great powers and to promote the cause of unification. In Kim’s eyes, the survivability of the DPRK demanded that North Korea possess these weapons to deter an attack by the United States and/ or South Korea.422 
Korean War---Troops Bad---Biological Weapons Prolif 
NK has biological weapon capacity—Worldwide strikes

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
North Korea, according to the South Korean Ministry of Defense, is “suspected of being able to independently cultivate and produce such biological weapons as the bacteria of anthrax, smallpox and cholera.”436 Similar suspicions reportedly are shared by Russian and U.S. intelligence analyses. One pair of studies produced in the late 1990s focused specifically on the smallpox virus, each reaching the independent conclusion that Pyongyang possessed an active smallpox program. The U.S. study apparently based its conclusions, inter alia, on defector reports and blood samples taken from KPA soldiers which contained evidence of recent smallpox immunizations.437 The suspected delivery systems for these biological agents are believed to include artillery, missiles, aircraft, submarines, balloons, and/or special forces.438 These weapons can be used “throughout the Korean Peninsula and possibly against Japan.” Moreover, North Korea has “the ability to use these weapons worldwide using unconventional delivery methods.”   

US is the cause of NK biological weapon production

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Motivation and Doctrine. North Korea’s biological weapons program presents an apparent paradox. One would expect Pyongyang to be very highly motivated to pursue an indigenous program because of a firm belief that it long has been victimized by biological weaponry. And yet, it appears that in North Korea, “biological warfare has not received the same attention as chemical or nuclear warfare.”440 Koreans were subject to biological weapons experiments by the Japanese military when Korea was a colony. Moreover, North Koreans seem firmly convinced that they were the victims of biological warfare and experiments during the Korean conflict between 1951 and 1952.441 According to one recent articulation of the charges: The U.S. imperialists dropped various germ bombs on 169 locations in the northern half of the Republic on a total of 804 occasions during the period from early January to March 1952. In addition, they disseminated poisonous insects and various items laced with germs in some 90 cities and counties in the northern half of the Republic on some 900 occasions between January and April 1952. The types of germ weapons used by the U.S. imperialists during the war numbered some 20. . . . During the Korean war the U.S. imperialists . . . also conducted barbaric human experiments on our personnel. In 1951, the U.S. imperialists brought war ships to the vicinity of Wonsan and conducted some 3,000 experiments using germ weapons against our personnel on board on an almost daily basis.442 
Korean War---Impact---General/Laundry List
Maintaining a strong military presence guarantees escalatory war that draws in the U.S. 
Hornberger 9 (Jacob, founder of the Future for Freedom Foundation and former publisher for The Freeman, “Pull Out of Korea (and Everywhere Else),” Future of Freedom Foundation, 6/16, http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-06-16.asp)

The real issue is: Why does the U.S. government still have 25,000 American troops in South Korea, especially since that the Korean War ended more than 50 years ago? Why shouldn’t the South Koreans bear the responsibility for defending their own nation from attack? Why should Americans be forced to fight to fight and die in foreign war thousands of miles away from American shores? / Those 25,000 U.S. troops in South Korea serve one function — a tripwire that will guarantee U.S. involvement in such a war. Thousands of those troops would undoubtedly be killed in a sudden invasion by North Korea. Don’t forget that Seoul, South Korea, is only 25 miles from the North Korean border. Once thousands of U.S. troops are killed, the United States would be fully committed to the war. / That would mean another land war in Asia, a very nasty one. It would mean a military draft. Lots of body bags coming home. Soaring taxes, enormous tax surcharges, massive debt, and soaring inflation. More centralization of power for Washington, especially for the military and the military-industrial complex. Massive infringements on civil liberties. / What greater recipe for big government and loss of liberty than a confluence of the “war on terrorism” and the “war on communism”? What better opportunity for the full application of the enemy-combatant doctrine for American citizens here at home? / It’s best to treat the North Korean regime as a scuba diver treats strange and bizarre creatures in the sea — by simply leaving it alone. Unfortunately, that’s not what the U.S. Empire doing. Instead it’s instead poking and provoking the North Korean regime, increasing the possibility of a miscalculation whose consequences would be disastrous for America. / Americans would be wise to dismantle the U.S. Empire, bring all overseas troops home from everywhere, and discharge them, and end the U.S. government’s self-assumed role as the world’s international policeman, before the empire plunges our nation into bigger messes than it already has.
Korean War---Impact---Chemical War
NK will use chemical weapons in conflict

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
The DPRK perceives chemical agents more as an operational force multiplier, rather than as a strategic asset. Chemical weapons likely will be used at the outset of any conflict against frontline forces via artillery, against rear area targets on the peninsula via long-range artillery, short-range ballistic missiles, and via unconventional means with the assistance of SOF. Moreover, it is possible chemical weapons could be used against U.S. military assets in East Asia delivered via medium-range ballistic or unconventional means. In short, it must be assumed that if the KPA launches an attack, chemical weapons will be employed.       
That causes quick escalation

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
However, very soon KPA doctrine recognized chemical weapons as a valuable asset in offensive operations on the battlefield. According to one analysis, “Reflecting Soviet military doctrine, the DPRK has traditionally viewed chemical weapons as an integral part of any military offensive. There are no indications this view has altered since the end of the Cold War.”423 Thus, for Pyongyang, chemical agents are not seen as strategic weapons but as [a] key operational accessory that “would compliment to conventional military power.”424 Moreover, judging from what is known of KPA doctrine, “[i]t is likely that chemical weapons would be used very early in the conflict rather than held in strategic reserve.” A Republic of Korea Ministry of Defense study reportedly estimates that North Korea would use chemical weapons in the very first days of an attack against South Korea. The toll among soldiers and civilians wrought by chemical weapons could be devastating.426 Use of chemical weapons on the battlefield would be expected to demoralize defenders, as well as to complicate and delay defensive countermeasures. Moreover, although tactical use of chemical agents would raise the specter of nuclear escalation, North Korea seems to assume this would not trigger an automatic nuclear response of the kind that DPRK would anticipate if it used tactical nuclear weapons.427 Therefore, Pyongyang probably would have a reasonably good expectation of escalation control. Indeed, the KPA appears to have adopted an “operational [doctrine of] ‘first use’ of chemical weapons against strategic targets (e.g., airfields, command and control centers, ports, missile batteries) in the ROK at the onset of any DPRK-initiated conflict on the Korean Peninsula.”428 
More evidence---the North has a massive chemical program 
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According to a 2003 Center for Nonproliferation Studies report citing the Commander of USFK, North Korea has “large chemical stockpiles and is selfsufficient in the production of chemical components for first generation chemical agents.”408 According to a CIA assessment, Pyongyang probably has the ability to produce “bulk quantities of nerve, blister, choking, and blood agents.”409 These agents include sarin and mustard gas.410 Experts conclude that North Korea likely produces mustard gas and carbide for use as a sulfur mustard agent. One piece of evidence cited is Pyongyang’s known production of vinalon. According to one researcher, “CW [Chemical Weapons] precursors for sulfur mustard could be readily supplied by North Korea’s ample carbide production capability, the production of which is a preliminary step in the production of vinalon.”411 Available evidence indicates an active chemical weapons program with ongoing research, development, production, and even testing on live subjects. Defectors report political prisoners have served as guinea pigs in experiments of chemical (as well as biological) agents in the 1980s and 1990s, as well as within the past 10 years.41 Most authoritative sources assert that North Korea possesses at least eight facilities for the production of chemical weapons, but there may be 12 or more.413 Chemical weapons reportedly are stored in approximately six locations and in as many as 170 underground tunnels.414 Estimates of the size of North Korea’s stockpile of chemical weapons range from as little as 180 metric tons to as much as 5,000 metric tons.415 Moreover, Pyongyang is believed to have the capacity to produce thousands more tons annually.416 The means of delivery for Pyongyang’s chemical weapons are believed to include mortars; MRLS; FROGs; artillery; aircraft; and short range missiles including Scuds, balloons, submarines; and special forces.417 But the level of readiness is unclear, and it is not known how quickly the weapon can be mated with a particular delivery system. 
Korean War---Impact---Escalation Likely 
Military nationalism in the North guarantees escalation 
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This tradition embraces the concept of self-reliance and self-sufficiency consistent with the ideology of Juche.25 But the reality is one of multiple military traditions and considerable arms and technical assistance from abroad, especially from the Soviet Union and China. Significant numbers of the soldiers who formed the first KPA force in the late 1940s trained and fought with Chinese communists while others—including Kim Il Sung in the years from 1941 to 1945—trained and fought with the Soviets.26 Nevertheless, KPA leaders are indoctrinated to believe they are 21st century Partisans. North Korean military leaders therefore are imbued with intense nationalism combined with significant distrust of foreigners and foreign governments, including Russia and China. 

The North’s military will follow Kim’s orders 
Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Conventional military forces and asymmetric SOF and WMD capabilities provide strong indications that North Korea’s intentions are still focused on a strategy of reunification by military force. If dictator Kim Jong Il ordered the KPA to launch an attack or invasion of South Korea, the North Korean military would be ready to implement it without question. 

Presence creates a tripwire that guarantees the U.S. is drawn in 
Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Because of doubts over whether missiles could reach the continental United States, North Korea would likely concentrate on U.S. military facilities in South Korea, the main islands of Japan, Okinawa, or on Pacific islands such as Guam. It might also target large cities in Japan. If South Korea is targeted, then Pyongyang likely will seek to avoid nonmilitary sites for propaganda reasons—deliberate (or even accidental) targeting of Korean civilians by the North’s nukes would turn public opinion against the DPRK. North Korea would feel no such constraint where Japan, Hawaii, Guam, Alaska, and U.S. possessions in the Pacific Ocean are concerned. Nevertheless, it is likely that Pyongyang would justify any attacks on non-U.S. territory on the grounds that U.S. military installations were located there. 

Korean War---Impact---Escalation Likely 
A NK-US conflict with troops on the DMZ will lead to nuclear WW3
Horween 09, Matt ,certified public accountant and former commissioned U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development,  , “Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html accessed july 18 2010. 

If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  

US can easily get drawn into a Korean conflict
Bandow, July 14th 2009 , Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, ”The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf  accessed July 18, 2010

The recent sinking of the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan offers a stark reminder that, because of Washington’s security guarantee, even a parochial quarrel between Seoul and Pyongyang could drag in the United States. The risk to America might have been warranted when the ROK was unable to defend itself and the Korean confrontation was tied to the Cold War, but there no longer is any cause to maintain a defense commitment that is all cost and no benefit to the United States. 
Attack by the US would cause NK lashout

Ik, 03, Choe Kwan,deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan, “Ten Reasons Why U.S. Cannot Attack North Korea”, http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm accessed July 18 2010

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

Korean War---Impact---U.S. Economy
Korean war hurts US economy

Pravda, 06,War against North Korea would cost USA 100 billion dollars and 100,000 lives,http://english.pravda.ru/world/asia/20-10-2006/85148-Korea_war-0, accessed july 18 2010. 

On the other hand, the USA is seriously considering a military method of solving the N.Korean problem when experts of many countries confirmed the fact of nuclear weapons test. In this connected US journalists recollected that ex-president Bill Clinton used to ask for a detailed report from the US government regarding all the numbers to study an opportunity of declaring war on North Korea. As it turns out, this war would have cost the US Treasury $100 billion. More importantly, the USA would have sacrificed the lives of its 100,000 soldiers during the battles.
Korean War---Impact---Draws In Russia/China 
US strike draws in Russia and China
Ik, 03, Choe Kwan,deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan, “Ten Reasons Why U.S. Cannot Attack North Korea”, http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm accessed July 18 2010

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

Korean War---Impact---Regional Relations
Asian allies are against war

Ik, 03, Choe Kwan,deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan, “Ten Reasons Why U.S. Cannot Attack North Korea”, http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm accessed July 18 2010

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

Ik, 03, Choe Kwan,deputy director of international affairs for the General Association of Korean Residents in Japan, “Ten Reasons Why U.S. Cannot Attack North Korea”, http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/189th_issue/2003030111.htm accessed July 18 2010

President Roh Moo Hyon, former human rights lawyer representing the post-war generations of South Korea, has pledged to succeed, and develop, his predecessor's "sunshine policy" or reconciliation policy toward fraternal North Korea. He is an explicit advocate of revising the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) and of more matured South Korea-U.S. relations based on an equal footing. He also declares that Seoul should be a main player in addressing the aggravated situation on the Korean peninsula including the nuclear issue by acting as arbitrator between Pyongyang and Washington. Roh's election pledges won the ardent support of voters. In his inaugural speech on February 25, the new South Korean leader stressed peace, stability, dialogue, reconciliation and common prosperity of Northeast Asia. His emergence as a new type leader came true against the background of unprecedentedly strong anti-American sentiments in South Korea in the wake of the USFK military court's acquittal of two GIs who killed two Korean teenage school girls by an armored vehicle in June last year, in particular. The South Korean public was angered by Bush's calling North Korea a member of an "axis of evil." Such unfavorable developments in South Korea have aroused serious concerns in Washington over its relations with Seoul, baffling George W. Bush's unilateralist hard-line policy on North Korea.
Korean War---AT: North’s Military Fails
The North is highly capable of waging a war 
Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
As of 2006, North Korea is thought to possess between 600 and 800 short- and medium-range ballistic missiles. This number is only likely to increase with steady output by the military industrial complex. And if testing continues, then the DPRK eventually will produce and deploy long-range missiles capable of reaching Alaska, Hawaii, and, some day, the continental United States. 
Strategic positioning raises the risk of a devastating strike 

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Although it is difficult to know North Korea’s precise intentions or aspirations, its forces are deployed along the demilitarized zone (DMZ) in such a manner that they could support an invasion of South Korea. Currently, North Korea deploys approximately 70 percent of its military units, and up to 80 percent of its estimated aggregate firepower, within 100km of the DMZ. North Korea theoretically could invade the South without recourse to further deployments and with minimal warning time. But North Korea’s armed forces also are positioned in order to deter an attack, being deployed to deliver a preemptive strike against the South if Pyongyang believes that an attack is imminent or to retaliate with overwhelming force if the North is attacked. 

The North’s standing army is huge 

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
North Korea, or as it prefers to be known officially, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), possesses a massive armed force with substantial military capabilities—both conventional and unconventional. Most experts agree that the Korean People’s Army (KPA) is the world’s fourth largest military in terms of manpower with the world’s largest Special Forces (SOF) component, behind China, the United States, and India (see Figure 1).1 

NK is the most militarized state on Earth

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Indeed, the KPA is the fourth largest military in the world in terms of men and women in uniform, with possibly over 1.2 million personnel.15 But this statistic does not reflect adequately the size of the armed forces relative to the size of North Korea. If measured in terms of soldiers per thousand population, the comparative size of the KPA readily becomes more apparent. At 44.3 per thousand population, North Korea is by far the largest military in the communist bloc past or present, not to mention in the larger contemporary world.16 In addition, North Korea has almost 7 1/2 million paramilitary reserves. This means that some 40 percent of the populace serve in some military or paramilitary formation. In short, the DPRK is undoubtedly the “most militarized state on earth. 
Korean War---AT: South Wins the War 
Even if the South would ultimately win, the war would escalate and be devastating
Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
While causing tremendous damage, a North Korean attack on South Korea would most likely be defeated by a U.S.–South Korean counterattack. Nonetheless, the credibility of North Korea’s conventional military forces remains largely intact in terms of their potential to defend the state and to inflict substantial damage on South Korea—especially Seoul—which remains hostage to North Korea’s artillery massed along the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ).6 By the same token, options for U.S. and allied forces to launch strikes against selected North Korean military targets are fraught with steep risks. The United States probably could destroy known nuclear and missile facilities in a preemptive strike, but not hidden facilities and weapons that would survive such a preemptive attack. In any event, Pyongyang would regard an attack on its strategic assets as a dire threat to its vital interests (i.e., regime survival) and could retaliate in ways that might escalate quickly to a wider conflict. The United States and South Korea would more than likely prevail in a full-scale war, but the human and material costs would be very high— even if unconventional weapons were not employed. In essence, the military standoff that marked the end of the Korean War prevails 50 years later.7 

The North doesn’t have to win the war---just devastate Seoul

Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College where his Strategic Research Paper, “The Korean Armistice: Short Term Truce or Long Term Peace” was awarded the Commandant’s Award for Distinction in Research. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
The KPA’s conventional readiness appears to have atrophied. Does this mean that its conventional numerical advantage is being overcome by South Korea’s qualitatively and technically superior armed forces? Of course, what is important is not the reality but the perceptions in Pyongyang. North Korea has the capabilities and abilities to initiate offensive operations against South Korea. A more important question is whether it intends to do so. If North Korea intends to attack when conditions are deemed auspicious, the KPA must rely on certain factors tipping the odds in its favor (e.g., element of surprise, the United States being deployed in a major conflict elsewhere in the world). Just as important—if not more so—than the performance of conventional KPA forces along the DMZ would be the execution of numerous Second Front operations by SOF forces in rear areas. The combination of North Korea’s long economic decline and enhanced U.S. and South Korean military capabilities has diminished the ability of North Korea to launch a successful invasion of South Korea. Nonetheless, the KPA retains the ability to inflict heavy casualties and collateral damage, largely through the use of massed long-range artillery. In effect, Pyongyang’s most credible conventional threat is to devastate Seoul (and a good portion of South Korea) rather than to seize and hold it. 
Korean War---AT: South Wins the War 
North Korea devastates SK in war

Seongho,  2007, Sheen, an assistant professor at Graduate School of International Studies, Inter-Korean Relations without the U.S.-ROK Alliance, http://www.nbr.org/downloads/pdfs/PSA/USROK_Conf07_Sheen.pdf, accessed July 18, 2010

Some suggests that North Korea’s numerical superiority is largely offset by its poor quality. Most of its weapons system comes from the Soviet Model in the 1950s and 1960s. North Korea’s economic difficulty created serious limit in Korean People’s Army (KPA) military activities, such as regular exercise, supply, maintenance, and military welfare. Yet, the military is highly trained and disciplined with average eight years of service. As Kim Jong-Il put every emphasis on military first policy, royalty and morals of soldiers appear to be high. When the two Koreas were engaged in a naval battle in 2002, North Korean navy, despite its obsolete weapons, inflicted serious damages to South Korean navy with six sailors killed. Many military experts predict that North Korean military could destroy large part of Seoul with heavy artillery fire alone in case of war across the DMZ. North Korea’s 100,000 commandos force poses another lethal threat to South Korean military. 

The North would put up a fight---no easy victory 

Margolis  June 1 2010, Eric, contributing editor to the Toronto Sun, “north korea strikes back” http://www.lewrockwell.com/margolis/margolis190.html

In spite of Mrs. Clinton’s bellicose talk, the US and South Korea have only three poor options:  First, launch punitive air and missile raids on North Korea, and blockade or mine its ports. North Korea has 250–300 long-ranged 170mm guns and 240mm rocket batteries dug into caves in the granite hills of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) that could destroy a third of the South Korean capital Seoul, a metropolis of 10.3 million.  Downtown Seoul is less than 30 miles from the DMZ. Some 65% of North Korea’s army is concentrated within 60 miles of the DMZ. North Korean troops could erupt from the many tunnels secretly dug under the DMZ. I’ve been in some of them: a 12,000-man North Korean division could jog through one each hour, taking the first line of South Korean and US DMZ defenses from the rear.  Behind this first line, the US and Republic of Korea (ROK) Army have constructed successive belts of fortifications, mine fields, and anti-tank barriers that span the width of the peninsula. Their very existence is denied, but I have seen them (modern fortification is a specialty of mine). North Korea has some 1,000 mostly Scud missiles targeted on South Korea and the vital US airbases at Osan and Kunsan. North Korean Nodong missiles could deliver chemical or possibly nuclear warheads as far away as US bases in Okinawa and Guam, and Japan’s mainland, including Tokyo and Osaka. North Korea also has the world’s largest commando force, 88,000 "suicide" fighters tasked with attacking US and Korean air bases, communications, headquarters, political targets and supply depots in Korea and targets in Japan. They would be infiltrated from the sea and by ancient Soviet AN-2 biplanes flying below radar. The US is loathe to tangle with a powerful enemy that can fight back and inflict serious American casualties – particularly one with a nuclear arsenal. Russian military experts say the US cannot defeat North Korea using conventional weapons. Pentagon estimates put the US casualty rate in a conventional war with North Korea at 250,000.   

Korean War---AT: Instability---Regional Fill-In 

No chance of war with US withdrawal—China and Russia have interests in stability
Bandow 2003, Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment, May 7,http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf, accessed july 18 2010. 

Today the Cold War is over and China and Russia are friendlier with Seoul than with Pyongyang. Beijing and Moscow trade far more with the South, and the ROK has become a significant investor in the People’s Republic of China. Russia has even shipped weapons to the ROK to help pay off its debts. Although both former Democratic People’s Republic of Korea allies retain ties with the communist state—and, indeed, have competed a bit for influence over the last couple of years—both have far more at stake in the peninsula’s continuing stability and South Korea’s continuing prosperity than in a North Korean “victory,” whether political or military. 

***North Korean Nuclearization Advantage***

Six Party Talks---Uniqueness---Fail Now 
6-Party Talks are meaningless and fail—China continues to support Korea

Pei 2010, May 12, “Minxin is a professor of government at Claremont McKenna College and an adjunct senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace” Get Ready for DPRK Collapse
http://the-diplomat.com/2010/05/12/get-ready-for-dprk-collapse/

The motives behind North Korean leader Kim Jong-il’s ‘unofficial’ visit to China last week may not be that hard to decipher. Most analysts suspect he went to see his most important patron to seek more aid and, in all likelihood, his Chinese patrons would have thrown a bone or two to him to bribe him back to the increasingly meaningless Six-Party Talks.  But if the stakeholders in East Asia’s peace and stability focus their attention on whether China’s prodding will lead to a more fruitful outcome in dismantling North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme this time, they’re simply wasting their time. Pyongyang’s record on this issue speaks for itself: North Korea has no intention of honouring its commitments to the Six-Party Talks or abandoning its nuclear capabilities.

No momentum—SK thinks the North is bluffing 
Bernama 2010, July 19, South Korea Struggles Over North Korean Overtures On Nuclear Talks

http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsworld.php?id=514781

North Korea expressed its commitment to the six-nation talks aimed at ending its nuclear programmes, Yonhap news agency reported Monday. The surprise came after a mild U.N. rebuke earlier this month over the March sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan. South Korea has rejected the North's suggestion, seeing the move as a ploy to divert international attention away from the sinking.

6-Party Talks will fail—Korea only wants concessions and China will protect them
Post and Courier 2010, Jul 19, 50-plus years of frustration

http://www.postandcourier.com/news/2010/jul/19/50-plus-years-of-frustration/
The hope of the "six-party" talks was that North Korea would see a stark choice between its isolation and better relations with its closest neighbors, and choose the latter. President Bush asked China to host the talks, hoping that North Korea would listen to a neighboring Communist government, also a trading partner. But China has done little to advance the cause, then or since. Last week, for example, China declined to stand with the international community to restrain North Korea's militarism instead forcing the United Nations Security Council to water down criticism of the cowardly attack that sank the Cheonan with the loss of 46 lives. It was the most serious violation of the 1953 Armistice agreement to come before the United Nations. Instead of a condemning the attack and imposing consequences, a threatened Chinese veto resulted in a weakly worded "presidential statement" lacking the force of law. U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Susan Rice gamely called the tepid document a positive step. But North Korea hailed it as a victory, and called for resumption of the six-party talks. 

That would be the wrong thing to do. North Korea has used the six-party talks to extort economic and political benefits without yielding in its quest for a nuclear weapon. China's emerging role as Pyongyang's protector only strengthens the case against Chinese-run talks. Clearly, they have ceased to serve a useful purpose for the United States and its allies in the region. 

Six Party Talks---Uniqueness---Fail Now
6-Party Talks have no momentum—US and South Korea are calling the bluff

Kim 2010, July 13, “Hyung-Jin is a senior writer for the Associated Press” U.S. Wary of North Korean Offer For Nuclear Negotiations http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100713_4921.php

The United States yesterday questioned the sincerity of North Korea's weekend offer to return to the six-party talks aimed at shuttering the Asian nation's nuclear program, Agence France-Presse reported (see GSN, July 12).  "If North Korea wants to engage seriously in the six-party process, there are very specific actions that North Korea has to take first before we would consider a resumption of the six-party process," U.S. State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said to journalists.  Crowley called on Pyongyang to end its "provocative behavior" demonstrated by the March sinking of a South Korean patrol ship which Washington and Seoul assert was attacked by a North Korean submarine. On Friday, the U.N. Security Council unanimously approved a nonbinding presidential statement that condemned the attack on the Cheonan without accusing the North of responsibility.  "If they're not prepared to show through affirmative actions a willingness to fulfill existing commitments under the six-party process -- that it's prepared to give up its nuclear program -- then you have to ask the fundamental question: What are we going to talk about?" Crowley said.  The six-party process has been paralyzed for more than a year since North Korea pulled out of negotiations with China, Japan, Russia, South Korea and the United States. Pyongyang conducted in second nuclear test in May 2009 and was quickly penalized with heightened Security Council sanctions (Agence France-Presse/Yahoo!News, July 12).  Seoul, meanwhile, seemed intent yesterday on denying North Korea the chance to gain any advantage from what some have termed the Security Council's "feeble" rebuke, the Korea Herald reported.  "We do not see the six-way talks in the near future, not until North Korea has spoken more sincerely regarding the Cheonan incident and shows real willingness at denuclearization," South Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman Kim Young-sun said.   

US and South Korea will return to talks but they’re skeptical of the North

Kim 2010, July 13, “Jack is a journalist for Reuters” ANALYSIS - N.Korea's call for talks hardly welcome by South, US

http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-50083020100713
North Korea, which escaped U.N. censure over the sinking of a South Korean warship, is signalling it wants to restart nuclear weapons negotiations. For the United States and South Korea, the talks are fraught with risk.  Washington is well aware of the political mileage it gives the hermit state by sitting at the same negotiating table. The question is how to avoid simply letting Pyongyang go through the motions only to later renege, again, on promises to roll back its nuclear arms programme.  And South Korean President Lee Myung-bak, who in a tearful nationwide address pledged to seek revenge for the ship sinking, will want to avoid being seen as giving in to North Korea which it says torpedoed the Cheonan warship in March, killing 46 sailors. The U.N. Security Council last week condemned the sinking of the Cheonan but, to ensure support from China which is the Pyongyang's only powerful ally, did not name North Korea.  In the end, analysts say Seoul and Washington have little choice but to heed China's urging to return to six-party nuclear talks that the North has boycotted for the past 1-½ years. 

North Korea isn’t sincere in returning to 6 Party Talks
English News 2010, July 19, U.S. Doubts N.Korea's Sincerity in Call for Nuclear Talks
http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/07/14/2010071400910.html

The U.S. leadership doubts whether North Korea is sincere in calls for the resumption of six-party nuclear talks, which came after the UN Security Council failed to pinpoint the North as the culprit behind the sinking of the South Korean Navy corvette Cheonan.   In a press briefing on Monday, U.S. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said, "There are very specific actions that North Korea has to take first before we would consider a resumption of the six-party process. And as we've said many times over the past weeks and months [they include] avoiding further provocative actions, setting a more stable and predictable environment in the region."  

Six Party Talks---Uniqueness---China 
China’s de-emphasizing the Korean crisis 
Smith 2010, May 24, “Sheila is Senior Fellow for Japan Studies for the Council on Foreign Relations” Korean Tensions: Waiting for China http://www.cfr.org/publication/22197/korean_tensions.html#
But China seems reluctant to embrace a role in regional crisis management. China's reaction to the ship's sinking has been cause for deep anger inside South Korea. In the initial days after the incident, China made little reference to the loss of life, and Beijing's silence did not go unnoticed within South Korean society. When Lee visited Shanghai on April 30, China's president, Hu Jintao, gave him little reason to believe China would support a regional response to the incident. More offensive was the invitation to Kim Jong-Il to visit Beijing in the midst of the tensions.
China won’t push the North 
Dingli 2006, November 28, “Shen is the executive director and professor of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai. He is also the co-founder and director of China’s first non-government-based Program on Arms Control and Regional Security, at Fudan University’s Center for American Studies, where he is director.”  North Korea’s Strategic Significance to China http://www.wsichina.org/cs4_2.pdf
Second, Beijing’s security relationship between China and North Korea is not one-sided. China provides security to North Korea, but North Korea also affords China with a measure of security, and it is unlikely that China will risk it by pressuring North Korea too much. When the United States threatens other countries (just as it did China, prompting China to develop nuclear weapons), it seems unreasonable that it then demand other countries impose sanctions on the threatened country. Should any substantial sanctions be imposed, they should be done by the United States. 

The PRC empirically gives NK leverage after belligerent behavior 

Bandow 2006, Sometime in the winter “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” Enlisting China to Stop a Nuclear North Korea http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2007/03/15/04.pdf
The PRC’s reluctance to apply the degree of pressure likely necessary to affect DPRK policy was evident when the Chinese Foreign Ministry declared itself “firmly against” any military action and called for a “peaceful resolution through consultation and dialogue,” the North’s return to the Six-Party Talks, and a “cool-headed” international response to the nuclear test.   

Six Party Talks Solve---General 

6-Party Talks empirically work

Kim 2009, February, Insook is a Research Associate in the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Monterey Institute for International Studies” The Six-Party Talks and President Obama's North Korea Policy

http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_six_party_obama_north_korea.html
The Six-Party Talks, since their inception in August 2003, have shown mixed results over the years. However, in more recent years, the six parties involved in the negotiations have reached several milestone agreements that have led North Korea to shut down, seal, and disable key production facilities at its Yongbyon nuclear complex, submit a declaration of its nuclear materials and activities, and destroy the cooling tower of its 5 Mw(e) experimental reactor at Yongbyon.  
Six Party Talks---Troops Key 
Removing NK security threats solve 6-party talks
Thatcher 2009 “Jonathan is the Bureau Chief for Korea at Reuters, October 6, North Korea says ready to return to nuclear talks” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSSP478096
Tuesday signaled it could return to nuclear disarmament talks it had declared dead six months ago, but a report it was near restoring its atomic plant underlined the secretive state would keep the stakes high.  Leader Kim Jong-il told Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao on a rare visit to Pyongyang that he first wanted talks with the United States. The North sees such talks as key to ending its status as a global pariah that it argues gives it no choice but to have a nuclear arsenal.  "The hostile relations between the DPRK (North Korea) and the United States should be converted into peaceful ties through the bilateral talks without fail," the North's KCNA news agency quoted Kim as saying.  "We expressed our readiness to hold multilateral talks, depending on the outcome of the DPRK-U.S. talks. The six-party talks are also included in the multilateral talks." 

Reducing NK security concerns brings them to table for talks

Ford 2009, October 6 “Peter is a staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor North Korea ready for six-party talks – with caveat” http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2009/1006/p06s01-woap.html
North Korea's new readiness to return to stalled international talks about its nuclear program – if prior negotiations with the United States go well – puts the diplomatic ball in Washington's court.  "This is a test for the Obama administration's policy on North Korea," says Ryoo Kihl-jae, a professor at the University of North Korean Studies in Seoul.  Initial signs suggested that the US was prepared to pick the ball up. "We, of course, encourage any kind of dialogue that would help us lead to … the complete and verifiable denuclearization of the Korean peninsula," said State Department spokesman Ian Kelly.  Pyongyang withdrew in April from six-nation talks aimed at ending its nuclear program and its international isolation, saying it would never return.  Tuesday, however, the official North Korean news agency quoted "Dear Leader" Kim Jong-il as telling Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao during this week's high-profile visit to Pyongyang that "we expressed our readiness to hold multilateral talks, depending on the outcome of the DPRK (North Korea)-US talks. The hostile relations between the DPRK and the United States should be converted into peaceful ties through the bilateral talks without fail." 

US troops push NK away from 6-Party Talks, that’s bad—Key to solve NK prolif

Thatcher 2009 “Jonathan is the Bureau Chief for Korea at Reuters, October 6, North Korea says ready to return to nuclear talks” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSSP478096
The North's chief source of material to build a bomb has been its Yongbyon facilities which it had agreed to dismantle during six-party talks but later said it would restore, accusing the United States of planning to attack it. "We have obtained indications that point to restoration work being in the final stages," an unnamed South Korean government source was quoted by Yonhap news agency as saying.  North Korea says it is U.S. hostility, and the 28,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, that is the problem. 

US security threats are to credit for NK 6 party talks withdrawal 
The Hankyoreh 2010 “April 14,The Hankyoreh is an independent News Agency dedicated to covering stories concerning Korea” N. Korea loudly declares its withdrawal from six-party talks
http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_northkorea/349869.html
“We have no choice but to further strengthen our nuclear deterrent to cope with additional military threats by hostile forces that say they are going to shoot down a peaceful satellite.” It could be interpreted that the DPRK will take measures for restoring the nuclear facilities to their original state, which had been disabled under the agreement of the six-party talks, place their operations back on track and fully reprocess the spent fuel rods.”   The language used in the statement is stronger than might have been expected, but given the premise it provides, some analysts interpret it as indicating that North Korea might not directly move to action. They read the statement as leaving some room to wait for a reaction by the U.S. 
Six Party Talks---Troops Key---North Korean Nuclearization 

US presence drives N Korea to develop nukes – empirics prove

Bandow 07/14/10 Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “The US-Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965
The economic strength of US allies in East and Southeast Asia was not, however, matched by a corresponding rise in their military strength or in their role on the foreign policy stage where they remained tied to the United States and dependent on its protection. By the mid-1980s, however, as the Soviet decline became evident and the Soviet Union became a supplicant to Japan and South Korea for economic handouts, the importance of the US nuclear umbrella was fading for these states if not for Taiwan. The collapse of the Soviet Union also complicated the situation in the Korean peninsula as it deprived North Korea of one of its main patrons. In the context of Moscow’s overtures to Seoul, Pyongyang embarked on the only strategy it could—to boost its efforts to develop missiles and nuclear weapons—and thereby strengthen its bargaining position with the US 
We need to end our nuclear aggression with North Korea to rectify relationship
Kim. 09., Jack, journalist, September 30, 2009, “Fresh South Korea nuclear proposal “ridiculous”: North,”http://www.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idUSTRE58T1RS20090930 Accessed July 13, 2010 

North Korea Wednesday rejected a proposal by South Korea's president for a fresh deal to end its nuclear arms program in return for massive aid, which he has said was possibly Pyongyang's last chance at survival.

In separate comments, the North Korean foreign ministry pledged to end the country's nuclear ambitions but only on the condition that Washington stopped threatening its existence, repeating a long-standing justification for its atomic drive.

South Korea and the United States have been consulting on a new and comprehensive package of incentives for the North that would consolidate measures to end Pyongyang's nuclear ambitions as laid out in a stalled 2005 disarmament deal.

"The nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula should be settled between (North Korea) and the U.S. from every aspect as it is a product of the latter's hostile policy toward the former," the North's official KCNA news agency said. "(South Korean officials) are seriously mistaken if they calculate the DPRK (North Korea) would accept the ridiculous 'proposal' for 'the normalization of relations' with someone and for some sort of 'economic aid.'" South Korean President Lee Myung-bak said on the sidelines of a G20 summit last week that the existing process to disarm the reclusive state had been slow and was now defunct.

"In order for us to really accurately assess North Korea's true intent, that is the reason I proposed a grand bargain, whereby we will really have to deal with this in a one-shot deal and to try to bring about a fundamental resolution," Lee said.

"HOSTILE" POLICY

North Korea has long said it was ready to drop its nuclear program if the United States ended what Pyongyang says is a hostile policy toward it. Washington has said it had no intention to attack the North.

"We will as before strive to build a world without nuclear arms and to realize a Korean peninsula free of nuclear weapons in association with the U.S. hostile policy against us," the North's foreign ministry spokesman said in comments carried by KCNA. But the unnamed spokesman rejected a Security Council resolution adopted last week that called for global nuclear disarmament as "based on a double standard" that "did not reflect the hopes and will of the overall international community." The Security Council at a summit chaired by U.S. President Barack Obama unanimously approved a resolution for a nuclear-free world without naming either North Korea or Iran, which the West considers top atomic threats.

Withdrawing from Korea is needed for denuclearization
Pollack, 2009, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 158-159, October 2009, accessed July 13, 2010, 
North Korea, however, was already laying down new policy markers, suggesting that the DPRK had decided to seek explicit political assent by the United States and others that the DPRK would resume negotiations as a state in possession of nuclear weapons. Pyongyang characterized the North’s 2006 test and its accumulation of weaponized plutonium as a fundamental strategic turning point that diminished the importance the DPRK had previously attached to diplomatic relations with the United States.28 According to senior North Korean diplomats, ‘‘the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula’’ would require the United States to disengage from its security commitments in Northeast Asia, remove its nuclear umbrella from South Korea, withdraw U.S. military forces from the peninsula, and develop a U.S.—DPRK ‘‘strategic relationship’’ paralleling the U.S.—ROK alliance. North Korean officials also asserted that normalization, presumably entailing a peace agreement to supplant the armistice accords of July 1953, would have to precede denuclearization. Moreover, dismantlement and final verification would not be possible unless and until the United States again provided the light water reactors initially pledged under the now defunct Agreed Framework.
Six Party Talks---Troops Key---China
US withdrawal of troops key to US negotiations with china for a denuclearized North korea.
Bandow 9,Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire,  “Negotiating with North Korea: Who’s In Charge?”http://www.cato.org/pubs/npu/npu_september%202009_final.pdf accessed July 13, 2010
North Korea is a “dangerous and unique mix,” said Cato senior fellow Doug Bandow, at a Policy Forum “Engaging China to Solve the North Korea Problem.” It tops the list of most misgoverned countries, behaves increasingly provocatively, and suffers from lead- ership instability. Given its power in the region and influence over Pyongyang, China is the most crucial player in efforts to constrain the rogue behavior of its small communist neighbor. The United States needs to convince Beijing that Washington will not take geopolitical advantage if China applies increased pressure on the North. That means offering to share in the cost of caring for refugees in the event of a North Korean col- lapse and promising not to use a uni- fied Korea as a military base against China.
Ted Galen Carpenter, Cato’s vice president for defense and foreign pol- icy studies, said recent actions by the North Korean government have fur- ther undermined the dubious assump- tion that the country will eventually agree to give up its pursuit of nuclear weapons. And, while China has con- siderable leverage, the Beijing gov- ernment is reluctant to use it, fearing that such action might destabilize North Korea. Carpenter argued that the United States must convince Beijing that it has exhausted every diplomatic avenue, and that means serious bilateral talks with North Korea, including the offer of a “pack- age deal” of concessions to Pyongyang in exchange for nuclear cessation.
Scott Snyder, director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy at the Asia Foundation, raised four key issues currently facing the United States. What is China’s principal approach to North Korea? What is the impact of the recent North Korean missile test? How will this test change China’s approach? And how might the United States affect China’s stance towards North Korea? Larry Niksch, a special- ist in Asian affairs at the U.S. Congressional Research Service, said that China’s approach to North Korea is remarkably consistent: China has never placed much priority in a nuclear-free North Korea, but instead seeks containment. The United States must push China to enforce existing sanctions, but Washington must also be willing to set out conditions under which sanctions would be lifted. But any help from China will require sophisticated diplomacy, Niksch said.
The discussion closed with com- ments from Bandow, who stressed that there are no good answers. The available options include having the United States, South Korea, and Japan indicate a willingness to help China deal with refugees, should the North Korean state collapse; the United States and Japan offering to police a collapsed North Korea; and a gradual end to the U.S. military presence in South Korea. Bandow was clear that the United States must negotiate with and seek to convince China to be more proactive, and not simply issue diktats to Beijing, if there is any hope of making China a more helpful part- ner in resolving the problem of North Korea. s
Withdrawal gets China onboard—They don’t want troops near their border

Bandow 2009, July 1, “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” The China Card
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10325
Fifth, the Obama administration should promise the PRC that the United States would not take geopolitical advantage of Chinese intervention. Thus, Korean reunification would not result in American troops on China's border. Instead, U.S. forces would come home. They aren't needed even today to defend the South. And they certainly wouldn't be required if the DPRK disappeared.

China wants US withdrawal

Bandow 2003, April 29, “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” Enlisting China

http://article.nationalreview.com/268688/enlisting-china/doug-bandow
Most important, China is suspicious of Washington's apparent determination to remain the dominant power along its borders, and promote, in fact if not name, a policy of containment. In the short-term North Korea's brinkmanship has embarrassed Washington over its focus on Iraq and caused tensions with its allies; in the long-term the controversy is creating trouble for and strengthening adversaries of the hyper-power.

Six Party Talks---Troops Key---China
A gradual withdrawal of US forces gets China involved in Six Party Talks

Erickson 2010, June 3, “Stephen is the Executive Director of CenterMovement.org”  High Time for a Deal with the Chinese on Korea http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/high-time-for-a-deal-with-the-chinese-on-korea/
As argued here four weeks ago, South Korea’s overwhelming superiority over the North in terms of economic strength, technological prowess, and population means that it should be able to defend itself without US help.  It would of course send all of the wrong signals to unilaterally withdraw American ground forces now, in light of the North Korean aggression.  But they could be withdrawn in coming years as part of a bargain with the Chinese.  The deal would look like this.  The Chinese would agree to support short-term punitive measures against North Korea, in order to give South Korea some satisfaction for the loss of its ship and crew members.  But more importantly, China would quietly guarantee that no similar incident would happen again.  China has the power to keep North Korea strictly in line, and would agree to do so.  In return, the US would promise to withdraw its ground forces from SouthKorea in a year or two.  After ten or so years of peace without incident, the US would withdraw all of its naval and air assets as well.  Removing US troops from South Korea would distance us from the Korean powder keg and itself help diffuse the situation.   North Korea would no longer be able to use the American presence as justification for its belligerent actions.  Nor would such actions be permitted by the Chinese because of the aforementioned agreement.  Getting out of Korea would save precious dollars and US military forces needed elsewhere. 
Appealing to China’s self-interest is key to their involvement 

Asher 2006, May 10, “David has a PHD and is a Senior Associate Fellow in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation” How to Approach the China-North Korea Relationship http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/How-to-Approach-the-China-North-Korea-Relationship
Third, we need to recognize that China has responded favorably only when its bottom line is directly affected or it has felt under serious, but rea­sonable, pressure. American appeals based on Chi­na's responsibility to uphold international laws and agreements as a "stakeholder" typically fall on deaf ears. If we want Chinese government officials to act, we need to either present the specifics in a way that is beyond dispute or suggest that if they do not get a grip on the facts and do something themselves there will be significant economic consequences. Appealing to their self-interest is more persuasive than appealing to their purported sense of global responsibility.

NK serves as a buffer for US troops in SK 

Dingli 2006, November 28, “Shen is the executive director and professor of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai. He is also the co-founder and director of China’s first non-government-based Program on Arms Control and Regional Security, at Fudan University’s Center for American Studies, where he is director.”  North Korea’s Strategic Significance to China http://www.wsichina.org/cs4_2.pdf
North Korea, also known as the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) serves as China’s strategic buffer zone in Northeast Asia. With a shared border of 1,400 kilometers, North Korea acts as a guard post for China, keeping at bay the tens of thousands of U.S. troops stationed in South Korea. This allows China to reduce its military deployment in Northeast China and focus more directly on the issue of Taiwanese independence. To a certain extent, North Korea shares the security threat posed by U.S. military forces in South Korea and Japan. At present, North Korea has acquired certain nuclear capabilities through testing that has greatly irritated the United States, though not yet to the point of provoking it to use force. The United States has to maintain military pressure in the Korean Peninsula to prevent North Korea from taking pre-emptive action. However, the deterrent that North Korea’s development of nuclear weapons obtains could further restrict the U.S. military’s room to take action in the Korean Peninsula. The net effect of this also helps to contain the freedom of U.S. policy choices regarding Taiwan. Whether China needs it or not, this is North Korea’s “contribution” to China’s national security, and China is, therefore, unlikely to ignore its strategic value. 

China supports NK to balance US presence

Dingli 2006, November 28, “Shen is the executive director and professor of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai. He is also the co-founder and director of China’s first non-government-based Program on Arms Control and Regional Security, at Fudan University’s Center for American Studies, where he is director.”  North Korea’s Strategic Significance to China http://www.wsichina.org/cs4_2.pdf
Cooperation and assistance between China and North Korea is, at a minimum, mutual. In fact, China merely provides North Korea with the means to survive, while North Korea acts as a bulwark against U.S. forces. How much has China spent on this arrangement? For approximately no more than a few billion dollars a year (as of late), China has been provided with more than 50 years of peace.2 There is an argument that China has helped North Korea without getting anything in return.3 This statement is partially wrong. There is no altruism in international relations, including those between China and North Korea. By providing aid to North Korea, China is in essence helping itself. In this way, North Korea’s resistance to American interference on the question of Taiwan and China’s aiding North Korea are intertwined. 
Six Party Talks---Troops Key---China 
China supports North Korea to offset the threat of US power consolidation 
Bandow 2006, Sometime in the winter “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” Enlisting China to Stop a Nuclear North Korea http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2007/03/15/04.pdf
Korean Peninsula has a profound effect on China.”2 Beijing also fears the geopolitical consequences of Korean reunification. Although relations between the South and China are good, the PRC does not want on its border a unified Korea allied with the United States. Precisely this prospect brought Beijing into the Korean War in late 1950 and animated a half-century-long alliance between the PRC and North Korea. While China almost certainly would not use force to prevent a ROK-dominated reunification, it is equally unlikely to adopt policies that would encourage a ROK-dominated reunification. Moreover, a nuclear DPRK, while unsettling, offers some benefits for Beijing. The North hampers the United States., demonstrating Washington’s impotence. Pyongyang’s nuclear activities disrupt relations between South Korea and the United States. And a North Korean atomic arsenal constrains the use of American military power in Northeast Asia.   

Removing troops solves
Bandow 2006, Sometime in the winter “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” Enlisting China to Stop a Nuclear North Korea http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2007/03/15/04.pdf
Washington still would retain extensive cultural and economic ties with the ROK. (The latter should be strengthened through the free trade agreement currently being negotiated between the two nations.) Moreover, a united Korea would retain a significant incentive to cooperate politically with America—in particular, to help balance the influence of China and Japan. But Washington should make clear that the U.S.-ROK relationship would not be directed against the PRC. No one knows if it will be possible to peacefully halt the North’s nuclear program. But if it is, Beijing, not America, is the key player. The United States, in concert with South Korea and Tokyo, should encourage Chinese participation and, if possible, leadership, in the campaign to defang and ultimately replace Kim Jong Il. The PRC might be hesitant to join such an effort, but it will be more likely to do so if Washington abandons direct confrontation with North Korea in favor of an indirect strategy to undermine the North’s ruling elite, backed by a promise to refrain from taking geopolitical advantage of Beijing’s assistance. There is no guarantee that this strategy would succeed, of course. But the so-called “international community” is running out of options. 

Six Party Talks---China Key
International pressure is useless without China
Bandow 2009, August 31, “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” How do Deal With North Korea
http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/08/137_50985.html
Press China in particular to take a more active and forceful role. Economic sanctions are largely futile without the cooperation of the DPRK's northern neighbor. Yet so far Beijing has been more concerned about preventing a North Korean collapse and forestalling creation of a united Korea allied with America.

A push for reform in Korea will be effective. NK needs China as an ally and they’ll listen. 
Panda 2010, May 11, “Rajaram is Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi” Kim Jong-Il’s China Visit, Cheonan, Future of SPT and China’s Role http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/KimJongIlsChinaVisitCheonanFutureofSPTandChinasRole_rpanda_110510
Besides requesting for money, Kim is aware that China enjoys huge clout in the international community, especially on the UN Security Council, where China can play an important role in fending off crippling economic sanctions. In fact, when North Korea detonated the first device in October 2006, it was only because Chinese pressure, the UN Security Council issued a toothless and non-binding “presidential statement”. Therefore Kim is fully aware that if Pyongyang succeeds to remain strong and withstand international pressure, its relations with China has to remain special and important. It is also rumoured that Kim’s youngest son Kim Jong-un joined his father as a part of his political training, in particular how to handle China. His leadership training which was confined on domestic affairs was widened to cover foreign affairs as well. If it is true that the junior Kim travelled to China with his father, it would remain unclear for a while whether he was introduced to the Chinese leadership as the official heir to the North’s throne. It is possible that North Korean leader is quietly looking for an endorsement from China on Kim Jong-un as the successor. According to Scott Snyder, an expert on North Korea with the Asia Foundation, China might prefer to “wait and see who actually emerges as the successor” and then try to work with that person.
China has incentives in resolving the Korean crisis—Everyone else fails
Bandow 2009, July 1, “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” The China Card
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10325
Finally, the United States, backed by leading Asian and European states, should point out that Chinese leadership in resolving the problem of North Korea would enhance the PRC's international reputation. China has emphasized its determination to "rise" peacefully; there would be no better evidence of its good intentions or leadership potential than helping to rid the world of the brutal, threatening regime in Pyongyang.  Of course, the success of Chinese intervention would not be guaranteed. But all other options have less likelihood of success. Neither banking on the goodwill of Kim Jong-il nor triggering a second Korean War is a hopeful strategy. It's time for the Obama administration to play the China card. 

China has strategic interests in stabilizing Korea—They’re key

Erickson 2010, June 3, “Stephen is the Executive Director of CenterMovement.org”  High Time for a Deal with the Chinese on Korea http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/high-time-for-a-deal-with-the-chinese-on-korea/
The path to pacifying North Korea runs through China, North Korea’s indispensible ally.  The torpedoing of the Cheonan, while terrifyingly destabilizing, may also present a diplomatic opportunity.   If our leaders will think broadly, the incident could be a catalyst for the United States and China to make a grand bargain over Korea  The Chinese, who are not exactly naive when it comes to international relations, surely understand the dangerous nature of the game being played by its ally.  South Korea cannot be endlessly provoked before it responds, perhaps drawing its American ally into the conflict.  Already Chinese interests are going to be compromised as South Korea and Japan will boost military spending and hold more tightly to their alliances with the United States as a result of North Korea’s belligerent and seemingly irrational actions.  Peace on the Korean peninsula is very much in China’s interests.  The Chinese military, which fought alongside its fellow Communist Korean ally in the Korean War, still has an ideological affinity for North Korea.    The Chinese Army reflexively blames any confrontation on American aggression.  Any negotiation with China must recognize the influence of this hard-line military faction within Chinese governing circles. 
China is key to resolving Korea

Bandow 2009, July 1, “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” The China Card
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10325
Only Beijing has the clout necessary to influence the DPRK. The former provides the bulk of the North's food, fuel and consumer goods; trade between the two nations has been rising. Severing that lifeline could bring the North Korean economy to a standstill. However, so far the People's Republic of China (PRC) has demurred. Indeed, before passage of the latest Security Council resolution the PRC called for an "appropriate and balanced" measure and emphasized "calmness and restraint." Even now, China's government appears to fear a North Korean collapse more than a North Korean nuclear weapon.
Six Party Talks---China Key 
China’s key 
Panda 2010, May 11, “Rajaram is Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi” Kim Jong-Il’s China Visit, Cheonan, Future of SPT and China’s Role http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/KimJongIlsChinaVisitCheonanFutureofSPTandChinasRole_rpanda_110510
That leaders from both the Koreas visited China one after the other demonstrated China’s growing influence on the Korean peninsula. If South Korea wants to punish the North, it has to have the cooperation from China. As regards North Korea, as its relations with the South is already strained, its dependence on China for economic aid has increased. Either way, China’s role seems to be critical. For its own part, China would always work towards preventing the implosion of the Pyongyang regime in order to keep possible instability on its border under check.

Korea has to consult China on major issues

Kaisheng 2009, November 30, “Li obtained a doctorate in law with a focus on international relations from the Graduate School at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences” Should China treat North Korea as an ally?

http://www.upiasia.com/Politics/2009/11/30/should_china_treat_north_korea_as_an_ally/5108/
Very importantly, maintaining an alliance with North Korea doesn’t mean indulging it. Another article in the friendship treaty demands that both sides consult each other on all critical international issues concerning the mutual interests of the two.  So if North Korea goes its own way in developing nuclear weapons, it shows its unwillingness to consult China and take its interests into account. In that situation China has rights and obligations under the treaty. If North Korea fails to uphold its treaty obligations, China has no obligation to ensure its security. 

China’s key—they have empirically supported and protected NK

Bandow 2006, Sometime in the winter “Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute” Enlisting China to Stop a Nuclear North Korea http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2007/03/15/04.pdf
The most important player remains the PRC, which has long stood in the breach for the North. Although no longer as close to the DPRK as during the Cold War—like lips and teeth, it once was said—Beijing supplies the North with much of its food and the bulk of its oil. China advocated bilateral discussions between Washington and the North. Beijing steered previous Security Council (SC) meetings away from sanctions, softened the SC resolution adopted after the July missile tests, critized Australia and Japan for imposing their own economic restrictions in September, and weakened the statement issued by the SC just a week before the nuclear test intended to dissuade the North from moving forward. 

China is NK’s biggest ally and has the most influence—They’re key 

Nanto, Manyin, and Dumbaugh 2010, January 22, “Dick is a Specialist in Industry and Trade, Mark and Kerry are Specialist in Asain Affairs China-North Korea Relations http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41043.pdf
The People’s Republic of China (PRC) plays a key role in U.S. policy toward the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Korea). The PRC is North Korea’s closest ally, largest provider of food, fuel, and industrial machinery, and arguably the country most able to wield influence in Pyongyang. China also is the host of the Six-Party Talks (involving the United States, China, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, and Russia) over North Korea’s nuclear program. The close PRC-DPRK relationship is of interest to U.S. policymakers because China plays a pivotal role in the success of U.S. efforts to halt the DPRK’s nuclear weapons and ballistic missile programs, to prevent nuclear proliferation, to enforce economic sanctions, and to ensure that North Korean refugees that cross into China receive humane treatment. Since late 2008, China has been not just the largest, but also the dominant, provider of aid and partner in trade with North Korea.   

China is essential to NK—They’ll listen to China 

Tobey 2010, “William was most recently Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation at the National Nuclear Security Administration” June 16, Ignore North Korea, offer Beijing a choice

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/ignore_north_korea_offer_beijing_a_choice
China is the key to solving the Korean quandary. The Middle Kingdom is North Korea's largest trade partner, most generous aid donor, and only real friend. Without help from China, North Korea is not viable -- if such an impoverished and benighted nation can be said to be so. In what should be an embarrassment to modern business and political leaders in Beijing, relations between China and North Korea are still conducted by their recondite and fossilized Communist Parties.
Six Party Talks---Impact---Laundry List

Six party talks prevent Korean war, proliferation, regime collapse, and cause eventual regime transformation---key to denuclearization 
Lankov 09 (8/19, Associate Professor of History at Kookmin University, “No Rush to Talk With North Korea,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09067Lankov.html) 

As long as the country remains under the current regime’s control, negotiations are not going to produce a non-nuclear North Korea. Nevertheless, there are at least four major reasons why North Korea should be engaged.  First, some useful compromises are achievable. It is possible to devise an agreement that would diminish the likelihood of nuclear proliferation by Pyongyang. After all, North Korean leaders understand that their current stockpile of weapons-grade plutonium is sufficient as a deterrent and blackmail tool, so additional production would not make much difference. They might even agree to demolish their Yongbyon research facilities, if the promised payoff is sufficiently high.  Second, talks lessen tensions and decrease the likelihood of a confrontation. Of course, Pyongyang diplomats might at any time resort to their favorite trick: Walk away from negotiations, launch a chain of provocations to increase tensions, and then return to negotiations in expectations of greater payoffs. But while talks are continuing, an accidental confrontation is less likely.  Third, talks will provide a line of communication that might become vital, since big changes are looming in Pyongyang: Recent photos leave no doubt that Kim Jong Il’s health has deteriorated considerably.  Perhaps the most important reason why Pyongyang should be engaged is the long-term domestic impact of talks. Negotiations and aid create an environment where contacts between the isolated population and the outside world steadily increase, exposing the total lie in which North Koreans have to live. In the long run, this will undermine the regime, bringing the country’s radical transformation — and, probably, a solution of the nuclear issue.  Nonetheless, future talks should be conducted without unrealistic expectations. There will be no breakthrough as long as the present regime runs the country. To keep Pyongyang engaged, something has to be given, but excessive generosity is not advisable: It will merely provoke more exercises in blackmail. There also is no need to hurry. It’s time to realize that the North Korean problem has no quick fixes, but it can — and should — be managed. 

Six Party Talks---Impact---Regime Collapse 
North Korean implosion inevitable – 6 party talks key to avert post-collapse catastrophe

Foster-Carter 05 (2/17, Honorary senior research fellow in sociology and modern Korea at Leeds University, “The Six-Party Failure,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0516A_Carter.html)

The grassroots are restive too. A Seoul non-governmental organization (NGO) lately released the first-ever video of dissidents in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. Sunshine cheerleaders rubbished this, but the real question is: What took them so long? Half-baked reforms have seen inflation soar and rations slashed. Yet if the state no longer provides, the old social contract is dead. Ever more North Koreans will start to ask the Janet Jackson question of their rulers: What have you done for me, lately?  It is crucial to see the big picture and take the long view. The key North Korea question is how and when - not whether - this ghastly failed regime will cease to be. Just possibly it might manage to morph into something more sensible, like China and Vietnam. But that looks a long shot. It is only prudent to guard against and plan for much bumpier landings.  Here, the sagging six-party process just might have a use after all. As Professor Francis Fukuyama has argued, the other five could reconstitute themselves as a permanent regional security body, which Northeast Asia has sorely lacked hitherto. Item 1 on the agenda, urgently, is to agree who will or will not intervene if North Korea blows, or collapses into chaos.  That will be a moment of peril. A century ago, Korea's three neighbors fought two wars for control of a dying kingdom. A terrible war also followed the superpowers' partition of the peninsula in 1945. Now, as another Korean dynasty looks moribund, it is vital that all concerned cooperate to prevent a tough transition becoming a third cataclysm. That is the real issue in Korea now; not just nukes, still less the fate of a hexagonal table in Beijing. 

The impact is great power nuke war
Stares and Wit 09 (January, Senior fellow for Conflict Prevention and director of the Center for Preventive Action at the Council on Foreign Relations, Adjunct senior research fellow at the Weatherhead East Asia Institute, Columbia University, “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea”)
Under these circumstances, the uncertainty and stress imposed by a lengthy and perhaps ultimately inconclusive leadership struggle on the overall system of governance might prove too much. As numerous cases from around the world attest, totalitarian states––despite outward signs of strength––are remarkably brittle when stressed by internal forces. North Korea is an exceptional state for all the reasons outlined, but at a certain point the pressures could become too intense for the country to stay intact. In this case, earlier predictions of collapse and the end of North Korea as an independent sovereign state might finally come to pass. These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world’s largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery and missiles, it can also wreak havoc on America’s most important Asian allies––South Korea and Japan––both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia––that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. Although all the interested powers share a basic interest in maintaining peace and stability in northeast Asia, a major crisis from within North Korea could lead to significant tensions and––as in the past–– even conflict between them. A contested or prolonged leadership struggle in Pyongyang would inevitably raise questions in Washington about whether the United States should try to sway the outcome.5 Some will almost certainly argue that only by promoting regime change will the threat now posed by North Korea as a global proliferator, as a regional menace to America’s allies, and as a massive human rights violator, finally disappear. Such views could gain some currency in Seoul and even Tokyo, though it seems unlikely. Beijing, however, would certainly look on any attempt to promote a pro-American regime in Pyongyang as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and a challenge to China’s national interests. This and other potential sources of friction could intensify should the situation in North Korea deteriorate. The impact of a severe power struggle in Pyongyang on the availability of food and other basic services could cause tens and possibly hundreds of thousands of refugees to flee North Korea. The pressure on neighboring countries to intervene with humanitarian assistance and use their military to stem the flow of refugees would likely grow in these circumstances. Suspicions that the situation could be exploited by others for political advantage would add to the pressure to act sooner rather than later in a crisis. China would be the most likely destination for refugees because of its relatively open and porous border; its People’s Liberation Army (PLA) has reportedly developed contingency plans to intervene in North Korea for possible humanitarian, peacekeeping, and “environmental control” missions.6 Besides increasing the risk of dangerous military interactions and unintended escalation in sensitive 
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Six Party Talks---Impact---Regime Collapse
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borders areas, China’s actions would likely cause considerable consternation in South Korea about its ultimate intentions toward the peninsula. China no doubt harbors similar fears about potential South Korean and American intervention in the North. Should the situation unravel further and North Korea begin to collapse entirely, another set of issues would come to the fore and likely place still more strain on allied cooperation and regional stability. For South Korea, the disintegration of the North Korean 

state would present both the opportunity to reunify the Korean people and the challenge of coping with the aftermath of change. Having seen the enormous social and economic costs that reunification imposed on Germany, Seoul might balk at rapid absorption and choose instead a slower, incremental path—assuming it had the choice. Although Washington’s inclination will be to defer to Seoul’s wishes, it may still prefer not to delay or risk the opportunity for Korean reunification that it has long seen as desirable for the stability of northeast Asia. The possibility, therefore, of discord arising between Washington and Seoul over the pace and character of reunification is not inconceivable. In any case, Washington’s acute concern about the security and safety of North Korea’s nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction might force it to take unilateral action. Such action could put it at odds with Seoul, not to mention Beijing. Tokyo’s legitimate concerns would also need to be taken into account. China’s likely preference in such circumstances would be to sustain North Korea as an independent state for as long as possible. Should that goal prove untenable, Beijing would seek to preserve important Chinese interests, such as maintaining strategic depth, regional influence, and economic stability—all of which could bring it into conflict with Washington and Seoul. The prospect of North Korea being absorbed by South Korea and U.S. forces potentially being deployed near China’s northeastern border are matters of acute concern. The same fears helped trigger China’s entry into the Korean War. Moscow undoubtedly shares many of Beijing’s concerns, though Russia appears less poised to intervene should the situation deteriorate. Its diplomatic and possibly logistical support would still be critical in managing a major crisis on the peninsula. However, with the deterioration in U.S.-Russia relations since the Georgia crisis of August 2008, Russia’s role in any future North Korean contingency might not be as passive or as cooperative as many have so far assumed. How the potential challenges associated with sudden, destabilizing change in North Korea are handled will have profound consequences for the subsequent evolution of Korea, the stability of northeast Asia, and the future course of U.S.-China relations. Unfortunately, there are good reasons to be concerned about the level of preparedness of all the principal actors, including the United States and its allies, and with it the potential for misunderstanding and outright discord.            
Six Party Talks---Impact---Crisis Management 
Sustaining six party talks key to develop consultative mechanisms that can manage a North Korean implosion

Stares and Wit 09 (January, Senior fellow for Conflict Prevention and director of the Center for Preventive Action at the Council on Foreign Relations, Adjunct senior research fellow at the Weatherhead East Asia Institute, Columbia University, “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea”)

Finally, the United States and its allies should promote the establishment of a standing institutional mechanism for regional security cooperation in northeast Asia that, among other benefits, might prove especially useful in coordinating and legitimating responses in the event of instability and collapse in North Korea. The current Six-Party Talks have already begun to address the possibility of creating a more permanent regional security dialogue. Whether that effort succeeds will depend on overall progress toward denuclearization. But even if the Six-Party Talks fail to achieve their primary goal, the habit of regular consultation that has developed since they began is a strong endorsement for institutionalizing this mechanism among the five parties (excluding North Korea). Neither should the focus of such a mechanism be confined necessarily to the discussion of security issues. Economic and environmental concerns, to the name the obvious, would also benefit from greater dialogue and collective action. Although regional, and in some cases domestic, political realities limit the ability of both the United States and the countries of East Asia to plan openly for sudden and potentially destabilizing change in North Korea, implementing these recommendations should improve their ability to cope with the likely challenges. As this study has stressed, the potential implications of these challenges are too important to be left to hasty improvisation, whatever the temptation may be to put off until tomorrow what doesn’t have to be addressed today. Improving contingency planning, sharing the results of this planning, improving consultation on the future of the Korean peninsula, and taking concrete steps to build up generic, potentially useful capabilities—though certainly not sufficient in and of themselves to cope with these challenges—will establish a much firmer foundation for the future.  
Six Party Talks---Impact---Regionalism 
Six party talks key to regional security institutions even if they don’t solve denuclearization
Pang 09 (Feb, Professor of International Relations at Renmin University of China, “The Six-Party Process, Regional Security
Mechanisms, and China-U.S. Cooperation: Toward a New Regional Security Mechanism for a New Northeast Asia?,”
http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/03_northeast_asia_pang.aspx)

Even though it focuses on a single, specific issue – Korean peninsula denuclearization – the six-party process has served as a catalyst for a more important regional issue: the future of Asia-Pacific security cooperation. The six-party process can be seen as a regional solution to an intractable regional security issue. In the five years since 2003, this patient process has produced considerable progress. The three “joint statements” of the Six-Party Talks provide a relatively balanced and reasonable multilateral “roadmap” to not only resolve the nuclear standoff, but also to develop an operational Northeast Asian security architecture. The Six Party Talks have cautiously encouraged a formal end to the Korean War and enabled key Northeast Asian players to explore a potential mechanism for meeting regional security challenges, but the success of this ad hoc process – that is to say, denuclearization of the Korean peninsula – should not necessarily be regarded as a precondition for such a mechanism. Rather, a regional security mechanism can go boldly and ambitiously beyond the Six-Party Talks. If the six party process is to lay the foundation for a credible Asia-Pacific security mechanism, we must examine how to coordinate and/or harmonize overlapping (and sometimes competing) regional institutions such as ASEAN (and its derivatives) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, as well as the existing America-led regional alliance system. The six-party process demonstrates that cooperation among big powers is the key to regional security. Ideally, China and the U.S. should extend their positive cooperation on Korean denuclearization into the realm of regional security, and develop a mechanism that ensures peace, stability and prosperity. In order to do so, however, they must overcome a host of challenging factors; the prospects are still uncertain.

Six Party Talks---Impact---North Korean Prolif---Asian War
NK nukes will counteract US security guarantees in Asia—Even the US will soon be directly at risk
Scobell and Sandord in 2k9  “Andrew is Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College. John is a U.S. Navy Captain, and is a 2006 graduate of the U.S. Army War College. July 21, North Korea’s Military Threat: Pyongyang’s Conventional Forces, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Ballistic Missiles
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub771.pdf
Any modest nuclear capability would at least allow North Korea to claim a nuclear deterrent. This is not deterrence on the massive scale of mutually assured destruction (MAD) between the United States and Soviet Union, each with its vast arsenals of nuclear warheads. Rather, given the small size of North Korea’s nuclear arsenal relative to that of the United States, the deterrence lies in the real possibility that the United States could not be certain of destroying all of North Korea’s nukes in a hypothetical first strike.322 Indeed, this is the rationale that North Korea used to justify its nuclear program in the February 10, 2005, statement and other pronouncements, including Vice Marshal Kim Il Chol’s April 8, 2006, “Congratulatory Report.”323 Combined with the significant ballistic missile arsenal the DPRK possesses, it presents at least the theoretical possibility that North Korea can launch nuclear attacks at the continental United States. Pyongyang probably will be capable in the near future of nuclear strikes in South Korea and Japan. At a minimum, this would allow the DPRK to counter the U.S. nuclear umbrella that Washington provides these two American allies in Northeast Asia.32 

***China Advantage***

China Advantage---Relations---Troops Key 
US-South Korea Joint Military exercises are killing credibility and relations with China

Dingli 10 Shen Dingli professor and executive dean of the Institute of International Studies and director of the Center for American Studies at Fudan University “US-S.Korean maritime war games needlessly provocative” http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/commentary/2010-07/551234.html

The US and South Korea are implementing joint military exercises this month in the Yellow Sea, with the possibility of deploying the US aircraft carrier George Washington. The running of such exercises so close to China's waters has left China strongly, and rightfully, dissatisfied. The US and South Korea may argue that the exercise is not in China's territorial waters, so China has no right to comment. However, even if the joint exercises are not in Chinese sovereign waters, they may take place in the waters of China's interests as the international waters at Yellow Sea near China's exclusive economic zone are extremely important to China's interests. Though there is still no final words as to where exactly the US-South Korea joint drill will take place, the issue and the tension it has aroused in Northeast Asia will continue for a long time. Military exercises aimed at provoking other countries in the waters of important Chinese interests can only be seen as a threat, and China should strongly oppose them. Given the sophisticated equipment it carries, the George Washington poses a real potential threat to Chinese territory. Even if the US-South Korea military exercises are outside China's territory, the striking power of the US nuclear-powered aircraft carrier also poses a serious threat to neighboring countries. China's strong reaction is also part of its defensive diplomacy, which aims at dissovling the tension before it escalates into a serious crisis. During the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the Soviet Union established nuclear missile bases on the island, the US objected to the close proximity of the Soviet weaponry even though they traveled only through international waters to reach Cuba, and the US set up a blockade to stop them being deployed. When the US ponders the idea of deploying its nuclear aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea, very close to China, shouldn't China have the same feeling as the US did when the Soviet Union deployed missiles in Cuba? Historically speaking, for the Chinese public, the Yellow Sea area is also associated with a painful period in history when in 1894 China was defeated by the Japanese navy in the same waters. Thus it is a sensitive area that could especially agitate Chinese sensitivites. Such a provocative attitude damages US credibility in the region and its chance to build strong bilateral relations. China may not have the military strength to forcibly prevent such exercises now, but it may do so in response to such provocative actions in the future. The US and South Korea have said the military exercises are being held in order to deter North Korea because of the sinking of the South Korean Cheonan corvette and the death of 46 South Korean sailors. But the case for the possible North Korean sinking of the Cheonan has not been thor-oughly established. South Korea refused to let North Korean officials present their case against the evidence for their supposed complicity in the sinking. When South Korea launched the so-called international survey, it refused the participation of China and other countries, which did not increase the credibility of the so-called findings. The South Korean Defense Ministry also harassed South Korean politicians who ques-tioned the results of the investigation. It is understandable that South Korea hopes China can help see justice done. China has expressed its condolences to the families of Korean victims in the Cheonan incident. But in executing justice, it is not enough to listen to only one side. When South Korea started the field investigation, it should have requested that all parties participated, rather than exclude China. The US and South Korea have leapt to conclusions too soon. These exercises are needlessly provocative, and will eventually backfire on the US and South Korea.
Relations are on the brink because of Chinese fears of encirclement 
People’s Daily 6-16 “Why China opposes US-South Korean military exercises in the Yellow Sea” http://english.people.com.cn/90001/90780/91342/7069743.html

Luo pointed out five reasons behind China's opposition to the joint military exercises: First, in terms of security, Chairman Mao Zedong once said, "We will never allow others to keep snoring beside our beds." If the United States were in China's shoes, would it allow China to stage military exercises near its western and eastern coasts? Just like an old Chinese saying goes, "Do not do unto others what you do not want others to do unto you," if the United States does not wish to be treated in a specific way, it should not forcefully sell the way to others. Second, in terms of strategic thinking, China should take into account the worst possibility and strive to seek the best results. The bottom line of strategic thinking is to nip the evil in the bud. The ultimate level of strategic thinking is to subdue the enemy without fighting. Preventing crisis is the best way to resolve and overcome the crisis. China's current tough stance is part of preventive diplomacy. Third, in terms of geopolitical strategy, the Yellow Sea is the gateway to China's capital region and a vital passage to the heartland of Beijing and Tianjin. In history, foreign invaders repeatedly took the Yellow Sea as an entrance to enter the heartland of Beijing and Tianjin. The drill area selected by the United States and South Korea is only 500 kilometers away from Beijing. China will be aware of the security pressure from military exercises conducted by any country in an area that is so close to China's heartland. The aircraft carrier U.S.S. George Washington dispatched to the Yellow Sea has a combat radius of 600 kilometers and its aircraft has a combat radius as long as 1,000 kilometers. Therefore, the military exercise in the area has posed a direct security threat to China's heartland and the Bohai Rim Economic Circle. Fourth, in a bid to safeguard security on the Korean Peninsula, the U. N. Security Council has just issued a presidential statement, requiring all parties to remain calm and restrained to the so-called "Cheonan" naval ship incident, which had caused a major crisis on the Korean Peninsula. On the other hand, the joint military exercise by the United States and South Korea on the Yellow Sea has created a new crisis. This is another reason why China strongly opposes the military exercise on the Yellow Sea. In order to safeguard security on the Korea Peninsula, no country should create a new crisis instead they should control and deal with the existing one. Fifth, in terms of maintaining China-U.S. relations, especially the two parties' military relations, China must declare its solemn stance. China has been working to promote the healthy development of China-U.S. military relations. Therefore, China has clearly declared that it is willing to promote the development of the two parties' relations. Deputy Director of the General Staff Gen. Ma Xiaotian has also expressed his welcome to U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates to visit China at a proper time.
China Advantage---Relations---Troops Key 

US intervention in Yellow sea poses strain on US China relations

VOAnews.com 10 (The Voice of America, which first went on the air in 1942, is an international multimedia broadcasting service funded by the U.S. government through the Broadcasting Board of Governors. VOA broadcasts approximately 1,500 hours of news, information, educational, and cultural programming every week to an estimated worldwide audience of 125 million people) http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/US-South-Korea-Military-Exercises-Sparks-Concern-in-China-98314214.html

China is becoming increasingly worried about plans by the United States and South Korea to hold naval exercises in the Yellow Sea. The drill is designed to send a message to North Korea, which is blamed for the sinking of a South Korean naval ship in March. But Beijing says the exercise compromises its security. Chinese naval vessels in the Yellow Sea have been conducting their own military exercises in the strategic area, a sign of Beijing's deepening concern over plans by South Korea and its ally, the United States, to hold military exercises in the same area. No date for the exercise has been set, but it is clearly a message of strength targeted at North Korea, which is blamed for the sinking of the Cheonan, a South Korean naval vessel, in March. China, North Korea and South Korea all share the Yellow Sea. But it is of strategic importance to China as many of its eastern economic zones and ports depend on shipping lanes in the Yellow sea. China says the U.S. and South Korean drill will compromise its core interests in the area. Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang said Tuesday these core interests include Chinese sovereignty, security, and territorial integrity and development interests. China hopes all countries can do things to ease the tensions on the Korean peninsula rather than escalate them, Qin said. When journalists asked if China is calling on Washington and Seoul to postpone the exercise, Qin said Beijing had made its position very clear. Beijing, he said, is keeping a close eye on the situation. China is well within its rights to express concern, said Professor Jin Canrong, from Renmin University of International Studies. But he adds Beijing does not have the power to tell Washington and Seoul to cancel the exercise, despite its security interests and those of the people living within in the sensitive area. He also said Beijing is not trying to support North Korea with the Chinese military's exercise and is only asserting its independence. Some South Korean media reports have said Washington and Seoul may move their exercise to the eastern or southern coasts of the Korean Peninsula, to soothe Beijing. But the reports have not been confirmed. The Chinese media is simmering with anger over the planned U.S.-South Korean exercise. Some Chinese military experts say the exercise is merely a front for the U.S. to help realize other strategic goals in the region as China rapidly modernizes and expands its naval strength in the strategic region.
Empirically, Yellow Sea actions have caused tensions between US and China
People Daily Online 6-16 “Why China opposes US-South Korean military exercises in the Yellow Sea” http://english.people.com.cn/90001/90780/91342/7069743.html

Ma had made it clear at the meeting in Singapore that three key problems greatly impeded China-U.S. exchanges. First, the Unites States' arms sales to Taiwan. Second, the frequently detected American military aircraft and ships over and on the East and South China seas at close range. Third, the 2000 U.S. National Defense Authorization Act and the Delay Amendment restricted military exchanges with China in 12 fields. The current barriers have not been eliminated, while the United States has created another obstacle. This time, they not only sent military ships, nuclear submarines and Arleigh Burke-class guided missile destroyers, but also aircraft carriers. Luo added that a U.S. aircraft carrier had once been in the Yellow Sea in 1994, also known as the "Kitty Hawk issue," which caused strong reactions from China at that time. After that, aircraft carriers have never appeared in the Yellow Sea area.

Troops in South Korea pressure China’s “territorial integrity” straining relations

Nanto et al 10 Dick K. Nanto Specialist in Industry and Trade Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Kerry Dumbaugh Specialist in Asian Affairs “China North Korea Relations” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41043.pdf

Another logical policy goal for Beijing is the assurance of regional stability and China’s own territorial integrity. Leaders in Beijing are aware that a nuclear armed North Korea could lead to decisions by Japan, South Korea, and possibly Taiwan and other Asian neighbors to develop their own nuclear deterrents and ballistic missile capabilities.18 China may also fear that the North Korean nuclear program could spur a significant Japanese conventional rearmament.19 In keeping with Beijing’s own domestic policy priorities, its emphasis on social stability, and its ambition to regional dominance, it can be argued that nothing is more to be avoided than the proliferation around China’s periphery of nuclear-armed governments more capable of defending their own national interests when those conflict with China’s. Beijing probably anticipates that the U.S. response to more robust security programs in the region would include an accelerated missile defense program for U.S. friends and allies. Such an enhanced missile defense capability would undermine the effectiveness of Beijing’s missile deployment threat opposite the Taiwan coast, aimed at keeping Taiwan from acting on its independence aspirations. North Korea is thus linked to China’s primary core interest of assuring its “territorial integrity,” which in Beijing’s definition includes Taiwan. Beijing also realizes that the U.S. focus on the North Korean military threat generates a hook that keeps U.S. forces tied down on the Korean peninsula and looking north toward the DPRK rather than looking south and showing more concern over possible hostilities across the Taiwan Strait.

China Advantage---Relations---Troops Key 

China views Military Presence as an attempt to contain it resulting in strained relations and backlash

Dumbaugh 09 Kerry Bumbaugh Specialist in Asian Affairs for the Congressional Research Service “China-U.S. Relations: Current Issues and Implications for U.S. Policy” http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/other/R40457.pdf
From this perspective, U.S. policy should seek to work more closely with the PRC, not only to encourage these positive long-term trends, but to seek ways to mutually benefit by cooperating on important global issues such as the international financial system, alternative energy sources, climate change, and medical research. Ultimately, some proponents of this view say, the United States simply will have to make room for the economic and political appetites of the superpower that China is likely to become. Viewing the PRC as a “threat” or attempting to contain it, these proponents say, could produce disastrous policy consequences. In addition to possible military conflict with the PRC, these consequences could include the possible creation of greater Chinese nationalism with a strong anti-American bias, a breakdown in PRC governance, the bolstering of party power and subsequent retrenchment of reforms, and/or an increasingly isolated United States that the international community may see as out of step with global trends.

China Advantage---Relations---Troops Key---Withdrawal Solves 
Withdrawing US presence would solve – gives China sense of control in their region

Bandow 8 Doug Bandow the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance. He is a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and the author of several books “Dear Leader Goes South” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=19868

The most frightening scenario would be a violent power struggle and even national collapse. Then the best case would be mass refugee flows to South Korea and China. The worst case would be factional conflict spilling over North Korea’s borders, possibly attracting intervention by the South and China. Japan and Russia also would be vitally concerned in the outcome even if they remained aloof from any fighting. There’s not much Washington can do as East Asia waits with collective bated breath for confirmation of Kim’s fate. But even if he is alive and well today, a transition will eventually come. And nervous—indeed, panicked—uncertainty is likely to return. Indeed, should the international geopolitical environment worsen, with, say, increased tensions between China and the United States as Beijing’s regional influence grows, a North Korean succession crisis could be even more destabilizing. The best American strategy would be to get out of the way. Without a cold war raging, South Korea is of little security concern to America. With the ROK enjoying 40 times the GDP and twice the population of North Korea, the South can defend itself. Pull back America’s remaining troops, and Washington could leave dealing with an uncertain leadership transition in Pyongyang to others in the region, most importantly South Korea and China.

China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Laundry List 
US-China relations key to solve multiple nuclear wars

Adhariri, Armed Forces Staff College national security professor, 1999 [Eschan, JANE'S INTELLIGENCE REVIEW, August 1] 
Looking ahead, a continued deterioration of Sino-US ties does not bode well for the regional stability of the very large and equally important Asia Pacific. Yet this regional stability might be negatively affected for a long time if Washington and Beijing fail to bounce back from this fiasco and assiduously work to improve their strategic relations. In the meantime, the issue of immediate concern for the USA is nuclear non-proliferation. Immediate work has to be done by both sides to minimize damages on this issue. The PRC, armed with the knowledge of America's premier nuclear programs, is likely to be a much more sought after sources for nuclear proliferation than it has ever been in the past by those countries keenly interested in enhancing the sophistication of their extant nuclear programs and by those who have not yet developed indigenous nuclear know-how but desire to purchase it. China, along with Russia, has an established record proliferating nuclear technology. This reality is not likely to change in the foreseeable future, much to the continued consternation of now-nuclear India. The increased nuclear sophistication on the troubled subcontinent carries with it the risk of a potential nuclear holocaust. The Kashmir issue still remains unresolved and very explosive given the continued intransigence of both India and Pakistan to amicably resolve it.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---North Korean Collapse 
North Korea collapse inevitable – Kim’s failing health

Stares and Wit 9 (Paul, General John W. Vessey Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention and Director of the Center for Preventive Action, and Joel, at US-Korea Institute at John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies,  “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea,” Council on Foreign Relations, pg 5)
These confident assumptions about North Korea have recently been jolted by reports that Kim Jong-Il suffered a debilitating stroke in early August 2008 after he failed to appear at an event celebrating the sixtieth anniversary of the founding of the state. Despite official protestations of his good health, Kim Jong-Il disappeared from sight for several months with many rumors circulating about his physical and mental impairment.2 However, with no outward signs that a leadership transition is under way, the prevailing expectation is that he is recuperating and the situation will eventually return to the status quo ante. It is possible, however, that Kim Jong-Il’s condition may actually be much worse than press reports suggest and that his capacity to govern   ––if it hasn’t already been seriously compromised––may be short lived. There has long been speculation that he is a diabetic and therefore prone to kidney failure, heart complications, and at a higher risk of stroke.3 Indeed, preparations for his succession may already have begun (or been accelerated) but discreetly, to prepare the rest of the country for the transition. The designated leader or leaders may even have assumed considerable governing powers with both Kim’s blessing and the sup- port of other senior members of the regime. Given how little we know about the inner workings of North Korea, this is entirely plausible. If true, continuity of the regime, albeit under new leadership, will have been maintained with most likely minimal impact on the rest of North Korea and its outward posture. 
US China cooperation is critical to stabilize the region- keeping troops will only complicate the situation

Center for US Korea Policy 09 “North Korea Contingency Planning and US ROK Cooperation” http://asiafoundation.org/resources/pdfs/DPRKContingencyCUSKP0908.pdf

Diplomatic and political cooperation is a prerequisite for laying the foundation for achieving long-term objectives at the earliest stage of contingency. Essential in this effort is U.S.-ROK coordination with China, a key player given its unique position on North Korea bilaterally and internationally as North Korea’s ally, a member of the UN Security Council (UNSC), facilitator of the Six Party Talks, and close partner of the United States. Prior consultations among the United States, South Korea, and China might address humanitarian aid operations; WMD control; triggers of military intervention; and Chinese red lines in response to U.S.-ROK intervention. Also keeping Chinese reactions in mind, any initial U.S.-ROK conceptual planning must also shape public perceptions by making clear that the sole goal is to manage instability rather than to induce regime change. Likewise, preparations for practical implementation must also be undertaken discreetly to avoid an escalation of misperceptions among Korea’s neighbors that their interests may be harmed. Advance U.S.-ROK diplomatic coordination would present the opportunity to define common objectives and outcomes so as to ensure that both sides are focused on achieving common goals and a common vision. Although “unified, democratic Korea” is understood as the ultimate objective shared and advocated by Seoul and Washington, it will be important to clarify precisely what this implies to both the United States and South Korea and the means that each side is willing to pursue in order to achieve that objective. The coordination effort in a pre-contingency phase should be designed to resolve contending perspectives and stakeholder interests within South Korea to minimize the possibility of domestic infighting that may result from South Korea’s often fragmented policy approaches toward the North.
And Transparency between ROK-US-and China is critical to maintaining stability of the region

Center for US Korea Policy 09 “North Korea Contingency Planning and US ROK Cooperation” http://asiafoundation.org/resources/pdfs/DPRKContingencyCUSKP0908.pdf

The U.S. government has attempted to establish some principles governing a coordinated response among the United States, South Korea, and China, seeking assurances that the Chinese military will not cross the Yalu River into North Korea in response to instability, and guarantees that South Korea would take the lead in overseeing humanitarian operations in the North.16 Transparency in U.S.-ROK-China trilateral coordination is critical to minimize misperceptions and build strategic trust, especially between South Korea and China, making it necessary for both sides to establish a clear understanding of intentions and capabilities to build confidence at an early stage. The status of U.S.-China relations is another significant factor that will influence Seoul’s China policy. Seoul is suspicious of being excluded from U.S.-China consultations on North Korea but also sees strong U.S.-China relations as conducive to managing North Korean issues and potential U.S.-China conflict as a major challenge.17
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---North Korean Collapse 
Unstable North Korea would result in Prolif, and wars between US, China, Russia, and South Korea

Wit and Stares 09 Paul B. Stares is the General John W. Vessey senior fellow for Conflict Prevention and director of the Center for Preventive Action at the Council on Foreign Relations. Joel S. Wit is an adjunct senior research fellow at the Weatherhead East Asia Institute, Columbia University, and a visiting fellow at the U.S.Korea Institute at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) at Johns Hopkins University. “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea” 



These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world’s largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery and missiles, it can also wreak havoc on America’s most important Asian allies––South Korea and Japan––both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia––that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. Although all the interested powers share a basic interest in maintaining peace and stability in northeast Asia, a major crisis from within North Korea could lead to significant tensions and––as in the past–– even conflict between them. A contested or prolonged leadership struggle in Pyongyang would inevitably raise questions in Washington about whether the United States should try to sway the outcome.5 Some will almost certainly argue that only by promoting regime change will the threat now posed by North Korea as a global proliferator, as a regional menace to America’s allies, and as a massive human rights violator, finally disappear. Such views could gain some currency in Seoul and even Tokyo, though it seems unlikely. Beijing, however, would certainly look on any attempt to promote a pro-American regime in Pyongyang as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and a challenge to China’s national interests.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---NK Collapse---Prolif

Stabilization is critical to ensure that the WMD’s don’t get into the wrong hands – cooperation with China is critical

Wit and Stares 09 Paul B. Stares is the General John W. Vessey senior fellow for Conflict Prevention and director of the Center for Preventive Action at the Council on Foreign Relations. Joel S. Wit is an adjunct senior research fellow at the Weatherhead East Asia Institute, Columbia University, and a visiting fellow at the U.S.Korea Institute at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) at Johns Hopkins University. “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea” 
Locating, safeguarding, and disposing of materials and stockpiles of the North’s estimated six to eight nuclear weapons, four thousand tons of chemical weapons, and any biological weapons, as well as its ballistic missile program, would be a high priority, especially for the United States. Neighboring countries would want to ensure not only that those weapons do not pose a threat to national security, but also that any unified Korean state is WMD-free. In addition, a new unified Korea would have to be a party to relevant international agreements—the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the Chemical Weapons Convention, and the Biological Weapons Convention—prohibiting signatories from possessing such weapons. Challenges and Dilemmas 23 One lesson from the recent difficult experience in Iraq is that locating and seizing WMDs requires special teams of thousands of security forces and technical personnel equipped with advanced detection technologies. Two primary tasks exist. First, known facilities would need to be secured. In the nuclear area, a prime objective would be the Yongbyon installation and its plutonium production facilities. Second, and much more difficult in view of the North’s four decades of experience in hiding its military installations, would be locating and securing other, less well-known WMD facilities. For example, North Korean officials have told their American counterparts that their nuclear weapons are assembled and stored at facilities other than Yongbyon. Washington might have lists of suspected locations, but that information is likely to be inaccurate or incomplete. The same is probably true for nonnuclear WMD programs and installations. Carrying out this mission could prove tricky for a number of reasons. First, the effort to find and secure North Korea’s WMD would have to begin even before the large-scale intervention of outside powers to avert the danger of outright theft. In Iraq, after central control broke down, and before intervening forces could reach them, a number of potential sites were stripped by insiders or the local population. A similar situation might arise in North Korea. Second, given the paucity of reliable information about North Korea’s nuclear infrastructure and stockpile, conducting an on-the-ground program to ferret information from key personnel as promptly as possible would be essential. Rather than repeating the mistakes made in Iraq—treating scientists and technicians as if they were criminals—incentives would need to be provided to secure their cooperation. Third, because neighboring countries— particularly China—also have a vested interest in locating and securing North Korea’s WMDs, any competing efforts that they mount could cause serious complications. Multilateral cooperation, though perhaps politically difficult to secure, would clearly be advantageous to pursue.
 
Destabilization would lead to the release of WMD’s 

The Atlantic 06 “When North Korea Falls” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2006/10/when-north-korea-falls/5228/
The threat from north of the DMZ is formidable. North Korea boasts 100,000 well-trained special-operations forces and one of the world’s largest biological and chemical arsenals. It has stockpiles of anthrax, cholera, and plague, as well as eight industrial facilities for producing chemical agents—any of which could be launched at Seoul by the army’s conventional artillery. If the governing infrastructure in Pyongyang were to unravel, the result could be widespread lawlessness (compounded by the guerrilla mentality of the Kim Family Regime’s armed forces), as well as mass migration out of and within North Korea. In short, North Korea’s potential for anarchy is equal to that of Iraq, and the potential for the deployment of weapons of mass destruction—either during or after pre-collapse fighting—is far greater. For a harbinger of the kind of chaos that looms on the peninsula consider Albania, which was for some years the most anarchic country in post-Communist Eastern Europe, save for war-torn Yugoslavia. On a visit to Albania before the Stalinist regime there finally collapsed, I saw vicious gangs of boys as young as eight harassing people. North Korea is reportedly plagued by the same phenomenon outside of its showcase capital. That may be an indication of what lies ahead. In fact, what terrifies South Koreans more than North Korean missiles is North Korean refugees pouring south. The Chinese, for their part, have nightmare visions of millions of North Korean refugees heading north over the Yalu River into Manchuria. Obviously, it would be reckless not to worry about North Korea’s missile and WMD technologies. In August, there were reports yet again that Kim Jong Il was preparing an underground nuclear test. And the North test fired seven missiles in July. According to U.S. data, three of the missiles were Scud-Cs, and three were No-dong-As with ranges of 300 to 1,000 miles; all were capable of carrying a nuclear warhead. (Whether North Korea has such warheads is not definitively known, but it is widely believed to have in the neighborhood of ten—and the KFR certainly has the materials and technological know-how to build them.) The third type of missile, a Taep’o-dong-2, has a range of 2,300 to 9,300 miles, which means it could conceivably hit the continental United States. Though the Taep’o-dong-2 failed after takeoff during the recent testing, it did so at the point of maximum dynamic pressure—the same point where the space shuttle Challenger exploded, and the moment when things are most likely to go wrong. So this is likely not an insoluble problem for the KFR.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---NK Collapse---Prolif 

And that would lead to retaliation by the US, loss of US South Korean Relations, and Global Wars
The Atlantic 06 “When North Korea Falls” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2006/10/when-north-korea-falls/5228/
But middle and upper-middle levels of the American military worry less about an indiscriminate artillery attack on the South than about a very discriminate one. My sources feared that in the aftermath of the KFR’s missile launches in July, the Bush administration might actually have been foolish enough to react militarily—which might have been exactly what Kim Jong Il was hoping for, since it would have allowed him to achieve a primary strategic goal: splitting the alliance between South Korea and the United States. How would that happen? After the United States responded in a targeted fashion to the missile launches or some other future outrage, the North would initiate an intensive five- or ten- minute-long artillery barrage on Seoul, killing some Americans and South Koreans near Yongsan Garrison (“Dragon Mountain”), the American military’s Green Zone in the heart of the city. Then the North would simply stop. And after the shell fire halted, the proverbial question among American officers in a quandary would arise: What now, Lieutenant? Politically speaking, we would be trumped. The South Korean left—which has been made powerful by an intrusively large American troop presence and by decades of manipulation by the North—would blame the United States for the carnage in Seoul, pointing out that it had been provoked by the Americans’ targeted strike against North Korea. The United Nations and the global media would subtly blame Washington for the crisis—and call not so subtly for peace talks. With that, the KFR would get a new lease on life, with more aid forthcoming from the international community to keep it afloat. 
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---NK Collapse---Extn: Inevitable

NoKo collapse inevitable – numerous problems – empirics prove
Stares and Wit 9 (Paul, General John W. Vessey Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention and Director of the Center for Preventive Action, and Joel, at US-Korea Institute at John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies,  “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea,” Council on Foreign Relations, pg 5)
However, other scenarios that bring about more fundamental change to North Korea should not be summarily dismissed. It is possible, for example, that succession planning would not proceed smoothly––if at all––leaving a vacuum at the top or a weak transitional arrangement should Kim suffer a fatal relapse. This might tempt certain individuals or factions to seize power, resulting in a potentially disruptive and even violent leadership struggle. What outcome might ensue and what course North Korea might take as a consequence is impossible to predict, but a prolonged and potentially violent contest for supremacy in Pyongyang—North Korea’s capital––would undoubtedly place immense stress on the rest of the country, given how much the state is controlled from the center. Resilient though it has proven to be, North Korea is still a fundamentally weak state. Its economy has never recovered from the contraction of the 1990s and the population remains chronically short of food and other basic necessities. Indeed, before news broke of Kim’s illness, the UN’s World Food Program (WFP) had warned that the country was facing widespread food shortages and even famine. Under these circumstances, the uncertainty and stress imposed by a lengthy and perhaps ultimately inconclusive leadership struggle on the overall system of governance might prove too much. As numer- ous cases from around the world attest, totalitarian states––despite outward signs of strength––are remarkably brittle when stressed by internal forces. North Korea is an exceptional state for all the reasons outlined, but at a certain point the pressures could become too intense for the country to stay intact. In this case, earlier predictions of collapse and the end of North Korea as an independent sovereign state might finally come to pass. 
North Korea is unstable – several reasons

Center for US Korea Policy 09 “North Korea Contingency Planning and US ROK Cooperation” http://asiafoundation.org/resources/pdfs/DPRKContingencyCUSKP0908.pdf
Several factors have heightened the need and opportunity to pursue planning for contingencies that may arise from North Korean instability. First, Kim Jong-il’s health and the looming succession issue have placed concern about North Korea’s capacity to manage a leadership transition at center stage. Second, the long-term social and political impacts of market reform and opening as well as the immediate impact of the global financial crisis pose possible threats to North Korea’s internal stability. Third, leadership transitions in Seoul and Washington have resulted in a relative convergence of views on how to deal with North Korea.6 Fourth, favorable trends in regional relations, including enhanced cooperation with China and Russia, may enable discussions on expanding policy coordination on North Korean contingency. Fifth, North Korea’s apparent inward focus in recent months challenges the prospect that efforts by outside parties will be successful in influencing internal dynamics.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---NK Collapse---Extn: Solvency

U.S- China cooperation is key to maintaining relations- the US needs to get out of the way for the inevitable North Korean collapse.
Bandow 8,Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire,  “Dear Leader Goes South?” http://www.cato.org/pubs/npu/npu_september%202009_final.pdf accessed July 17, 2010
But if Kim is out, the family reign seems over. The Great Leader went to great effort to empower his eldest son. Jong-il first received public mention as the unnamed “party center,” allowing him to shape the communist hierarchy. But Jong-il’s oldest son is in disgrace. His second son is a couple weeks short of his twenty-seventh birthday. The youngest may be the most promising, but Korean culture venerates age and seniority. None of the sons have taken obvious, let alone important, political roles. Jang ranks second in the party hierarchy, but his influence absent Kim Jong-il is hard to assess. Top officials outside of Kim’s family are closely tied to the two rulers, but are unlikely to offer more than transitional leadership. Number two and de facto head of state Kim Yong-nam (no relation) is nearly eighty-one. The top military leader Jo Myong-rok is Kim’s number two on the National Defense Commission but also is over eighty-two. A better bet might be another, younger general, O Kuk-ryol. Of course, all speculation will prove irrelevant if Kim reemerges, hail and hearty. But he hasn’t been seen for a month and there is no logical reason for him to miss the North’s sixtith anniversary celebrations. While the political soap opera is entertaining, it could have deadly consequences. Analysts have long speculated on whether Kim was serious about negotiating away his country’s nuclear program and if he had sufficient authority to impose a pacific policy on the military. The nuclear negotiations recently stalled, with Pyongyang growing more belligerent after Washington refused to remove North Korea from its list of terrorist states. Whether this reflects a routine turn in DPRK negotiating strategy, an increase in military influence, or a problem with Kim Jong-il’s health no one knows. It’s tempting to believe that things can’t get worse in North Korea, where an unpredictable, brutal personal dictatorship has left the common people to suffer through mass immiseration and starvation. However, by all accounts Kim is intelligent and understands the challenges facing his nation. And it is conceivable, even if not likely, that he has been convinced of the economic and political benefits to be gained from nuclear disarmament. But if not Kim, then who? Assume his family maintains its hold over power—that might mean continuation of the status quo, though not necessarily. A collective leadership might exercise caution towards the outside world, but that likely would doom the nuclear deal as well as further rapprochement with South Korea. Military dominance could yield a responsible moderate determined to create a more prosperous and less isolated DPRK, but hard-line rule seems far more likely. Think Burma, for instance. The most frightening scenario would be a violent power struggle and even national collapse. Then the best case would be mass refugee flows to South Korea and China. The worst case would be factional conflict spilling over North Korea’s borders, possibly attracting intervention by the South and China. Japan and Russia also would be vitally concerned in the outcome even if they remained aloof from any fighting. There’s not much Washington can do as East Asia waits with collective bated breath for confirmation of Kim’s fate. But even if he is alive and well today, a transition will eventually come. And nervous—indeed, panicked—uncertainty is likely to return. Indeed, should the international geopolitical environment worsen, with, say, increased tensions between China and the United States as Beijing’s regional influence grows, a North Korean succession crisis could be even more destabilizing. The best American strategy would be to get out of the way. Without a cold war raging, South Korea is of little security concern to America. With the ROK enjoying 40 times the GDP and twice the population of North Korea, the South can defend itself. Pull back America’s remaining troops, and Washington could leave dealing with an uncertain leadership transition in Pyongyang to others in the region, most importantly South Korea and China.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---NK Collapse---Extn: Solvency

Coordination between US and China is critical to stabilize North Korea

Westhawk 09 A private investor. Formerly, the global research director and portfolio manager for a large, private, U.S.-based investment firm. Former U.S. Marine Corps officer: infantry company commander, artillery battalion staff officer “Is North Korea’s Collapse to disturbing to even talk about?” http://westhawk.blogspot.com/2009/02/is-north-koreas-collapse-too-disturbing.html
The most surprising revelation from the CFR report was the apparent lack of any significant coordinated preparation among five powers, even though a sudden North Korean collapse has been a realistic scenario for decades. According to the report, the South Korean government has refused to cooperate in any detail with the U.S. government on this subject, due to South Korean concerns over its sovereignty and out of caution concerning antagonizing the North. Japan has similarly held back on planning with the U.S., pointing to constitutional limitations. Naturally, the most important power in the region to enlist in such preparations is China. The CFR report stated that there has been no substantive planning between the U.S. and China concerning a sudden North Korean collapse. If the five powers had a cooperative contingency plan for the case of North Korea’s sudden collapse, there would be a hope that the countries could smoothly stabilize Korea’s security, seize and make safe North Korea’s WMD stockpiles, and quickly provide humanitarian relief. Instead, it appears more likely that we are to witness confusion, a stumbling and improvised response, misunderstandings over motives, missed opportunities over the North’s WMDs, and many unnecessary deaths. Afterward, the world, and Koreans especially, will wonder why the five powers were not better prepared.
Direct US Military intervention causes conflict with China and makes stabilization impossible – Transparency in tactics with ROK and China is critical
O’Hanlon 09 Michael O’Hanlon Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Director of Research, 21st Century Defense Initiative The Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair of the Brookings Institute “North Korea Collapse Scenarios” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/06_north_korea_ohanlon.aspx
Yet this thinking is not based on sound premises. The stakes in nuclear-armed North Korea are enormous for the United States; the notion that somehow we could defer to a single ally of relatively modest means in stabilizing a country holding 8 to 10 nuclear weapons at unknown locations within its territory is illusory and irresponsible. Failing to do proper planning is unacceptable. It might require American forces to enter into North Korean territory at the last minute in an unforeseen manner—risking a tragic repeat of the same kinds of dynamics that led to Chinese involvement in the Korean War in 1950. There are four main challenges associated with scenarios for collapse (or “5029,” in the vernacular of war planners): Designing a solid overall concept of operations such as described above, with appropriate emphasis on securing North Korea’s nuclear weapons as fast as possible—and limiting all vehicular movement by land, sea, and air out of the country in the meantime, to provide an added layer of defense against nuclear leakage (biological and chemical weapons could pose a parallel concern) Fashioning an allied plan for sharing the burden of this operation, and for adjusting the plan accordingly as circumstances require—based on respect for Seoul’s leadership role in any such campaign but also on Washington’s need to have substantial influence in how the campaign is conducted Establishing intensive, ongoing, and high-level coordination with China—both to secure the DPRK/PRC border, and to avoid any mishaps if and when PRC and ROK/US forces come into proximity Developing shared principles with Beijing and Seoul for how to handle post-conflict foreign military presence on the peninsula, rather than assuming blithely that the understandings will naturally emerge on their own The notion that the United States could somehow outsource most of this DPRK stabilization mission to its South Korean ally falls apart the minute one begins to consider the immediate stakes and the long-term strategic nature of some of the challenges listed above—and the possible degree of uncertainty, confusion, and violence that could accompany many collapse scenarios. 

China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Korean Conflict

US China Co-op key to prevent South Korean aggression and North Korean nuclearization

Bandow 10 Doug Bandow the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance. He is a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and the author of several books “Taming Pyongyang” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336
Second, the United States, South Korea and Japan must develop a unified approach to China built on the sinking of the Cheonan. Even if the North is blameless, the incident demonstrates that the status quo is dangerous. Just one irresponsible act from the unpredictable DPRK could trigger a new devastating conflict. And if Pyongyang is guilty, the risk could not be clearer. Until now the PRC has viewed the status quo as beneficial: the DPRK remains a friendly buffer state; a North Korean atomic bomb would not be directed at China; the United States and ROK must perennially go hat-in-hand to Beijing to beg for its assistance in dealing with the North. In contrast, applying substantial political and economic pressure on Pyongyang would risk breaking the bilateral relationship and might spark a violent collapse, unleashing a flood of refugees. The PRC has said little about the Cheonan incident. The foreign ministry called the sinking an “unfortunate incident.” Beijing’s ambassador in Seoul reaffirmed his nation’s commitment to peace and stability. The allied pitch should be simple. As noted earlier, the risks of war are obvious and catastrophic. But even if peace survives, today’s badly misgoverned DPRK might implode of its own accord, even without Chinese pressure. There is a possibility of violent collapse, given the North’s impending leadership transition and apparent signs of public dissatisfaction, which would have significantly negative consequences for Beijing. And if Seoul eschews military retaliation, the North’s ongoing nuclear program combined with warlike provocations would place increasing pressure on the South and Japan to develop countervailing arsenals. Beijing should take the lead in forging a new, active policy designed to both denuclearize the Korean peninsula and promote political and economic reform in the North. In fact, a Chinese commitment to take a much more active role might help convince Seoul to choose nonviolent retaliation for the Cheonan’s sinking.
Removing US troops key to Chinese support for Korean reunification
Van Nguyen 9 (Peter, Freelance writer in Sydney and has been published in Foreign Policy Journal, “US Bases are Obstacle to Korean Reunification,” UPI Asia, 10/13, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/)
The United States believes that if the North collapsed, China would have to back reunification to demonstrate that it is a responsible player in regional cooperation. But in order to get the Chinese to endorse the plan, the United States would have to give up its strategic military bases in South Korea and order a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region. Both Koreas have been constantly eyed by foreigners due to their geostrategic value in Northeast Asia. For China, Japan and the United States, the Koreas have provided a buffer zone for more than half a century since the end of the Korean War. The Korean peninsula is also seen as a predetermined battlefield if war breaks out between China, the United States and Japan. This would leave the warring states relatively untouched, as the three nations could avoid hitting each other’s territories, which would escalate the conflict and make it difficult for all parties to disengage for fear of losing face. But both Koreas would have to face the brunt of a full-scale war. For China, protecting North Korea means keeping the United States and its allies from encroaching on its border. China would rather maintain the status quo than accept a reunified Korea under South Korean administration. Therefore, China will do its best to stabilize North Korea and rebuild its political structure in line with Chinese interests. China might be forced to accept a reunified Korea if it wants to maintain an international image as a peace-promoting country. However, unless it gets some kind of security guarantee without losing the strategic balance in the region, there is little incentive for it to allow reunification to take place unchallenged. Since the end of the Korean War the United States has maintained a large military contingent in South Korea to deter an invasion attempt by the North. The U.S. military presence keeps China’s ambitions in check and in the bargain offers Japan some security, as the Japanese fear reprisals from the Chinese for atrocities committed during World War II. Besides, China’s growing economic and military clout has increased the necessity for a military presence in South Korea. However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant. A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists. Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief. This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security. The question is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat. The United States may not withdraw its troops, as that would leave a strategic vacuum. It would risk losing influence over Korea to China, whose economy is touted to race ahead of that of the United States.  Although complete U.S. withdrawal would be ideal, an alternative would be to allow China to set up bases in the northern part of Korea, similar to Kyrgyzstan allowing Russia and China to set up bases to ease their concerns over the U.S. military presence. This would have its challenges, however, and might increase the chances of military confrontation. But regardless of the implications and consequences, the United States will hesitate to remove its bases. China would probably ask for a U.S. troop withdrawal as a precondition to the reunification of the two Korea’s under a liberal and democratic government.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Peaceful Reunification
Removing U.S. troops is a prerequisite to genuine Chinese support for Korean reunification
Van Nguyen, 9 , peter, freelance writer based in Sydney, Australia. His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal , “U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean reunification,” UPI Asia, 10/13,http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/ accessed July 13, 2010
 The United States believes that if the North collapsed, China would have to back reunification to demonstrate that it is a responsible player in regional cooperation. But in order to get the Chinese to endorse the plan, the United States would have to give up its strategic military bases in South Korea and order a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region. Both Koreas have been constantly eyed by foreigners due to their geostrategic value in Northeast Asia. For China, Japan and the United States, the Koreas have provided a buffer zone for more than half a century since the end of the Korean War. The Korean peninsula is also seen as a predetermined battlefield if war breaks out between China, the United States and Japan. This would leave the warring states relatively untouched, as the three nations could avoid hitting each other’s territories, which would escalate the conflict and make it difficult for all parties to disengage for fear of losing face. But both Koreas would have to face the brunt of a full-scale war. For China, protecting North Korea means keeping the United States and its allies from encroaching on its border. China would rather maintain the status quo than accept a reunified Korea under South Korean administration. Therefore, China will do its best to stabilize North Korea and rebuild its political structure in line with Chinese interests. China might be forced to accept a reunified Korea if it wants to maintain an international image as a peace-promoting country. However, unless it gets some kind of security guarantee without losing the strategic balance in the region, there is little incentive for it to allow reunification to take place unchallenged. Since the end of the Korean War the United States has maintained a large military contingent in South Korea to deter an invasion attempt by the North. The U.S. military presence keeps China’s ambitions in check and in the bargain offers Japan some security, as the Japanese fear reprisals from the Chinese for atrocities committed during World War II. Besides, China’s growing economic and military clout has increased the necessity for a military presence in South Korea. However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant. A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists. Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief. This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security. The question is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat. The United States may not withdraw its troops, as that would leave a strategic vacuum. It would risk losing influence over Korea to China, whose economy is touted to race ahead of that of the United States.  Although complete U.S. withdrawal would be ideal, an alternative would be to allow China to set up bases in the northern part of Korea, similar to Kyrgyzstan allowing Russia and China to set up bases to ease their concerns over the U.S. military presence. This would have its challenges, however, and might increase the chances of military confrontation. But regardless of the implications and consequences, the United States will hesitate to remove its bases. China would probably ask for a U.S. troop withdrawal as a precondition to the reunification of the two Korea’s under a liberal and democratic government.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Asian Stability 
Chinese involvement is key to preventing East Asian War 
Bandow 10,Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire,  “Taming Pyongyang” ,5/3/10http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11739 accessed July 13, 2010
Second, the United States, South Korea and Japan must develop a unified approach to China built on the sinking of the Cheonan. Even if the North is blameless, the incident demonstrates that the status quo is dangerous. Just one irresponsible act from the unpredictable DPRK could trigger a new devastating conflict. And if Pyongyang is guilty, the risk could not be clearer. Until now the PRC has viewed the status quo as beneficial: the DPRK remains a friendly buffer state; a North Korean atomic bomb would not be directed at China; the United States and ROK must perennially go hat-in-hand to Beijing to beg for its assistance in dealing with the North. In contrast, applying substantial political and economic pressure on Pyongyang would risk breaking the bilateral relationship and might spark a violent collapse, unleashing a flood of refugees. The PRC has said little about the Cheonan incident. The foreign ministry called the sinking an "unfortunate incident." Beijing's ambassador in Seoul reaffirmed his nation's commitment to peace and stability. The allied pitch should be simple. As noted earlier, the risks of war are obvious and catastrophic. But even if peace survives, today's badly misgoverned DPRK might implode of its own accord, even without Chinese pressure. There is a possibility of violent collapse, given the North's impending leadership transition and apparent signs of public dissatisfaction, which would have significantly negative consequences for Beijing. And if Seoul eschews military retaliation, the North's ongoing nuclear program combined with warlike provocations would place increasing pressure on the South and Japan to develop countervailing arsenals. Beijing should take the lead in forging a new, active policy designed to both denuclearize the Korean peninsula and promote political and economic reform in the North. In fact, a Chinese commitment to take a much more active role might help convince Seoul to choose nonviolent retaliation for the Cheonan's sinking. Although few people expect the Koreas to end up at war, the risk is real. And unacceptable. The incident should impel a serious rethinking of the current U.S.-ROK alliance as well as the strategy for involving China in the North Korean issue.
China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Economy
US –Shino relations are key to Global Economy 

Xianquan Xu, 1999, SINO-U.S. ECONOMIC AND TRADE RELATIONS, China, the United States, and the Global Economy, pg: 250-51, Singh  

China is the largest developing country in the world. The United States is the most developed country in the world. Both countries have vast territories and abundant natural and human resources. Both countries have huge domestic markets of great potential. Through trade and economic cooperation, both countries can achieve resource complementarily and market sharing. Combining U.S. capital, technology, and management expertise with China’s low-cost labor and huge domestic market will bring enormous opportunities of common interest to both countries. Therefore, improving Sino-U.S. relations and dissolving differences will help both countries forge benign and interactive relations and will have significant bearing on the economies of both China and the United States, as well as far-reaching implications for world prosperity in the 21st century.

Economic collapse causes nuclear war and extinction

Bearden, U.S. Army (Retired), 2000 
[T.E., LTC, U.S. Army, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly,” http://www.freerepublic.com/forum/a3aaf97f22e23.htm, June 24]

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China-whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States-attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

China Advantage---Relations---Impact---Terrorism
U.S.-Sino Cooperation Solves Terror and Weapon Prolif

Wang President of First China Capital, Inc. and a consultant at RAND 2001
[Hui Wang U.S.-CHINA: BONDS AND TENSIONS Page 265 David Lee]

The United States and China also share an interest in limiting the spread of Islamic fundamentalism. For many years, the United States has been combating Islamic fundamentalist terrorists, whose anti- U.S. activities range from kidnapping to embassy bombing. Recently having suffered bombings on city buses and in busy shopping areas in cities of Xingjian and other areas. Some of these terrorists have been trained in traditionally anti-U.S. and anti-West terrorist camps in central and southwest Asia. Although China has traditionally had good relations with Muslim countries, it has become more alarmed by the destructive activities of Islamic fundamentalists. When U.S.-China relations are stable, the United States may find China more willing to cooperate in limiting the spread of Islamic fundamentalism, given China’s recent terrorist experiences. 

Nuclear terrorism is likely and causes global nuclear war

Patrick Speice, JD Candidate, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, February 2006, Lexis

Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. N50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
***Regionalism Adv***

South Korean Regionalism – EAR Uniqueness
The US is not dominant over East Asia – lack of regionalism in East Asia will continue as long as there are troops in East Asia
Katzenstein 2k – “Regionalism in Asia” Peter Katzenstein, Department of Government, McGraw Hall, Cornell University http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=65085477&sid=3&Fmt=3&clie ntId=8424&RQT=309&VName=PQD

An open Asian regionalism will encompass the United States, politically and economically. In contrast to the 1930s, the political and economic coalitions prevailing in the United States have no interest in abdicating their influence in various regions. Yet, despite its preponderant international position, the United States lacks the resources to be the cornerstone in all of the world's major regions. Instead, the United States acts as a pivot in a number of important regions. In Asia, this pivot rests on a combination of US military power, economic presence and social appeal that reflects diverse interests and ideologies in the United States and is relevant to important political elites, economic sectors and social strata in Asia. With the end of the Cold War and the withdrawal of most US ground forces from Europe, 100,000 ground troops in East Asia are the main reason why the United States has not returned to its traditional role as a naval power. Compared to Europe and Asia, the position of the US territorial economy has probably declined somewhat during the last 30 years. But the competitive position of US corporations in international markets has increased substantially, especially in the last decade. American multinational corporations perform strongly and are often at the cutting edge in the development of new technologies and products. Their full presence in global markets gives American policy makers a strong incentive to maintain a liberal international economy. Finally, with English as the only universal language, American mass culture has a natural advantage over all of its competitors in disseminating its products on a global scale. Asia's open regionalism also is important for Europe. Since 1996 the biannual Asia-Europe Meetings (ASEM) of 15 European and 10 Asian heads of states give symbolic expression to the growing importance of regionalisation processes and regional structures in world politics. The motivations for these summits differ. They are political for Asian governments which seek to balance against the US pivot on which they so heavily rely. They are economic for European governments eager to jump-start their lagging economies through improved access to high-growth markets in Asia. Political leaders and journalists at times conceive of ASEM as strengthening the weak third leg of an emerging tripolar regional world in which different blocs will confront each other, as they did in Orwell's 1984. In light of this article's argument this seems highly improbable. Like Asia, Europe is open rather than closed, even though the reason lies less in its external vulnerability to financial shocks, market access and military assistance and more in the liberal character of European polities. Furthermore, differently organised processes of regional enlargement that are now underway in both Asia and Europe will reinforce regional openness rather than closure. In sum, analyses pointing to the overwhelming power of the US pivot or the emergence of a tripolar world of regional blocs suggest misleading images of the emerging relations among the major states in the Americas, Asia and Europe. Power has too many dimensions to be shrunk to a simple one-size suggested by the metaphor of pivot or blocs. The twenty-first century will be nobody's century: not America's, not Asia's and not Europe's. In an economically more open Asia, Asian relations with the USA and Europe will illustrate instead the politics of open regionalism in a more plural world. 
Military Modernization Advantage/Add-on
South Korea is free-riding – The US is dumping money into the South Korean military 
Bennett 10 - (Bruce, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “S. Korea’s Military Capability ‘Inadequate’”, Chosun Ilbo, 1-29, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/01/29/2010012900705.html)
An American academic says South Korea's military capabilities are inadequate to handle a North Korean invasion or other North Korean military action or regime collapse there. In an article entitled "Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks," Bruce Bennett, a senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation, said South Korea could face a crisis if it fails to enhance its military capabilities through modernization of equipment and personnel capable of using and maintaining it.   He cited South Korea's outdated weapons, inadequate military budget, and reduced conscription period as the rationale for his claim. Many major South Korean weapon systems "are very old, such as M48 tanks and F-5 aircraft originally designed and produced three decades or more ago," he said. By contrast, "the U.S. military spends some 16 times as much as the [South Korean] military on equipment acquisition each year despite the U.S. forces having only twice as many personnel. U.S. military research and development spending is some 50 times" South Korean spending each year. He said that the South Korean military budget "has been too small to acquire key military capabilities. Thus few [South Korean] soldiers have GPS to identify their own or adversary locations with accuracy, making precision battlefield attacks difficult and increasing the potential for friendly fire. But in civilian life, many soldiers have GPS in their cars."   He pointed out that South Korea and the United States have worked together for almost 60 years "to deter and defeat North Korean military threats. But while the United States remains ready to assist" South Korea, Seoul's security is ultimately Seoul's responsibility and it "must take the lead." South Korea's military budget is inadequate for "assuring the security of the Korean people from North Korea's catastrophic threats," he added.

Withdrawal allows South Korea to modernize its conventional military modernization and deter inevitable Chinese aggression 
Bandow 9 - (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “A Tattered Umbrella”, National Interest, 6-16, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21606)
South Korea’s foreign minister reports that Washington plans to guarantee his nation’s defense against a nuclear-armed North Korea in writing. The promise reportedly will be formalized when South Korean President Lee Myung-bak visits the United States this week. It’s a bad idea. Washington should be shedding defense responsibilities, not increasing them. More than a half century after the Korean War, the Republic of Korea (ROK) remains surprisingly dependent on America. It’s as if the United States was cowering before the Mexican military, begging its friends in Europe for help. In fact, the ROK requires no assistance to defend itself from conventional attack. The so-called Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) has a strong numerical military advantage over the South: about 1.1 million personnel under arms, compared to fewer than seven hundred thousand for Seoul. Pyongyang also has impressive numbers of other weapons, including more than four thousand tanks and roughly eighteen thousand artillery pieces. However, most of the North’s equipment is decades old, a generation or two behind even that of the long-gone Soviet Union. Training is minimal and many of the DPRK’s military personnel perform construction and similar tasks. The Korean peninsula’s rugged geography favors defense. Putting thousands of antiquated tanks backed by hundreds of thousands of malnourished soldiers on the move south would create a human “turkey shoot” of epic proportions. Anyway, the ROK’s numerical inferiority is a matter of choice, not an immutable artifact of geography. In its early years the South’s resources were sharply limited. But today, South Korea is thought to have upwards of forty times the North’s GDP. Seoul also possesses a substantial industrial base, sports high-tech expertise and enjoys a sterling international credit rating. The ROK’s population is twice that of the North. South Korea could spend more than the equivalent of North Korea’s entire economy on defense if the former wished. But it hasn’t wished to do so, preferring to rely on Washington instead. The time for subsidizing wealthy allies has long passed. The financial crisis makes it imperative that the United States return to such nations responsibility for their own defense. Undoubtedly an American withdrawal would result in a far-reaching debate among South Koreans over how much they felt threatened by the North and how much they believed necessary to spend in response. But that is precisely the debate they should have had years ago. The prospect of a nuclear North Korea obviously is more frightening than even one with ample numbers of artillery pieces targeting the city of Seoul. But there is little reason to believe that the North has any deliverable weapons at this point. Given present course, that time is likely, but not certain, to come. However, South Korea has time to prepare. Rather than relying on America for its protection, Seoul should invest in missile defense and enhance its air-defense capabilities. The South also should consider creating a conventional deterrent: the ability to respond to a nuclear strike by eliminating the Kim regime. That means developing potent offensive missile and air attack capabilities. (Japan, despite its quasi-pacifist constitution, should do the same.) Such forces would help fulfill a second function: deter an aggressive China, if Beijing ever changed its policy from the oft-repeated “peaceful rise” to a more belligerent stance. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) has much to gain from stability in East Asia and has worked to assure its neighbors of its peaceful intentions. However, the future is unknowable. The best way for Beijing’s neighbors to ensure China’s rise is peaceful is to maintain armed forces sufficient to deter the PRC from considering military action. Such a “dual use” capability would benefit the United States as well. The objective would not be a high-profile attempt at containment, but a low-profile capacity for deterrence, relieving Washington of any need to intervene. Most important, America should not reflexively extend its “nuclear umbrella” in response to the future possibility of a nuclear North Korea. Doing so would inevitably deepen American involvement in regional controversies, potentially turning every local dispute into an international crisis. 
Military Modernization Advantage/Add-on
Escalation is likely – impact is full-scale US/China nuke war
Dodge 5 - (Paul, Department of Defense and Strategic Studies – Missouri State University, “China’s Naval Strategy and Nuclear Weapons: The Risks of Intentional and Inadvertent Nuclear Escalation”, Comparative Strategy, 24(5), December, p. 415-416)
In the summer of 2005, Chinese Major-General Zhu Chenghu threatened the United States with nuclear attack, stating that, “If the Americans draw their missiles and position-guided ammunition on to the target zone on China’s territory, I think we will have to respond with nuclear weapons.”1 It should be noted that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) considers Taiwan to be PRC territory, as well as the territorial waters surrounding the island, its exclusive economic zone, those of the Senkaku (Diaoyutai Islands), and virtually the entire South China Sea and its islands. To be successful in any military effort to acquire Taiwan or any of its many other territorial ambitions, the PRC realizes that it must be able to deter U.S. military intervention. The idea is to convince the United States and the world that China is both capable and, more importantly, willing to inflict grievous casualties on U.S. forces, even at the cost of heavy economic, diplomatic, and military losses to the PRC. Efforts toward this end have been manifested over recent years in the form of greatly increased military spending, the acquisition of weapons designed specifically to attack U.S. naval forces, the development of new strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, and the formation of a naval warfighting strategy that emphasizes asymmetric attacks on high-value U.S. assets and personnel. The July statement from General Zhu is of course among the most visible of these efforts. One wonders why General Zhu was not fired or even sternly reprimanded by his military and Chinese Communist Party (CCP) superiors for such a statement at an official press conference. In truth, it is but the latest in a string of bellicose remarks by high-ranking Chinese military officials designed to convince the U.S. policymaking, intelligence, and military communities that China is ready to escalate to the use of nuclear weapons should it become necessary. Classic deterrence, after all, dictates that an enemy can only be deterred through the combination of capability and credibility. However, when considered in the context of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and Navy (PLAN) strategy to take on the United States in a naval and aerial conflict, China’s strategy to deter can be seen as a recipe for inadvertent nuclear escalation. Put simply, this piece argues that China’s warfighting doctrine is misguided, unrealistic, and dangerous. It is misguided because it places a great deal of focus on attacking U.S. aircraft carriers, which in reality are likely to be far more difficult to find, track, and attack than the Chinese realize. It is unrealistic because the vast majority of Chinese naval and air forces, which comprise the backbone of its conventional force options, are likely to be annihilated by American standoff weapons, advanced aircraft, and vastly superior attack submarines. Most important of all, the way in which China has mated its nuclear strategy to its conventional warfighting strategy is extremely dangerous because it makes nuclear war with the United States far more likely. There are several reasons why this is the case. First, China’s acquisition of advanced foreign weaponry, its expectation that the United States will back down at the first hint of casualties, and its belief that nuclear weapons can act as a force multiplier all threaten to lower the nuclear threshold and cause a deterrence failure vis-`a-vis U.S. forces in the region. Lulled into a false sense of security, China may act on its irredentist policies when it should be deterred by superior U.S. forces and slim chances for victory. Second, Chinese capabilities are actually very modest, meaning they are only suitable for combat against other regional states. When faced with a first-rate power, China’s forces will suffer heavy attrition. Finally, the loss of these forces, including high-value naval combatants, aircraft, and early warning assets, will cause China’s conventional strategy to collapse, leaving only nuclear options. At this point, the PRC will be left with only two real choices and find itself at a strategic “fork in the road.” On one hand, it can de-escalate, sue for peace, or otherwise accept defeat. On the other, it can fall back on the nuclear aspect of its doctrine. Enormous domestic, economic, and political pressures will make the choice of the former a very difficult one for the PRC leadership. The latter choice entails either early nuclear usage to avoid anticipated casualties, or later use in a desperate effort to cause massive U.S. casualties, aid PLAN conventional forces, or tip the tactical balance in China’s favor. This analysis first examines the conventional aspects of China’s naval strategy and its preoccupation with anti-carrier tactics. Nuclear weapons are closely integrated with conventional forces in this strategy, and both play a crucial role in threatening high-value U.S. assets. The discussion then turns to the real-world difficulties China would face while attempting to track and attack an aircraft carrier battlegroup. Similarly, the vital role of U.S. attack submarines in defeating China’s anti-access strategies will be detailed. While these sections explore why China’s anti-carrier and sea denial strategies are unlikely to succeed, they also highlight just a few of the many reasons why China’s forces would stand little real chance against U.S. forces in the foreseeable future. Finally, these factors will be analyzed in the context of theories of inadvertent escalation. Originally formulated in reference to late ColdWar conflict scenarios, these ideas are greatly germane to any future Sino-U.S. conflict. It is only through the exploration of the impacts of U.S. offensive and defensive actions, as well as the concomitant attrition of conventional forces, that the full escalatory dangers of Chinese warfighting strategy may be revealed. 
SK Soft Power Adv/Add-On
Now is the key time for South Korean independence – The Cheonan sinking demonstrates US overarching interference 

Bandow 07 - 14 - (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “The US-Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965)
Throughout the controversy Seoul has
consulted closely with Washington, as one
would expect of alliance partners. The mutual
defense treaty was negotiated in 1953, suppos-
edly to make both the United States and the
ROK more secure. Today, however, the alliance
makes it more difficult for both countries to
protect their interests when they see their
interests differently.
/ South Korea is the most obvious beneficiary of the security relationship. However, when
the South places its defense in Washington’s
hands it also places decisions over its defense
in Washington’s hands. That arrangement
worked well for Seoul in the past, when the
ROK could not survive independently of the
United States. It will work far less well in the
future, when the two nations’ preferred policies are likely to increasingly differ.
/ After the Cheonan sinking, the Obama
administration reportedly urged caution and
restraint on Seoul. Such a posture was
inevitable since the United States, with much of its military tied down in Afghanistan and
Iraq, could ill afford another war. From
Washington’s standpoint the Obama administration had reason to insist on a peaceful
response. It would be folly for the United States
to go to war over the sinking of the Cheonan. /
It didn’t matter that the act was criminal; it
didn’t matter that the deaths have greatly
pained South Koreans; it didn’t matter that
Seoul might calculate the costs and benefits of
a tough response differently. Washington’s top
priority is avoiding another conflict, one that
likely would be costly, brutal, and bloody —and
of no conceivable benefit to Americans.
 / Of course, the ROK has even greater reason to avoid war—its territory would be the
battlefield. A number of South Koreans also
appear to retain some sympathy for the
North, despite its dismal record on human
rights and most other issues.
9
In fact, polls
taken after the incident show that a majority
of South Koreans oppose military retalia-
tion.
10
Moreover, some analysts point to evi-
dence of regime weakness in North Korea.
11
That preserves the hope, so far forlorn, of a
peaceful collapse of the Kim regime.
/ Nevertheless, the Seoul government could
have reasonably believed that a larger conflict
would ultimately become more likely if it did
not respond militarily to the Cheonan sinking;
to exhibit weakness in the face of the North’s
provocation could be more dangerous than a
continued downward spiral in relations. If the
Kim regime believed that the South would
again give way, even after the sinking of a
South Korean warship, Pyongyang might be
tempted to stage additional and more dangerous military strikes. The risk of war would rise
even more if the Kim regime found itself in crisis and various factions battled for control. /
Although risky, there were numerous retaliatory options—seizing North Korean merchant vessels and bombing a North Korean
naval installation are two obvious alternatives.
Obviously, Seoul could decide that a military
counter-strike would not be the best or even
good policy. However, the alliance discouraged
the ROK from considering such an approach
even if the South Korean government and people had believed military retaliation to be the
best policy. In effect, where the positions
diverge between the two countries, decisions
over South Korea’s security will still be made in
Washington, not Seoul.
/ The unhealthy patron-client relationship
that has developed has another insidious
impact on the South. The ROK risks being
drawn into conflicts caused by the United
States—such as the Clinton administration’s
threat to attack North Korea in order to destroy
the latter’s nuclear program, the Bush administration’s pressure for assistance in Afghanistan
and Iraq, and a future administration’s possible
desire to use the ROK as a base of operations
against other nations, most likely China.
12
Today Seoul faces painful humiliation at best
and destructive war at worst as a result of decisions made by the U.S. government.

SK Soft Power Adv/Add-On
US withdrawal of troops can demonstrate South Korea’s diplomatic independence and solve terror, crime, human rights and wars
Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855

For the success of this joint effort, South Korea needs to mature politically and diplomatically, thereby reestablishing itself as a trustworthy partner for the United States. South Koreans are still suffering from a victim mentality or an inferiority complex. As a result, they are overly sensitive to national sovereignty or pride. Anti-Americanism still commands a wide audience. Mob mentality is taking foreign policy hostage, which has to be a rational calculation of national interests. Policy makers and the general public quite often forget budget constraints or inevitable trade-offs between important values like security and autonomy. Most important of all, South Koreans must realize that its middle power activism can succeed only if the United States is behind it. A diplomatic process is already underway to create a regional peace and security mechanism in the form of a working group within the six-party talks. Both the US and South Korea should cooperate closely on the basic frameworks and detailed design of such a mechanism. It may start from a mild form of cooperation, say cooperative security that may promote military transparency and joint handing of regional crises. It may gradually evolve into collective defense and ultimately a security community. Depending upon its relationship with China, the US may seriously consider the option to expand NATO into the Asia-Pacific region in the name of constructing a “security community of democratic states.” Besides being a useful mechanism to contain an unruly China, it also can work well to solve regional security problems like terrorism, crime, and human security issues, as well as traditional security issues. It will have the effect of diffusing domestic opposition in Korea against too close an alignment with the United States, attenuating regional concern against US unilateralism, and relieving the security dilemma a normalizing Japan may cause to the region. In addition, this option will be less objectionable to China than a US-Japan-ROK trilateral alliance. Democratic China may one day join this regime.
SK Soft Power Adv/Add-On
Terrorism = Extinction

Alexander 3 - professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies 2003 (Yonah;) “Terrorism myths and realities” Washington Times 8/28 l/n WBW
Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself.   Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns.   It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers.   Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna].    Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"?   There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare.   Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.   The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.

Global human rights violations make extinction inevitable 

Human Rights Web 94 - (An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement Created on July 20, 1994 / Last edited on January 25, 1997, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)
The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors. Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another  wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

South Korean Regionalism – EAR Solvency Wall

Withdrawing from South Korea is vital to promote regionalism in East Asia and create widespread cooperation
Bandow 9 - Policy Change for East Asia This article appeared in the Korea Times on November 29, 2009. Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former special assistant to President Reagan and the author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Xulon Press). http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11015
U.S. President Barack Obama made his first official trip to Asia in November. The results were thin. Unfortunately, his agenda focused on reinforcing the status quo and "strengthening" the usual ties with the usual allies. Worse, the administration is dedicated to maintaining and even expanding Washington's Cold War-era security ties. The U.S. achieved its dominant position in East Asia after defeating Japan in World War II. Washington created a network of alliances to both prevent any imperial Japanese renaissance and contain Soviet and, later, Chinese expansion. But that world has largely disappeared. Japan has recovered and created the world's No. 2 economy. The Soviet Union is gone. Maoist China lives on only in propaganda images. President Obama needs to promote a changed attitude as much as offer new policies. Vietnam has joined the global economy. South Korea has raced past the decrepit Democratic People's Republic of Korea. Other countries, ranging from Australia to India, are expanding their regional roles. The potential for conflict remains. However, without any link to a global hegemonic competitor like the Soviet Union, such instability would pose little threat to the U.S. Yet Washington's Cold War alliance structure remains essentially unchanged. The U.S. maintains one-sided "mutual" defense treaties with Japan and South Korea. That the U.S. must remain militarily dominant is taken for granted. In Washington, the People's Republic of China's apparent determination to create a military capable of deterring U.S. intervention along its border is treated as a threat to American security. What has ever been must ever be appears to be the basis of U.S. foreign policy. The Obama administration should pursue a different course, a transformational agenda, emphasizing economic integration while promoting military detachment. America still has a major economic role to play, but should increasingly devolve defense responsibilities on countries in the region. The most important relationship for the 21st century will be that between the existing superpower and the potential superpower. Washington should strengthen economic and trade ties with China. Moreover, Washington must forge a cooperative relationship on difficult regional issues like North Korea. The PRC has much at stake on a stable Korean Peninsula; it also has much to gain from taking the lead in promoting diplomatic solutions of regional problems. The president should press for a more active PRC policy to support reinvigorated U.S. engagement with the North. Washington should speak frankly about the importance of human rights, while recognizing America's limited ability to influence the PRC's behavior. An improved bilateral relationship is more likely than isolation to encourage greater respect by Beijing for the liberty of its citizens. The president should treat Japan as a full partner. In economics, that means proposing a free trade agreement. On defense, rather than merely adjusting its controversial Status of Forces Agreement, Washington should withdraw its garrisons from Japanese soil and turn defense responsibility for Japan over to Tokyo. The U.S. also should encourage greater cooperation between Japan and its neighbors. World War II ended more than six decades ago: The Japanese do not have a double dose of original sin and America should no longer play geopolitical wet-nurse for nations that long ago developed the means to protect their own interests. Washington should engage North Korea over its nuclear program. At the same time, the U.S. should inform the North that full international integration requires the participation of South Korea, China, Japan, and Russia as well. The Obama administration should coordinate South Korea, Japanese, and U.S. policies regarding Pyongyang. However, Washington should allow the Republic of Korea to lead the nonproliferation campaign. Seoul has the most at stake in maintaining a peaceful peninsula. As the U.S. steps back from its dominant military role, the ROK and its neighbors should step forward. At the same time, Washington should seek to tighten regional economic integration. The starting point should be a push to ratify the FTA with South Korea. President Obama needs to promote a changed attitude as much as offer new policies. The Japanese government apparently is interested in promoting a regional order, called the East Asian Community, apart from the U.S. Washington should embrace rather than resist such an approach. The U.S. will be most secure if friendly states in East Asia work together to confront sources of instability, promote respect for human rights, and encourage the peaceful settlement of disputes. Such a cooperative venture also would help channel China's rise in peaceful directions. The U.S. will remain engaged in East Asia. America's cultural and economic ties are long-lasting and mutually beneficial. But Washington no longer has any need to attempt to preserve regional military hegemony. And at a time of economic crisis the U.S. is losing its financial ability to do so. President Obama should begin moving the region into a new era of less security dependence on Washington.

South Korean Regionalism – EAR Solvency Wall (No US)

South Korea has the capability to smoothly integrate East Asian countries into regionalism – but the US military has to stay out
Bandow 9 - The Asian Century by Doug Bandow 02.17.2009 Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America’s New Global Empire (Xulon Press).  http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20844
Secretary Clinton should impart a similar message in Seoul, though with a somewhat different twist. First, Washington should in effect turn over the issue of North Korea to the South. America got involved in the peninsula only as World War II came to its messy close; reluctant U.S. policymakers had trouble locating Korea on the map. Since then American forces have been on call to defend America’s ally from the Soviet Union’s ally. But the cold war has disappeared in Asia as well as Europe. The Republic of Korea is well able to construct the military units and form the diplomatic relationships necessary to deter North Korean aggression. Whether the best approach to Pyongyang is the “Sunshine Policy” of the previous two South Korean governments or President Lee Myung-bak’s harder line is up to the ROK to decide. But there’s no longer any need for U.S. forces stationed in South Korea or nearby to backstop that nation’s defense. With forty times the GDP and twice the population of its erstwhile adversary, Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense. Washington also should give the South a shove towards rapprochement with Japan. For obvious historical reasons relations between the two countries remain strained, but neither country can continue to rely on America to make everything right. Should China’s rise prove to be less than peaceful, these two Asian states will be on the front-line. They need to work together, and with their ASEAN neighbors, to constrain potential Chinese adventurism. And that means encouraging Japan to do more, though in a way that most promotes regional security and least unsettles its neighbors. Seoul should lead a concerted effort to smoothly integrate Tokyo into regional-security affairs. Secretary Clinton’s message for China is even more important. The trajectory of the twenty-first century is likely to be determined by how the American superpower accommodates the incipient Chinese great power. Some have pointed to the rise of Germany in Europe as an analogous situation, but two world wars were necessary to sort out that new global order. No one, especially America and China, can afford one, let alone two, wars to establish their future relationship. Thus, Washington should emphasize the importance of cooperatively working through areas of disagreement, whether security, trade or human rights. For the Obama administration this means restraining the worst instincts of such liberal lobbies as organized labor. On China’s side that means respecting the international norms that a global leader should, and is widely expected to, respect. Moreover, Secretary Clinton should indicate that while U.S. influence may not soon recede, Washington does not intend to engage in an arms race in an attempt to maintain military predominance along China’s border. However, the more clearly Beijing demonstrates its intention to peacefully resolve potentially contentious issues, such as Taiwan’s status, the easier it will be for Washington to step back from confrontation. It bears continually reemphasizing that peace in East Asia is in the interest of both America and China. Secretary Clinton also is visiting Indonesia, a potentially significant nation that happens to be the world’s most populous Muslim state. Washington should encourage Jakarta to play a larger regional role. Indonesia continues to face serious internal challenges, including intense poverty, Islamic extremism and persecution of religious minorities. Nevertheless, it, more than Turkey, may become the representative tolerant Islamic democracy. A more prosperous and stable Indonesia also could work more effectively with ASEAN and Australia to encourage democratic development and discourage religious radicalism in Southeast Asia and the south Pacific. The U.S. won’t be leaving Asia soon, or perhaps ever. And Washington’s influence will remain significant even as America’s dominance fades. Nevertheless, Secretary Clinton should use her time hop-scotching across Asian capitals preparing for the emerging new order. Ultimately, the United States will be more secure if it shifts primary responsibility onto its friends to promote regional stability. Washington should accommodate rather than resist the rise of the Asian Century.

South Korean Regionalism – EAR Solvency Wall (Korean Unification)
Withdrawing troops forces South Korea to modernize its military and possibly reunify with North Korea for better regionalism
Meyer 9 - The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon by Carlton Meyer, June 18, 2009 Carlton Meyer is a former U.S. Marine Corps officer who participated in military exercises in Korea. http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp
If South Korea is truly concerned about the North Korean threat, it has the resources to expand its military and buy the latest military equipment from the United States, yet it spends a smaller portion of GDP on its military than the United States. Its government supports a large U.S. military presence since that provides thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in economic activity courtesy of the American taxpayer. North Korea’s government is unpredictable, but that is a problem for South Korea and its neighbors to address. Should fighting erupt, North Korea would quickly lose while an irritated China may seize its capital to remove its hermit leaders. If South Koreans do not want to defend their nation, why should Americans? The United States should not play a major role in Korea, lest America becomes involved in a military conflict. The American people have as much at stake in Korea as the people of Brazil. The best way to defend America from potential North Korean terror attacks is to stop provoking their leaders with demands and threats. If Asian nations can’t resolve their differences and armed conflict erupts, the United States can buy manufactured goods elsewhere. Promptly withdrawing American troops from Korea is the best option for peace, and may lead to Korean unification. This would save the United States billions of dollars a year and remove American troops and their families from a potential war zone. Americans should recall the logic of President Lyndon Johnson who said in 1964: “We are not about to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing themselves.” 
South Korean Regionalism – EAR Solves Every Impact

East Asian regionalism solves every known impact by wide economic and political cooperation
Wunadi 8 - "East Asian Regionalism and Global Governance," East Asia at a Crossroads; (eds. Jusuf Wanandi and Tadashi Yamamoto), Tokyo: Japan Center for International Exchange, 2008, pp. 19-37
In the longer term, if East Asia becomes more integrated, some cooperation on developing global norms and institutions could happen. East Asia has to prepare itself for this future task. In practical terms, those participating in East Asian regional cooperation must also become active in the development of global norms and institutions. Until recently, of all the East Asian countries, only Japan had done its part on these global issues. In the last few years, China has started to be active as well and has taken some responsibility as a permanent member of the UN Security Council. South Korea has also done well in the last few years. Other countries have been participating in UN peacekeeping operations and in other activities, but this is still rather limited. More can and should be done by the East Asian countries individually and as a regional grouping in the near future. In conclusion, it can be said that on issues related to humanitarian matters or human security—especially as manifested in various nontraditional security issues such as the environment, migration, human trafficking, drug trafficking, money laundering, pandemic disease, and global or regional terrorism—where politics is in the background, cooperation in East Asia can be established and implemented quite readily. On the other hand, if sovereignty issues or intervention in domestic affairs are involved, then a lot of work is needed. It remains to be seen how quickly this might happen following some real changes, such as in the case of the ASEAN Charter in East Asian regionalism. It could and has happened initially in the economic sphere and subsequently at the political and security level, but efforts to get it done are critically important. East Asia at a Crossroads. It is also important that East Asian regional institution building should not only come from above, meaning from the governments, but that equal weight should be given to people-to-people efforts and cooperation. Without their support, as ASEAN has found out, cooperation will not come quickly or deeply. In ASEAN, the ASEAN People’s Assembly is partly fulfilling the role of civil society representation. ASEAN has been the model of East Asian regional institution building because the history and diversity of the region have been factors in defining regional cooperation efforts. Cooperation, therefore, has been built on human relations and economic cooperation. In the case of East Asia, it has mainly been the businessmen who took the initiative and promoted regional economic cooperation, primarily through trade. From the outset, it has been a process from below, and the government’s role is only now becoming important because, after a certain intensity of cooperation has been reached, there is a need for rules and institutions, and this is where governments come in. Concerning global responsibilities, East Asia has started to fulfill its role, especially Japan, which is an older player on the international scene. India has always been strong in peacekeeping and other global matters pertaining to disarmament and nonproliferation (although now its credibility has been dented due to its nuclear weapons acquisition and testing). Even China has started to play its role as a responsible stakeholder, and has curtailed its mercantilist policies to a certain extent, such as in the cases of Darfur, Myanmar (with ASEAN), and even Iran (at the UN Security Council). Also, China has been very active in peacekeeping and in regional institution building, and has pursued very active and responsible policies at the regional level. But, of course, it could and should do more in the future. ASEAN also has been active at the UN level (e.g., in nonproliferation efforts and peacekeeping) and at the regional level. There are good prospects then, for East Asia to do as well as can be expected concerning global responsibilities in most cases. Of course, further work is still needed, particularly where most members are newcomers to the role.
South Korean Regionalism – EAR A2 – US Solves
South Korea is growing increasingly important for regionalism in East Asia – the US should withdraw troops to let the ROK take care of an unstable North
Bandow 6-10 - Why Are We Worrying about North Korea? By Doug Bandow View all 19 articles by Doug Bandow Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America’s New Global Empire (Xulon Press) Published 06/10/10 http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=925
We see through a glass darkly, said the Apostle Paul, and that is certainly the case when it comes to North Korea. Power appeared shift as the Supreme People's Assembly met in Pyongyang. The premier was replaced. Three other ministers were dumped. Six vice premiers were added. And Kim's brother-in-law, Chang Song-taek, was elevated to the vice chairmanship of the National Defense Commission, the true fount of power in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. All of these moves were orchestrated by "Dear Leader" Kim Jong-il, whose power has never seemed in doubt. The switch in prime ministers may reflect an attempt to boost the economy after a botched currency exchange last fall. One of the other ministerial changes covers foodstuffs -- amid rumors of worsening food shortages. But Chang's move may be the most important, since he is seen as Kim's closest ally who managed the affairs of state when Kim was recovering from a stroke. Chang also has been tasked with helping to manage the anointment of Kim's 28-year-old son, Kim Jong-un, as the latter's successor. Already seen as the regime number two, Chang now has a title commensurate with his authority. Adding mystery to the latest moves were three other recent leadership changes. In April a top party official was said to have died of a heart attack. In May a member of the NDC was said to have retired because of his age, 80, even though plenty of other aging officials hold top positions. And last week a senior official in the Korean Worker's Party -- a rival of Chang's who also was reportedly entrusted with smoothing the transfer of power -- was said to have died in a car accident. All plausible explanations. But all equally plausible covers for a power struggle. There never would be a good time for instability in North Korea. The heavily armed regime continues with its nuclear program. It has been pulling back in its modest economic liberalization of recent years. In April the DPRK apparently sank the Cheonan, a South Korean warship, the North's first deadly act of war in more than two decades. Since then the Republic of Korea has cut economic ties and barred Pyongyang's ships from South Korean waters. The North reciprocated by closing, or at least saying that it intended to close, the Kaesong industrial park, in which ROK companies employ North Korean workers. Hostile rhetoric has filled the air, but so far neither side has made any military moves: no one really wants war. Although the DPRK has made brinkmanship its principal negotiating strategy, Pyongyang knows that it would lose any conflict. Even with whatever nuclear capability Kim Jong-il has developed -- miniaturizing weapons and developing delivery systems are not easy -- deterrence works. He and his cohorts want their virgins (and liquor) in this life, not the next. The Cheonan's sinking, while not likely to lead to war, does provide several important geopolitical lessons. First, there may be serious, potentially destabilizing internal regime conflicts which are currently hidden. Theories abound about the sinking of the Cheonan, including rogue military act to block better relations with the West and officially sanctioned policy to win military support for Kim Jong-un's succession. The recently announced personnel shifts only deepen the mystery. If Kim Jong-il's health fails, his carefully constructed leadership structure might collapse. Second, the ROK's military, despite supposedly possessing maritime superiority, failed badly. The South must focus more on national defense. Seoul has been grandly thinking of an increased regional and even global military role. But when the North can use a midget-sub, as one theory runs, to sink a South Korean ship in South Korean waters, the Lee government should focus on its most important responsibility, safeguarding the nation. That's more important than sending peacekeeping troops halfway around the world. Third, the U.S.-ROK alliance has outlived its usefulness. The South is well able to defend itself, with some 40 times the DPRK's GDP and twice the DPRK's population. There's no reason for Washington, which faces a deficit of $1.6 trillion this year alone, to borrow money for the privilege of defending South Korea, which is well able to spend much more on its military if circumstances require. Nor will this change in the future. With another $10 trillion in red ink expected over the next decade, and Social Security and Medicare facing a collective unfunded liability of $107 trillion, Washington can no longer afford to fund a Cold War military without a Cold War. Fourth, there's no reason to expect a "soft landing" in the North. The existing regime has demonstrated enormous resilience, both in surviving crisis and in resisting change. However, it took Kim Il-sung, who won control with Soviet aid at the North's founding in 1949, decades to transfer power to his son, Kim Jong-il. The latter is in ill health and probably doesn't have nearly as much time to orchestrate a similar transfer. The result could be a messy power struggle on Kim's death, with, in addition to Kim Jong-un and Chang Song-taek, two other sons, a younger half-brother, past and present wives, various illegitimate children, and any number of officials loyal to Kim Jong-il and his father who have been waiting years, even decades, for their chance to gain control. Finally, the key to solving the "North Korean problem" is China. Shortly after the sinking of the Cheonan Kim scurried off to the PRC, apparently with his chosen son in tow. Today Beijing provides the DPRK with the bulk of its food and energy. Until now the Chinese leadership has believed that pushing Kim too hard risked the stability of the peninsula. But if Kim is willing to commit an act of war against the South, his regime is the real source of dangerous regional instability. The PRC would be serving its own interest if it acted to neuter Pyongyang. It's hard to believe, but the situation in North Korea could get worse. Imagine a weak collective leadership after Kim's death dissolving into warring factions as competing officials looked to their favorite Kim relative or army general. Imagine burgeoning civil strife, growing public hardship, and mass refugee flows. And violence flowing across the Yalu River to the north and demilitarized zone to the south. Washington's best policy would be to step back from this geopolitical miasma. Any map demonstrates which countries have the most at stake in a stable Korean peninsula: South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. It is time for them to take the lead. American officials should be particularly blunt with Beijing. If the DPRK creates a growing atomic arsenal, Washington has no interest in being in the middle. So the U.S. would do nothing to discourage South Korea or Japan from going nuclear in response. Hearing Tokyo and nuclear weapons in the same sentence would cause Chinese policymakers to break out in a cold sweat and encourage them to take action against the North. The U.S. could help other countries as they search for a solution. But North Korea truly is their problem, not Washington's problem.

South Korean Regionalism – EAR A2 – Imperialism K

East Asian regionalism is necessary to fight against imperialist views of the US based on control of the Asian market 
Bowles 02 - Asia's post-crisis regionalism: bringing the state back in, keeping the (United) States out Paul Bowles' University of Northern British Columbia  http://www.jstor.org/stable/4177421

Aside from the support for international capital taxes, this analysis is interesting precisely for its conceptualization of the problem as one of insufficient state power, particularly in the case of developing country states. Regional and international regulations are therefore necessary to strengthen the ability of states to confront destabilizing global market forces. However, this is not the only analytical framework on offer. The subtitle of this paper refers not simply to bringing the state back in to the analysis of regional integration in the Asian region. It also refers more broadly to the need to locate the state centrally in any analysis of the dynamics of the current phase of international capitalism, a phase in which some states have lost power to markets but in which, crucially, some states have not. Laxer (n.d.) has preferred the term 'globalism' to 'globalization', stressing that globalism is an ideology, one that is based on neoliberalism and the Washington consensus as integral parts of US foreign policy. This theme is developed further by Petras and Veltmeyer (2000) who prefer the term 'imperialism' to 'globalization' as a more accurate description of the contemporary world. In this analysis, it is not the interdependence of economies and the erosion of state power vis-d-vis markets which are the relevant points of reference but the continued domination of global markets by the major powers, most notably the US but also Europe, the use of international financial insti-tutions as tools in the hands of these powers and the market-opening strategies of the imperialist powers that are the focus of attention.47 Asia's post-crisis regionalism also finds resonance with this analysis in the sense that regionalism is being forged to prevent the US and the international financial institutions from exercising their power and shaping Asian economies in their interests as they did in the aftermath of the currency crises. That is, a central reason why it is necessary to bring the state back in to the discussion is precisely because power relations between states are critical to understanding that an important part of Asia's post-crisis regional project is to keep the United States out. 
South Korean Regionalism – SKD Uniqueness


South Korea doesn’t assume it’s own foreign policy agenda – it relies on the U.S

Robertson 8 - Senior Researcher in Foreign Affairs Department of Parliamentary Services in Australia, 08 [Jeffrey, “Middle power: A new strategy for Korea?” L/N]

After settlement of the nuclear issue, there will only be one further component needed for an innovative, creative and well-timed middle-power initiative to reduce tension on the Korean Peninsula - South Korea's willingness to act as a middle-power coordinator. A middle-power agenda The Lee Myung-bak administration has stated that its foreign policy will be guided by pragmatism. The administration's central foreign policy aims will be to bolster relations with the four major regional powers - the United States, Japan, China, and Russia - and to intensify efforts in resource diplomacy. Undoubtedly, "pragmatism" could provide a ready escape from the independence versus reliance debate that constrains South Korea's foreign policy. Pragmatism could be read as a strategy that will allow South Korea to both rely upon a major power and to act independently. Ending the independence versus reliance debate is the first step in the pursuit of a middle-power foreign policy. Bolstering relations with the four major regional powers will always be important for South Korea. South Korea must influence, and attain the support of, major powers to achieve its foreign policy goals. Similarly, intensifying efforts in resource diplomacy is an important component of South Korea's diplomacy. But, these goals are short-term and reflect immediate priorities. A middle-power foreign policy agenda needs to be focused on the long term. South Korea needs to continue efforts to build its presence in international affairs through cultural diplomacy, stronger contributions to multilateralism and development assistance. It needs to promote itself as a good international citizen that is a credible, reliable and independent diplomatic actor. Rather than just bolstering relations with major powers, South Korea should also seek stronger relations with middle-powers such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the Nordic states, and other aspiring middle-power states in the Association of South East Asian Nations. From this base, it could then build coalitions that have a greater potential to influence major power policy. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKD Star ! Card (1/2)
Active South Korean diplomacy cements East Asian regionalism and solves multiple wars
Choi 8 - (Dr. Young-Jong, Professor of International Relations – Catholic University, “South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation”, AsiaViews, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices= 20081120141855)


As a ‘middle power, South Korea, can take the initiative and play a key role in the field of regional cooperation. South Korea has the ability to push East Asian regionalism forward in a way that Japan, China and the United States, as the region’s major powers, are unable to. The limited capabilities of Japan and China in this regard are a result of historical antagonisms and fears of a future hegemony. South Korea, which has no history or future prospects of regional hegemony, can thus be a major actor, especially in cooperation with the United States, in future moves towards regional integration. Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. The following is an excerpt of the paper presented by Dr. Young.  The South Korean government of President Lee Myung Bak is now immersed in cleaning up the messes inflicted upon the nation by the previous two leftist governments: big government and pro-North Korea policies. While defining that period as the “lost ten years”, the Lee government is attempting to turn the clock back by implementing neoliberal reforms and restoring the strained ROK-US alliance. However, there is a strong political backlash against these efforts. Domestic reform is not easy not only because of Lee Myung Bak’s incompetence and strategic errors, but also because of the power and creativity of leftist organizations strengthened under the previous two governments.  On the foreign policy front, “turning back the clock” is neither feasible anymore due to a highly mobilized, globally renowned domestic opposition, nor plausible since the status quo ante no longer exists. The most imaginative accomplishment carried out by this opposition was the creation of the “myth of mad cow disease” from US beef, which drove tens of thousands of South Koreans into the streets for several months. I think it was largely an outpouring of anti-Americanism disguised in the name of public health and safety.   In addition, the world surrounding South Korea right now is not what it used to be ten years ago, when South Korea began its estrangement into a “wonderland”, where the obsession with Pyongyang turned South Korea blind toward the outside world. It is much more fluid and complicated without a clear dividing line between friends and enemies. The US-China relationship is oscillating from potential enemy to strategic partner. The US-North Korean relationship is also not fixed in a state of permanent antagonism. The Japan-China relationship is also moving beyond the stage of perennial suspicion. Russia is back onto the main stage of regional power politics. China is rapidly rising, and Japan is normalizing itself into a major military power. North Korea’s survival tactics are ever evolving.  Even a properly working US-ROK security alliance, as good as ten years ago, may fall short of handling these new challenges for South Korea. However, the US and South Korea still have to work out a concrete design for their future alliance. Moreover, North Korea is too unruly and shrewd for South Korea to discipline even with the current “engagement with reciprocity” approach by the Lee government.   President Lee Myung-bak’s backward turn in foreign policy, restoring close ties with the US and Japan, has only caused North Korea’s anger and China’s concern. Seoul lost a lot of social capital in its relationship with the United States during the “beef incident”. And the territorial dispute with Japan is ever aggravating. The US-Japan-South Korea triangular cooperation that has brought both security and prosperity to South Korea during most of the post-WWII period does not seem to be a viable option any longer for South Korea given the absence of common enemies, the lack of trust between Japan and South Korea, and insufficient domestic support.  South Korea’s Security Concern North Korea’s nuclear threat is now taken as a serious problem inside the Blue House. Even though it is quite a change from the Roh era, this threat perception is still not widely shared among South Korean people. North Korea is still considered more as a brother in need than a threat to be stopped. Moreover, the US has shown a strong commitment to denuclearizing North Korea, and other neighboring major powers have shared interests in stopping North Korea’s nuclear program. With this insurance in place, costs loomed larger to South Koreans than actual risks. Therefore, their major concern was to secure a seat at the negotiating table and avoid taking undue financial burdens. This attitude was also reflected in the pro-North Korean stance by the Roh government in dealing with Pyongyang’s nuclear program. From the perspective of South Korea, “the six-party talks” has worked relatively well in containing North Korea’s nuclear threats even if it failed to denuclearize North Korea.  South Koreans feel increasingly more threatened by China and Japan. China, South Korea’s number one trading partner, is a land of opportunity for Korean businesses. China also holds a key to North Korea’s nuclear problem. At one point former President Roh Moo-hyun appeared to have expected that China would elevate South Korea to the position of a balancer in Northeast Asia. Then came China’s attempt to incorporate a part of ancient Korea’s history into its own. South Koreans came to realize that China was no different from other ascending powers, mindful of wielding their newly gained power for their own national interests. The South Korean government had to deal with China as such. Besides alignment with the United States, South Korea is exploring the possibility of a strategic partnership with China. Even though its concrete shape is up in the air, it is a substantial departure from South Korea’s traditional diplomacy.   Similarly, South Korea can no longer take Japan for granted. South Koreans have considered Japan to be under a permanent obligation to help or support them whenever necessary, as penance for its colonial past. Japan has not betrayed this expectation partly due to guilty-feelings and partly out of self-interests. Japan is now accelerating its move to become a normal state by shedding its memory of an inglorious past, beefing up its military strengths, and pursuing active and assertive diplomacy. Japan is not as hesitant in confronting South Korea as in the past, be it the history textbook issue or territorial disputes. Instead of being a passive state constantly in fear of a rising China and an uncontrollable Russia, Japan is actively engaging China and Russia. South Korea’s strategic value will decrease substantially if China is no longer something to be contained. In that case, a normal Japan may easily bypass South Korea in regional politics. Then, Japan would turn into an independent variable and South Korea has to deal with it as such.   Unlike during the cold war period, the security environment surrounding South Korea is very fluid, dynamic, and uncertain. Nothing is a given for South Korea, including the ROK-US bilateral security alliance; and even a properly working US-ROK alliance will not do to relieve South Korea’s security concerns. Deepening bilateral relations with China, Japan, and North Korea will offer only a partial solution, given South Korea’s limited leverage over them. South Koreans are feeling increasingly frustrated over their complete inability to influence North Korea, China, the United States and even Japan. If the nationalism and anti-Americanism that brought Roh to presidency five years ago arose largely from elated self-confidence and national pride, the recent rise of nationalist feelings in South Korea more reflects anxiety, fear, and frustration.   Under the circumstances, South Korea has good reasons to go “regional”. A regional security structure can add stability and certainty to South Korea’s security environment. Depending on the strength of institutional norms and rules, South Korea can also lessen power asymmetry vis-a-vis China, Japan, and even North Korea. A regional security structure will provide breathing space to South Korea, which is unavailable in a tight bilateral alliance with the United States. It will also have the effect of boosting South Korea’s self-esteem, as well as the legitimacy of political leaders.  Besides an institutional lock-in effect with China and Japan, a regional structure will be useful to manage North Korea. North Korea’s nuclear issue is currently deadlocked in spite of China’s high =

South Korean Regionalism – SKD Star ! Card (2/2)
[Text Continues – Nothing Erased]
leverage against North Korea, as well as the “carrot and stick” approach applied by the hegemonic US. The nuclear issue may be embedded in a broader regional security framework to come up with a sustainable solution. A more serious problem for South Korea is a post-nuclear era North Korea. To reform North Korea in a sustainable and non-threatening way while minimizing costs to South Korea will be a daunting task, and a multilateral approach will be better for burden sharing. Again, territorial issues in the region can in no way be resolved bilaterally: they require sustained effort by regional organizations.   South Korea’s Middle Power Activism Regional security cooperation is in South Korea’s interest. Moreover, South Korea is in a good position to take the initiative for regional institutional cooperation. The US and North Korea are very well known for their sensitivity to state sovereignty. Accordingly, the US has quite often opted for unilateralism over multilateralism, and North Korea has even refused to join the international society. China is slightly behind but still very sensitive to its sovereignty. Even though Japan is far less sensitive, Japan’s leadership is still a cause of concern for countries like China and South Korea. South Korea, a medium-level power with great enthusiasm for an active foreign policy, is best suited to take the initiative. As a junior partner to the US, South Korea is used to compromising national sovereignty for security purposes.   South Korea is well known for its enthusiasm for regional institution-building. Starting from the ASPAC (Asia Pacific Council) initiated by Park Chung-hee in 1966, South Korean presidents have continuously shown great interests in regional economic and security cooperation. In recent years, Kim Dae-jung gave a clearer shape to the future East Asian Community by initiating the East Asian Vision Group and the East Asian Study Group in 1998. Roh Moo-hyun ambitiously pushed the Northeast Asian cooperation initiative. Building a peace regime on the Korean peninsula, as well as a multilateral security cooperation regime in Northeast Asia, were his top foreign policy priorities.  This kind of active regional policy is not strange to a middle power like South Korea. The concept of a middle power as a distinctive category of actor in international relations is not unproblematic, particularly concerning its definition. Some define it with attributes like GDP, population, and size; and others define it with behavior, particularly with active internationalist diplomacy. In recent years, constructivists treat it as a self-created identity or ideology. South Korea may lag behind traditional middle powers like Canada, Australia and most Nordic countries in terms of diplomatic capabilities and commitment to internationalism. However, South Korea has long maintained a strong identity as a middle power.   This diplomatic activism is in part related to South Korea’s domestic politics, particularly the five-year, single-term presidential system. Under this restrictive system, South Korean presidents have difficulty time-wise in successfully carrying out their own domestic agendas. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to boost their popularity and legitimacy. Such an incentive is even stronger for presidents from minority parties. This was the case with Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, and it is not coincidental that they were the two strongest advocates of an active foreign policy in South Korea’s history. South Koreans have also learned from history that South Korea should not be excluded from a table set to discuss critical regional issues. An active foreign policy holds a key to deal with this concern.  

South Korean Regionalism – SKD A2 – USROK Solves


US cannot exert itself with an alliance South Korean diplomacy anymore – makes international coalition-building and Asian regionalism impossible

Sik 6 - (Cheong Woo, Representative – Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, “ROK-U.S. Alliance: More Harm Than Good”, 4-4, http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=321054)

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.
South Korean Regionalism – SKD A2 – US Solves


South Korean diplomacy is only possible with US absence
Morgan 7 - (Patrick M., Ph.D., Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies – University of California, Irvine, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, International Journal of Korean Studies, XI(2), Fall, p. 76)
Another element often cited is the rise of regional identity in East Asia, a development to which South Korea has made important contributions. This is being driven by rising economic interdependence in the area. The extensive bilateral economic ties between the US and many countries in the region are now mediated by the rise of China as more and more investment money (American included) has poured into China to make the cheap goods that flow to the US. Countries all over the region are depending very heaving on selling raw materials, machinery and semi-finished goods to China. South Korea aspires to an important role in the region, and, since many others have reservations about the dominance of the US, a relaxation in USROK relations is useful to the ROK. On the other hand, there is no evidence that a better relationship with other East Asian governments could only have been obtained by letting the alliance erode. No other country except North Korea has made that a prerequisite to expanded ties. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKD A2 – East Asian Fear
South Korean regional activism would not alarm China, the US, or Japan – it’s the best way to promote regional security
Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855

The Case for US-ROK Cooperation - Institutionalized security cooperation in Northeast Asia can be South Korea’s diplomatic niche. This area is relatively disregarded by major regional powers like the United States, China, and Japan, who have been more concerned about global affairs and ad hoc handling of regional issues. As a result, East Asian economic cooperation has been led by ASEAN and South Korea, instead of regional powers like China or Japan. Similarly, Northeast Asia security cooperation may be led by secondary states, and South Korea is more than willing to lead an active diplomacy in Northeast Asia. On the part of the US government, its lack of interest in regional initiatives led to the decline of its influence in East Asia. The US was not only disinterested in regional institutions but also tried on several occasions to discourage regional initiatives that excluded it. The US government thought bilateral security alliances would do for regional security. However, bilateral alliances are under strain for various reasons. In particular, China sees the US-ROK and US-Japan alliances increasingly with suspicion, as a scheme to contain its rise. There is a strong voice against US unilateralism in the region, too. The US needs to find a regional institutional structure to complement its bilateral alliance system. A rising China requires sustained and constructive engagement by the United States, and China feels more comfortable in a regional than a bilateral setting with the United States. A regional security structure will also be useful to decelerate China-Japan rivalry being intensely waged on a regional scale. Washington does not have to assume all the responsibilities for maintaining regional stability or building a regional security structure. Cooperation with regional countries is essential, and Washington needs to understand the beauty of leadership from below. In this regard, the South Korea card deserves more attention. As mentioned above, South Korea has a long history of active regional policy. Despite its recent aberration, it has largely been a faithful alliance partner. Fortunately, a pro-US government is in power in South Korea, and Washington has to take advantage of this opportunity, thereby expanding the scope of bilateral cooperation and laying the foundation for a multilateral security structure for the region. South Korea’s activism will not draw as much opposition as China’s or Japan’s may from neighbors. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKD A2 – Other Countries Solve

US and South Korea can still cooperate on regionalism, no other country would oblige
Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855
Tasks Ahead in US-ROK Cooperation - Washington and Seoul should and can work together to bring institutionalized security to the region. For this joint mission, both sides need to rebuild or restore mutual trust and share a common vision for the future of the region as well as for the bilateral alliance. Recently, both countries agreed to strengthen the bilateral security alliance to meet the challenges of 21st century, specifically, to transform it into a “more nimble and agile alliance” that can deal with various problems arising from a fluid and complex security environment in the region. The task ahead is to share a common vision for the region. So far, regional major powers like the US, Japan, and China have felt no strong need to come to a mutual understanding, and it would not have been easy even if they had tried. Regional major powers have instead worked hard to prevent each other from taking a leadership position or to prevent regional secondary powers from falling under each other’s influence. The outcome is a sluggish progress toward institutionalization. The US needs to strengthen its cooperation with South Korea to come up with as well as to realize a common vision for the region. The United States also has to recognize South Korea’s genuine value in regional politics as a partner to complement its hegemonic leadership. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKD A2 – South Korean Politics

South Korea’s middle power activism is the best in the world and is politically popular in South Korea
Young 8 - AsiaViews, Edition: 43/V/Nov/2008 South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation . Dr. Young Jong Choi, a professor International Relations at the Catholic University of Korea, was the keynote speaker at the Asian Voices series on October 2, hosted by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA in Washington, DC. http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices=20081120141855
Regional security cooperation is in South Korea’s interest. Moreover, South Korea is in a good position to take the initiative for regional institutional cooperation. The US and North Korea are very well known for their sensitivity to state sovereignty. Accordingly, the US has quite often opted for unilateralism over multilateralism, and North Korea has even refused to join the international society. China is slightly behind but still very sensitive to its sovereignty. Even though Japan is far less sensitive, Japan’s leadership is still a cause of concern for countries like China and South Korea. South Korea, a medium-level power with great enthusiasm for an active foreign policy, is best suited to take the initiative. As a junior partner to the US, South Korea is used to compromising national sovereignty for security purposes. South Korea is well known for its enthusiasm for regional institution-building. Starting from the ASPAC (Asia Pacific Council) initiated by Park Chung-hee in 1966, South Korean presidents have continuously shown great interests in regional economic and security cooperation. In recent years, Kim Dae-jung gave a clearer shape to the future East Asian Community by initiating the East Asian Vision Group and the East Asian Study Group in 1998. Roh Moo-hyun ambitiously pushed the Northeast Asian cooperation initiative. Building a peace regime on the Korean peninsula, as well as a multilateral security cooperation regime in Northeast Asia, were his top foreign policy priorities. This kind of active regional policy is not strange to a middle power like South Korea. The concept of a middle power as a distinctive category of actor in international relations is not unproblematic, particularly concerning its definition. Some define it with attributes like GDP, population, and size; and others define it with behavior, particularly with active internationalist diplomacy. In recent years, constructivists treat it as a self-created identity or ideology. South Korea may lag behind traditional middle powers like Canada, Australia and most Nordic countries in terms of diplomatic capabilities and commitment to internationalism. However, South Korea has long maintained a strong identity as a middle power. This diplomatic activism is in part related to South Korea’s domestic politics, particularly the five-year, single-term presidential system. Under this restrictive system, South Korean presidents have difficulty time-wise in successfully carrying out their own domestic agendas. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to boost their popularity and legitimacy. Such an incentive is even stronger for presidents from minority parties. This was the case with Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, and it is not coincidental that they were the two strongest advocates of an active foreign policy in South Korea’s history. South Koreans have also learned from history that South Korea should not be excluded from a table set to discuss critical regional issues. An active foreign policy holds a key to deal with this concern. 
South Korean Regionalism – SKD Asian Prolif Add On


South Korean Soft power is key to preventing Asian prolif

Nye 8 - [Joseph is dean of the Kennedy School of Harvard University, “Both Soft, Hard Powers Needed for NK Denuclearization: Nye” L/N]
Harvard Professor Joseph Nye, who pioneered the theory of "soft power," said that the resolution of the North Korea's nuclear weapons issue would require both soft and hard power.  At a lecture for university students in Seoul Tuesday, Nye said that it was important to use hard power such as economic pressure as well as soft power of naturally letting North Koreans seek a better life to escape their oppressive regime.  He added China's role is important in terms of hard power while South Korea will play an important role in soft power over the nuclear threat.  Nye suggested soft power alone would not solve the nuclear issue by saying that North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's love of Hollywood movies would not affect Pyongyang's nuclear policy.  He stressed the importance of cooperation among Korea, the United States, Japan and China in order to induce changes in North Korea.  In the book, "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics," Nye defined soft power ¡ª a contrasting concept to hard power ¡ª as representing cultural influences that can be a successful tool for national interest.  He also said Washington needs to seek what he calls "smart power," a combination of hard and soft powers in a balanced manner.  "The United States managed such a combination during the Cold War, but more recently U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power because it is the most direct and visible source of American strength," he said.  A major threshold was the 9/11 terrorist attacks, which have thrown the United States off course, he said.  "Since the shock of 9/11, the United States has been exporting fear and anger rather than our more traditional values of hope and optimism," he said. "The United States should become a smart power by once again investing in the global goods."  Yim Sung-joon, president of the foundation, said, "The 21st century is an era of soft power, which emphasizes culture, knowledge, technology, value sharing and international exchanges." Participants in the roundtable include Jan Melissen, director of the Institute of International Relations Clingendael in the Netherlands; Barnett Baron, executive vice president of the Asia Foundation; Chu Yun-han, president of the Chiang Ching-kuo Foundation; Vishakha Desai, president of the Asia Society; Evans Revere, president of the KoreaSociety; former Foreign Minister Han Seung-joo; and Professor Lee Shin-wha of Korea University. 

Asian prolif = extinction

Cirincione 2k -  [Joseph is the Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” Foreign Policy, 00157228, Spring 2000, Issue 118, EBSCO]
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.

South Korean Regionalism – SKD Democracy Add On

A. South Korean soft power enabled democracy and will spillover 
Nye 9 - creator of Soft Power and university distinguished professor at Harvard Kennedy School, 11 – 11 – 09 [Joseph, “"South Korea's Growing Soft Power" l/n]

When  the Association of Southeast Asian Nations met in Thailand last month, South Korea was an important presence. Quietly, South Korea has moved away from being defined by its problematic North Korean neighbour, and is becoming an important middle-ranking power in global affairs. A South Korean is Secretary-General of the United Nations; Seoul will host next year's G-20 summit; and the country has just reached a free-trade agreement with the European Union. After World War II, the peninsula was divided along the lines of Cold War bipolarity, and American and UN intervention was necessary to prevent South Korea's subjugation in the Korean War. More recently, despite its impressive hard-power resources, South Korea has found that an alliance with a distant power like the United States continues to provide a useful insurance policy for life in a difficult neighbourhood .In a recent survey of G-20 nations published in the newspaper Chosun Ilbo, the Hansun Foundation ranked South Korea 13th in the world in terms of national power. South Korea ranked 9th in hard power resources but performed more poorly in terms of soft power. In the newspaper's words, "State of the art factories, high-tech weapons, advanced information communications infrastructure are the key components that a country must have for stronger international competitiveness." Butfor these "hard power" ingredients to become true engines of the country's growth and prosperity, they must be backed by more sophisticated and highly efficient "soft power". Even more important, South Korea also developed a democratic political system, with free elections and peaceful transfer of power between different political parties. Human rights are well protected, as is freedom of speech. South Koreans often complain about the disorderlinessof their political system, and the Hansun Foundation Report rated South Korea 16th among the G-20 in the efficiency of legislative activities, and 17th in political stability and efficiency.

B. Democracy prevents nuclear warfare, ecosystem collapse, and extinction
Diamond 95 - a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy, 95 [Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict”, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Uniqueness

US presence allows SK to free ride defense  

Bandow 3 - Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment by Doug Bandow  Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. A former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, he is author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World (Cato Institute, 1996) and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations With North and South Korea http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf

To the extent that the ROK’s military lags behind that of its northern antagonist, it is a matter of choice, not necessity. There is no special gravitational field that prevents Seoul from building a larger force. Rather, there is an American tripwire–-a nominal military presence that is intended solely to ensure American involvement in the event of military action by the North-–that discourages South Korea’s investing in its own defense. By one estimate, recreating America’s defense capabilities would cost $30 billion, twice South Korea’s present annual defense budget.14 Seoul admits that it “concentrated on its economic and social development” while North Korea emphasized military production.15 

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Solves Independence

Removing troops is necessary to prevent South Korean perception as “dependant” and take responsibility for regional security
Bandow 5 - Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. A former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, he is author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World (Cato Institute, 1996) and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations With North and South Korea (Palgrave/Macmillan, 2005) The Future of the U.S.-ROK Alliance:Equality, Mutuality, and International Security http://www.icasinc.org/2005/2005l/2005ldxb.html

Americans enjoy abundant and wide-ranging ties with South Korea. But the most expensive and dangerous link is the so- called Mutual Defense Treaty, which is mutual in name only. For Washington, the ROK is a peripheral security interest that requires no military commitment, especially since the South can take on responsibility for its own defense. Yet, with the acquiescence of American policymakers, Seoul continues to free- ride on the U.S. Rather than enhance its own military capabilities to secure both its own defense and regional stability, South Korea lobbies Washington to maintain its generous security guarantee. In 1991 Seoul warned against "drastic" force reductions "until the Republic gains the capability to defend itself on its own." 68 Even then the ROK was capable of doing so. It is even more so today. Unfortunately, the South will never have an incentive to develop a truly "self-reliant" defense, let alone take on additional regional responsibilities, as long as Americans unnecessarily foot South Korea's defense bill. Ironically, as Seoul has pressed harder for equality in the bilateral relationship, it has resisted more fervently the only means of achieving genuine equality--ending its dependence on Washington and accepting mutual defense responsibilites. Although the Bush administration continues to publicly affirm the value of the alliance, its behavior suggests a private willingness to reconsider the relationship. Even hawkish analysts have grown irritated with the South, as they have tired of ostentatious popular hostility towards the U.S. and official appeasement of North Korea. 69 Moreover, the ongoing occupation of Iraq has forced Washington to search for new manpower sources, and an unnecessary garrison in the ROK is an obvious place to look. The U.S. and Republic of Korea have achieved much together. But links between the two countries are growing increasingly fragile, since the raison d'etre for Seoul's military free ride has disappeared. Although officials on neither side of the Pacific are ready to concede the obsolescence of the security structure that they have so laboriously constructed, it is bound to collapse. As the ROK grows richer, Pyongyang reforms or dies, America tires of underwriting a defense treaty that is mutual in name only, and South Korea no longer wishes to be treated as a protectorate, there may come a nasty divorce. The two governments should instead agree to an amicable separation. That means beginning, now, through the Security Policy Initiative or another forum, to plan a positive transition emphasizing a relationship of bilateral mutuality and equality rather than of South Korean dependency and inferiority.
South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Solvency
Removing troops is necessary to prevent South Korean perception as “dependant” and take responsibility for regional security
Bandow 5 - Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. A former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Visiting Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, he is author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World (Cato Institute, 1996) and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations With North and South Korea (Palgrave/Macmillan, 2005) The Future of the U.S.-ROK Alliance:Equality, Mutuality, and International Security http://www.icasinc.org/2005/2005l/2005ldxb.html

Americans enjoy abundant and wide-ranging ties with South Korea. But the most expensive and dangerous link is the so- called Mutual Defense Treaty, which is mutual in name only. For Washington, the ROK is a peripheral security interest that requires no military commitment, especially since the South can take on responsibility for its own defense. Yet, with the acquiescence of American policymakers, Seoul continues to free- ride on the U.S. Rather than enhance its own military capabilities to secure both its own defense and regional stability, South Korea lobbies Washington to maintain its generous security guarantee. In 1991 Seoul warned against "drastic" force reductions "until the Republic gains the capability to defend itself on its own." 68 Even then the ROK was capable of doing so. It is even more so today. Unfortunately, the South will never have an incentive to develop a truly "self-reliant" defense, let alone take on additional regional responsibilities, as long as Americans unnecessarily foot South Korea's defense bill. Ironically, as Seoul has pressed harder for equality in the bilateral relationship, it has resisted more fervently the only means of achieving genuine equality--ending its dependence on Washington and accepting mutual defense responsibilites. Although the Bush administration continues to publicly affirm the value of the alliance, its behavior suggests a private willingness to reconsider the relationship. Even hawkish analysts have grown irritated with the South, as they have tired of ostentatious popular hostility towards the U.S. and official appeasement of North Korea. 69 Moreover, the ongoing occupation of Iraq has forced Washington to search for new manpower sources, and an unnecessary garrison in the ROK is an obvious place to look. The U.S. and Republic of Korea have achieved much together. But links between the two countries are growing increasingly fragile, since the raison d'etre for Seoul's military free ride has disappeared. Although officials on neither side of the Pacific are ready to concede the obsolescence of the security structure that they have so laboriously constructed, it is bound to collapse. As the ROK grows richer, Pyongyang reforms or dies, America tires of underwriting a defense treaty that is mutual in name only, and South Korea no longer wishes to be treated as a protectorate, there may come a nasty divorce. The two governments should instead agree to an amicable separation. That means beginning, now, through the Security Policy Initiative or another forum, to plan a positive transition emphasizing a relationship of bilateral mutuality and equality rather than of South Korean dependency and inferiority.

US withdrawal spurs SK defense investment
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Lee 9 - Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. alliance By Lee Jae Young Column: Seoul Insights Published: March 04, 2009 http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/



	


As long as the South Korea-U.S. alliance exists, the United States can be expected to provide military support. But the partial withdrawal of U.S. military forces means that South Korea cannot maintain the same level of military presence and deterrence over the North it has had so far. It will have to increase military spending to make up for the U.S. withdrawal.

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Deters NK

South Korean modernization would deter North Korea – Better troops, tech, econ, and geography
Meyer 9 - The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon by Carlton Meyer, June 18, 2009 Carlton Meyer is a former U.S. Marine Corps officer who participated in military exercises in Korea. http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp
In 1991, as pressure was mounting in the U.S. Congress to cut the Cold War-era military budget, Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staffs General Colin Powell said: “I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of villains. I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.” North Korea is still touted as a major threat to the United States, yet that conflict persists because of a refusal of the United States to agree to North Korea’s demand that all foreign troops leave the Korean peninsula once an armistice is signed. As some U.S. troops are withdrawn from Iraq and Congress looks to cut budgets, generals are busy exaggerating threats. North Korea’s million man army is mostly a collection of conscripts with old weaponry who spend most of their time harvesting crops. Its millions of “reservists” are nothing more than men who once served in the military. Most of its tanks and aircraft are not operable and the remainder lack fuel supplies to operate more than a few hours. On the other hand, the 700,000 man South Korean army is well trained, equipped with modern equipment, and backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called to duty within hours. South Korea has twice the population of the North, 40 times its economic power, and spends four times more on its military each year. South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and billions in foreign currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money. If North Korea attacked South Korea, the South Koreans would fight from mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road. Their old tanks would not be able to advance through the mountainous border since the South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues. North Korean infantry and engineers could not clear road paths while under heavy artillery fire. The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications. These attacks would bog down from heavy casualties and a lack of supply. Thousands of South Koreans would suffer casualties from North Korean artillery and commando attacks. Nevertheless, the North Korean army would not break through and its soldiers would soon starve. A major North Korean objective would be to kill Americans. This is not difficult as American troops and their families are located at easily targeted bases that would be pummeled by North Korean SCUD missiles. If millions of Koreans start fighting, the 28,000 American troops in Korea would make no difference – only 4,000 are combat troops. Therefore, Americans who truly “support the troops” should demand that they be removed from Korea where they are just pawns who face death should a conflict erupt. It is important to remember that the last Korean War involved Chinese forces with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies. China and Russia no longer aid North Korea, while South Korea has become a major trading partner. If North Korea employed a crude nuclear weapon, that would invite instant nuclear retaliation from the United States. North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an intercontinental ballistic missile, despite the suggestions to the contrary from the National Missile Defense proponents in the United States.

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Deters NK Wall

Reliance on US prevents ROK military deterrence and modernization which is key to deterring Pyongyang

Mangum 4 - Ronald S., Professor who is a retired U.S. Army Brigadier General. He currently consults in the former Soviet Republic of Georgia as Senior Advisor to the Ministry of Defense, responsible for advising the Georgian government on the development of its National Security Strategy., “Joint Force Training: Key to ROK Military Transformation”, The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, 16(1), Spring, http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2006/04/13/06_ronald_s_mangum.pdf

Even though adopting joint training and doctrine will enhance ROK military capabilities, there are two limiting factors which may have to be overcome before military transformation can proceed . The first limiting factor is the cost of transformation. The ROK cur​rently has a well-equipped medium-heavy infantry-centric force, but the ROK alliance with the United States has permitted the ROK gov​ernment to rely on U.S. military capability instead of acquiring its own comparable weapons systems.4 The failure to acquire new weapons has restricted the capability of ROK forces of all services to a level at which many believe that the ROK will have difficulty repelling a concerted attack by North Korea without U.S. support.5 If you take away the U.S. military capabilities that are committed to the defense of South Korea, it becomes difficult to assess the relative strength of the South Korean army against its North Korean neighbors. While the ROK Army is large—over 650,000 soldiers—its large size may belie its capability. Some writers have suggested, for example, that the U.S. 2nd Infantry Division alone, currently stationed around the Uijeonbu area north of the South Korean capital of Seoul, surpasses the firepower of 3-4 ROK divisions, exceeding a ROK corps in strength.6 In addition, U.S. capabilities of high performance fighter aircraft, preci​sion-guided munitions and sophisticated communications simply don't exist in the ROK inventory. This lack of firepower is what leads analysts to determine that without U.S. military assistance, the ROK military would not be able to stop a North Korean military attack. Furthermore, this cost estimate does not address the cost required to repair existing military infrastructure—barracks, for example—to bring quality of life for ROK soldiers in line with modern standards. A recent article decried the Spartan condition of ROK army barracks that are more than 40 years old and in which battalion-sized units of 400 often use a bathroom suited for 40 soldiers. Reliance on U.S. military support for its defense needs has also permitted the ROK government to ignore upgrades in basic weaponry. Most ROK tanks were built in the 1950s and 1960s, and spare parts are no longer being pro d u c e d . Many ROK helicopters have been in service for more than 40 years— long beyond their expected useful life. So even if the ROK were to con​tinue to rely on the U.S. military presence, it must bear the cost to upgrade quality of life for its soldiers and its weapons systems.

Conventional modernization deters North Korea

Kang 3 - C.S. Eliot, Associate Professor of Political Science – Northern Illinois University, “Restructuring the US-South Korean Alliance to Deal with the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, 57(2), July, p. 321

The reality is that South Korea has been capable of defending itself for at least a decade, if not more. As it modernised, its forces have become more than capable of deterring North Korean adventurism, even without the help of the United States. Some may contest this claim. However, even these sceptics would have to concede that if South Korea, with an advanced industrialised economy ranking among the top dozen in the world, spends more resources on beefing up its air arms and intelligence capabilities, it could readily acquire the ability to defend itself against North Korea.

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Deters Asian War

South Korean deterrence stops Chinese, Japanese, and Russian aggression

Bandow 96 - Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World, p. 63-64
None of those arguments suggests that any vital American inter​ests are at stake. Thus, the most obvious reason to threaten to go to war does not apply to Korea. Rather, America's second most impor​tant and costly commitment (after Europe) is rooted in the more nebulous concept of regional "stability." But the "stability" argu​ment fails to distinguish between U.S. influence in East Asia and a defense commitment to the ROK. The latter is not necessary for the former. First, the Mutual Defense Treaty yields America little benefit. As noted earlier, while a commitment to defend Seoul from North Korea helps stabilize the peninsula, the benefits of doing so accrue mostly to the ROK and to a lesser degree to neighboring nations. The advan​tages to America, based on proximity, if nothing else, are much more modest. Second, a militarily stronger South Korea, the probable consequence of a U.S. withdrawal, would promote regional stability almost as much as could the U.S. presence, by deterring aggression by not only Pyongyang but also by China, Japan, or Russia. (Those nations will always be able to outdo even a united Korea militarily, but the latter could make the prospect of war too expensive for any of them to seriously contemplate.) At the same time, it is hard to imagine even a more powerful Korea being in a position to threaten any of its major neighbors. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Deters Afghan


ROK modernization is key to Afghan stability

Tae 2 - So Chin, Ph.D., Lieutenant General (Ret.) – Korean Air Force, “Recasting the Viability of a Small Ally’s  Airpower: South Korea in Focus”, 10-1, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/tae.html accessed July 13, 2010,

The ROKAF’s shortage of airlift capability decreases the ROK’s military mobility. The current ROKAF transport fleet of barely 25 aircraft—10 C-130Hs and 15 Spanish-designed, twin-engined CN-235Ms—cannot support such huge South Korean ground forces as seven ROK Army special-forces brigades for airborne operations (paradropping and air resupply), plus five independent brigades (two infantry and three counterinfiltration) and 24 active combat divisions (19 infantry, three mechanized, and two marine), excluding more than 23 reserve divisions for logistical air support.4 Increasing traffic on South Korea’s road networks, congested due to geographical features (mountains and rivers), would benefit from more airlift capability. Conditions of surface transportation will likely worsen in wartime, especially when ground movement runs into floods of refugees. South Korea will continue to take part in US-led United Nations operations such as peace enforcement, disaster relief, and humanitarian assistance, as well as antiterror operations in Afghanistan—all of which will require interregional airlift support from the ROKAF.5 Enhancing the ability of South Korea’s military forces to transport personnel and equipment to theaters of operations may prove just as important as its new fighter aircraft. For that reason, ROKAF leaders should expand the current C-130H fleet by either purchasing or leasing additional numbers of the "all new" C-130J—the upgraded version of the C-130H. In addition, the ROKAF long has been deeply concerned about a midair refueling system that would extend flight time during combat air patrols, often conducted in the outer edge of the Taegu Flight Information Region, where all search-and-rescue operations become the ROK government’s responsibility. To operate efficiently, the ROKAF fighter fleet needs tankers since fighters burn six to seven times more fuel on takeoff with full power. Furthermore, the role of tankers will become more demanding when South Korean fighter pilots have to conduct low-level training missions over water rather than land because of concerns about flying over densely populated areas and public complaints about noise pollution. Airlift is a fundamental part of air force capability (rapid, flexible, and long-range mobility). Improving the ROKAF’s airlift in wartime, as well as the so-called assistance-projection capability in peacetime, will make an appropriate contribution to regional security and international peacekeeping.
South Korean Regionalism – SKMM A2 – South Korea Prolif

Withdrawal would allow effective SK defense—China would prevent prolif 

Erickson 3 - High Time for a Deal with the Chinese on Korea Stephen Erickson 03. Jun, 2010 http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/high-time-for-a-deal-with-the-chinese-on-korea/ 

South Korea, for its part, would have a decade to replace American air and naval forces with its own.  Removing the 29,000 US soldiers on the ground in Korea would have little military consequence.   The US would remain South Korea’s ally and provide it with any needed weapons systems.  Were South Korea to develop its own nuclear weapons, to counter those of the North, it is hard to imagine that China would not embrace a follow-on deal, making the Korean Peninsula completely free of nuclear weapons.  As  President Reagan showed with the intermediate nuclear weapons he put in Europe in the 1980s, sometimes real disarmament comes from countering the arms build-up of your adversary with an arms build-up of your own. 

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Russian Econ Add On (1/2)

A. South Korea will buy arms from Russia

Wimbush 7 - (S. Enders, Senior Fellow and Director – Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, “A Parable: The U.S.–South Korea Security Relationship Breaks Down”, 9-10, http://www.nbr.org/downloads/pdfs/ PSA/USROK_Conf07_Wimbush.pdf)

Perhaps Japan’s most aggressive move to surround itself with new partners and allies was aimed at Russia. Historians would later point out that this move might have been predicted. Korea had always been the object of a three-party strategic balancing act among China, Japan and Russia. In the absence of some balancing force—lately the United States—this unstable competition was certain to resume, and, like earlier, two of the competitors would seek to gang up on the third. Russia’s support, Japanese strategists concluded, was essential. The American withdrawal from South Korea would almost certainly encourage China to increase pressure on the Russia Far East, where Chinese settlers had been making significant inroads for nearly two decades in what some Japanese strategists saw as a move to outflank Japan on the mainland. Russian energy flowed to Asia through this region, leaving Japan vulnerable to possible Chinese efforts to interrupt these vulnerable umbilicals for political reasons. In addition, with the U.S. gone from the peninsula, South Korea would almost certainly turn elsewhere for arms, logically to Russia. A strong Japan-Russia partnership would give the Japanese some leverage over these transactions. It would also improve Japan’s chances of managing North Korea’s nuclear ambitions and activities more effectively, confronting Seoul and Beijing, if it were inclined to resist, with a diplomatic dyad possessing considerable military power. 

B. That’s key to the Russian economy

Ahn 9 - (Se Hyun, PhD, London School of Economics and Political Science; MA, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University is currently an assistant professor at the Department of International Relations in the University of Seoul, South Korea, and a former visiting research fellow at the Asia Research Center in the London School of Economics., “Understanding Russian-South Korean Arms Trade A Nontraditional Security Approach?”, Armed Forces & Security, 35(3), April, http://spafs.highwire.org/cgi/reprint/35/3/421)
From the Russian perspective, Russia's economic security interests, specifically its urgent need to pay its debt to South Korea, have dominated its arms trade with South Korea. Russia's domestic economic crisis since the collapse of the Soviet Union has been a serious security concern, and arms exports is one of the instru​ments through which Russia's economic interests have been secured. Specifically, the economic security incentives of the Russian arms trade are to earn hard currency and improve the balance of payments; to reduce domestic arms procurement costs with economies of scale in production; to sustain employment and maintain the defense industrial infrastructure; to reduce research and development costs for mass-produced arms; and to use military production spin-offs to catalyze other economic, scientific, and technological development.32 At a more basic level, arms transfers to South Korea have reduced the South Korean debt burden on the Russian economy. In fact, the Russian arms trade with South Korea, which meant abandoning Russia's long-term international ally, North Korea, suggests that the economic burden had become so pressing that resolving it became one of Russia's most urgent national security issues. Moreover, South Korea represented a small, yet entirely new, market that in the longer term has the potential to provide contracts for Russian high-technology manufacturing plants and make it possible to preserve their scientific and production potential.33 Furthermore, the sale of military know-how may turn out to be mutually advantageous. According to Russky Telegraf, the Russian Defense Ministry may find it more beneficial to use some components manufactured in South Korea in collabo​ration with Russian technology than organizing or maintaining their production in Russia itself.34 In addition, if the arms trade with South Korea is successful, it could promote Russia's high-technology products in the South Asian markets too. Although the hard currency that can be earned from military-technical coopera​tion with South Korea cannot be compared to the hundreds of millions of dollars that Russia may be able to earn from the realization of its natural gas and oil pipeline projects, the arms trade would help to categorize Russia as a highly technologically developed nation.35 This means that arms exports could diversify Russia's national export marketing strategy from its energy and raw material orientation to a technology-driven strategy.

South Korean Regionalism – SKMM Russian Econ Add On (2/2)


C. Stagnant Russian econ leads to extinction
Filger 9 - (Sheldon, Columnist and Founder – Global EconomicCrisis.com, “Russian Economy Faces Disasterous Free Fall Contraction”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html)

In Russia, historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation's history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia's economic crisis will endanger the nation's political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama's national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation's nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.

***2AC AT: Disads*** 
AT: North Korea Deterrence DA
1) North Korea wants to avoid war with South Korea. US Presence in the area is North Korea’s only incentive 

Reynolds 10 , Paul Reynolds World affairs correspondent for BBC May 26, 2010 http://news.bbc.co.uk /2/hi/world/asia_pacific/10161656.stm Accessed on July 13, 2010

Diplomats are never sure of the North's exact intentions. It has played a clever game over its nuclear programme, at one moment agreeing to give it up, then going into reverse and, resisting sanctions imposed on it by the UN Security Council, emerging with a probable nuclear bomb. It therefore has a record in calculated risk. This crisis might be another example of that. The North might calculate that the actions it has announced meet its internal requirements for toughness without precipitating a war.  It knows that it is too strong for the South to risk a significant armed conflict (its army is a million-strong) but it also knows that the US, which has 30,00 troops in the South, would not permit an invader to prevail.  The main hope of avoiding war is that North Korea will calculate that it would not survive as a regime.  The US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, is trying to get Chinese help in restraining Kim Jong-il from going further. She also wants the Security Council to make what she calls a "strong but measured response."  That could mean more sanctions, but does the North, isolated from all but China, really care? 

2) No link- Plan would still have U.S Nuclear umbrella in place- U.S would still be able to deter. 
3) Withdrawal has no effect on deterrence

Manosevitz 2003 ,Jason U. ,Asian Survey, Vol. 43, No. 5 (Sep. - Oct., 2003), “ Japan and South Korea: Security Relations Reach Adolescence”  pp. 801-825 Published by: University of California Press http://www.jstor.org/stable/3557858?cookieSet=1 Jstor Accessed on July 13, 2010

Today's state of affairs derives from an incremental introduction of military organizations into the security relationship during the 1990s. I argue that regional economic dynamics has been a strong incentive for these developments. One implication of this new level in relations is that Japan and South Korea are now better able to handle basic security for themselves, even if their chief security partner-the United States-is engaged else-where. Analysis of present Japan-South Korea relations shows that security cooperation is limited and tightly focused, which has implications for the idea of a "virtual alliance." And it leaves the puzzle of whether stability in North-east Asia might contribute to a decline in the need for American security commitments.

4) US presence useless – South Korea can fend for itself against North Korea

Carpenter 09 Galen Ted, Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “Cato handbook for policymakers, 7th edition”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb111/hb111-54.pdf, date accessed on July 13, 2010
The U.S. alliance with the Republic of Korea (South Korea) is a cold war anachronism. Washington should have weaned Seoul from the U.S. security bottle years ago. When the security treaty went into effect in 1954, South Korea was a war-ravaged hulk that confronted not only a heavily armed North Korea, but a North Korea strongly backed by both Moscow and Beijing. Under those circumstances, it would have been virtually impossible for South Korea to provide for its own defense. Washington had just waged a bloody war to prevent a communist conquest of the country, and given the cold war context, U.S. leaders regarded the Korean Peninsula as a crucial theater in the effort to contain the power of the Soviet Union and China. Therefore, they deemed it necessary to keep the ROK as a security client. Most South Koreans were extremely grateful for the U.S. protection. Those circumstances bear no resemblance to the situation in the 21st century. Today, South Korea has twice the population and an economy 40 times larger than that of its communist nemesis. The ROK is an economic powerhouse with the world’s 13th-largest economy, and South Korean firms are competitive in a host of high-tech industries. Meanwhile, North Korea is one of the world’s economic basket cases, and there have 562 East Asian Security Commitments even been major episodes of famine in that pathetic country. Moscow and Beijing have major economic ties with the ROK and regard North Korea as an embarrassment. They have no interest whatever in backing another bid by Pyongyang to forcibly reunify the peninsula. Under those conditions, South Korea should certainly be able to defend itself. Yet instead of building military forces sufficient to protect its security, Seoul remains heavily dependent on the United States for key aspects of its defense. Despite its proximity to North Korea, the ROK spends a paltry 2.77 percent of its gross domestic product on the military—less than does the United States, half a world away and located in a peaceful region. There is simply no justification for continuing that free ride. 
5) Japan would still have U.S military presence- Deterrence is still there. The perception of no troops in South korea is key. 
AT: North Korea Deterrence DA
6) South Korea is a self sufficient country that doesn’t need help, withdrawal would only be saving American lives

Wallace 6/23/ 2010, George B. Wallace, 6/23/10, served in the U.S. Air Force 1952-1978 and is a member of the National Council of The John Birch Society, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/3836-proper-use-of-the-us-military, “Proper Use of the U.S. Military” accessed July 13, 2010
Why are we still guarding the 38th parallel in Korea, almost 57 years after a truce was declared? More than 28,000 U.S. troops currently are stationed in South Korea. Why? Supposedly, we are there to protect our ally South Korea against attack from North Korea. But South Korea is an economic and technological dynamo compared to its communist neighbor to the north, a centrally planned dictatorship that is such a pathetic economic basket case it can’t even feed itself. In fact, the North Korean regime has had to rely on foreign assistance for the past several years to prevent mass starvation of its population. Consider the following statistical comparisons of the North and South Koreas from the CIA’s World Fact Book. With its population base, economic base, industrial base, energy, technology, infrastructure, transportation, education, agriculture — virtually every relevant measure — South Korea dwarfs North Korea, and has done so for many years. So, perhaps we should be asking, particularly in light of the recent rattling of sabers, firing of missiles, and flaring of tensions between Seoul and Pyongyang: Why are the lives of tens of thousands of Americans still being put at risk on the Korean Peninsula? Isn’t it time for South Korea and the “economic tigers” of Asia to defend themselves?

7) No war – South Korea is strong enough to protect itself

Friedman and Preble 2010 Benjamin H., Christopher, June 14, Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, where Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies. They are members of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, an ad hoc advisory panel created by Rep. Barney Frank. “Defense Cuts: Start Overseas”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11896, Date Accessed: July 13, 2010 
The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost.
8) Advancement in US technology could off-set the need for troop withdrawal

Perry, Davis, Schoff, Yoshihara 04  Charles M. Perry Jacquelyn K. Davis James L. Schoff Toshi Yoshihara, “Alliance Diversification and the Future of the U.S.-Korean Security Relationship”, June 30, 2004, the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc.,
Some South Koreans believe that it can, and have argued that advances in technologies and U.S. military transformation, more generally, should be regarded as providing options to offset an American troop withdrawal. In defense parlance, the tradeoff between manpower and technology has been termed a "virtual" presence. In other words, regular rotations of U.S. forces through small bases on the peninsula and the region, along with over ​the-horizon capabilities, would be sufficient to substitute for the physical presence of American troops. Some Americans, howev​er, are skeptical, and as one senior military official pointed out, "Virtual presence is actual absence." The level of allied interac​tion and the frequency of U.S. troop rotations would have to be high in order to preserve alliance cohesion in this scenario.

AT: North Korea Deterrence DA
9) South Korea can defeat North Korea without funding

Bandow 07/14/10 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “The US-Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965)

The argument that the South would need to undertake an “astronomical” increase in defense spending is, however, a self-serving exaggeration. Seoul does not need to replicate America’s military to defeat the North’s military. Notes Jae-Jung Suh of Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies: “while the U.S. military adds to the South’s capability, some of its contribution may be superfluous, especially given that Seoul is already enjoying military advantages over Pyongyang. The alliance’s supplementary effect, therefore, [is] smaller than it seems at first.” 25 / The South requires well-trained and equipped armed forces that are better than those of the DPRK, and Seoul has those already. For the ROK to further upgrade its forces would take money and time, but presumably the South Korean people believe protecting their nation is worth substantial and sustained effort. If not, the American people are not responsible for filling any resulting gap. U.S. fiscal obligations start with a nation- al debt exceeding $13 trillion and an annual deficit running up to almost $1.6 trillion. 26 Americans are borrowing money to pay to defend the South so South Koreans can spend their money on other priorities. 
10) South Korea has a better economy than N Korea – statistics

Pena 6 (Charles, Senior Fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, "A Smaller Military To Fight the War on Terror," Orbis, Volume 50, Issue 2, Spring, ScienceDirect)

Likewise, America's allies in East Asia are capable of defending themselves. South Korea outspends North Korea on defense nearly 3:1, 4.6 billion vs. 5.5 billion (North Korea's GDP in 2003 was 2 billion compared to South Korea's 5 billion). Japan's GDP was 4.34 trillion and its defense spending 2.8 billion, almost eight times that of North Korea. So South Korea and Japan certainly have the economic resources to adequately defend themselves against North Korea. They even have the capacity to act as military balancers to China, which had a GDP of 1.43 trillion and spent 22.4 billion on defense.38
11) South Korea has no advantage for the US – North Korea poses zero threat

Bandow 07/14/10 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “The US-Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965)

The one-way alliance imposes an even greater burden on the United States. Bruce Bechtol of the Marine Corps Command and Staff College opines: “When it comes to com- bating North Korea’s provocative acts on land and at sea, the best way to meet this challenge in my view is a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance.” 13 Yet no one would ever point to “a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance” as the best way for the United States to meet the challenge posed by, say, China. / The South is a valued friend of the United States, with extensive cultural and economic ties between both peoples. However, the end of the Cold War has sharply diminished South Korea’s security importance—relevance, even—to the United States. With no connection to a potentially aggressive Soviet Union (and, to a lesser extent, a virulently revolutionary China), North Korea is an irrelevant strategic backwater. / Pyongyang obviously poses no conventional military danger to the United States, other than to the 28,500 American troops currently and unnecessarily stationed in the peninsula. One U.S. carrier group has more firepower than the entire DPRK military.  / Even the North’s embryonic nuclear program does not directly threaten the United States. Nothing suggests that Kim is suicidal: he wants to live well in this life. It is unlikely he would strike at the United States, even if he had the means, because the U.S. arsenal virtually assures retaliatory annihilation. The prospect of proliferation is worrisome, but again, Kim likely understands, or could be made to understand, the enormous risks he would take selling materials to non state actors that might target the United States. 14 / Washington still has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course. But the presence of U.S. conventional forces only complicates an effort already facing extraordinary obstacles. The deployment provides Kim Jong-il with thousands of convenient American nuclear hostages. It is far better for Washington to promote nonproliferation in the region from a distance and with greater emphasis on the roles of South Korea, Japan, and especially China. 15 In short, any renewed Korean conflict would be an enormous human tragedy but would have only limited impact on fundamental American security interests. Washington nevertheless is stuck in the center of Korean affairs today because of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which provides a security guarantee to South Korea with no corresponding benefit to the United States. Absent this relationship, there would be no U.S. troops on the Korean penin- sula within range of North Korean attack, and no American promise to intervene in any war that might result from a provocation by Pyongyang or retaliation by the South.

AT: North Korea Deterrence DA

SK doesn’t need the US for defense—They’re a drain on the economy 

Bandow, July 14th 2009 , Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, ”The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf  accessed July 18, 2010

The argument that the South would need to undertake an “astronomical” increase in defense spending is, however, a self-serving exaggeration. Seoul does not need to replicate America’s military to defeat the North’s military. Notes Jae-Jung Suh of Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies: “while the U.S. military adds to the South’s capability, some of its contribution may be superfluous, especially given that Seoul is already enjoying military advantages over Pyongyang. The alliance’s supplementary effect, therefore, [is] smaller than it seems at first.”25 The South requires well-trained and equipped armed forces that are better than those of the DPRK, and Seoul has those already. For the ROK to further upgrade its forces would take money and time, but presumably the South Korean people believe protecting their nation is worth substantial and sustained effort. If not, the American people are not responsible for filling any resulting gap. U.S. fiscal obligations start with a national debt exceeding $13 trillion and an annual deficit running up to almost $1.6 trillion.26 Americans are borrowing money to pay to defend the South so South Koreans can spend their money on other priorities. 

AT: U.S.-South Korea Relations DA
The US-SK alliance is floundering in the status quo – withdrawal key to save the relationship by recentering it on trade and other non-military issues
Bandow, July 14th 2009 , Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, ”The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf  accessed July 18, 2010

The U.S.-ROK military alliance has lost its purpose. South Korea is not critical to America’s defense and America’s assistance is not—or at least should not be—critical to South Korea’s defense. Far from improving regional security, the current relationship makes it harder for both nations to act to protect their own vital interests. Especially after the financial crash of 2008, Washington should make policy to promote America’s, not the ROK’s, continued economic development. Doing so would not end the strong relationship between the peoples of the United States and the ROK. Rather, eliminating the alliance would offer a new beginning. The relationship would continue, but now it would be centered on family, trade, culture, and other nonmilitary ties. Security cooperation could continue where warranted, but with America and South Korea as equals. After 65 years of dependence on the United States, the South Korean people should take over responsibility for their own defense. 

The removal of American forces from South Korea key to alleviate anti-Americanism
Cummings 4 John P., Colonel – United States Army, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?”, 5-3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Neither Richard Halloran’s diplomatic options nor the blatantly militant pre-emption options should be entertained. There is a more viable option: a unilateral withdraw of United States ground forces from South Korea. The current administration’s commitment to the global war on terrorism, with subsequent military deployments to Afghanistan and Iraq, has caused considerable strain on the United States Military’s finite resources. Service components, scrambling to meet the increased operational tempo of the current environment, have yet to realize the implications on retention and sustaining a quality force. Withdrawal of forces from South Korea would enable the United States to realize an infrastructure cost savings while continuing to meet the guidance in the National Security Strategy and regional policy objectives that are inherent in forward basing of troops. It will also make available more forces for the administration’s global war on terrorism. Additionally, the removal of American forces from South Korea would alleviate political unrest associated with the increasing anti-American sentiment among South Koreans. 

U.S Troops commit numerous crimes and take advantage of the legal benefits they get. Causes resentment from citizens
Young, 2K , Ahn Mi,  Chief Executive Asia's correspondent in Korea, The Koreas, http://www.atimes.com/koreas/BH09Dg01.html, July 19, 2010. 

''There is neither procedure nor clear [rules on how] legal authorities should handle . . . suits against American soldiers stationed in South Korea,'' says police officer Dong Kyong-jae of the station at Euijongbu, where the mishap took place. Of Kim's case, he says: ''Once the US authorities came to the spot, they walked away with the American suspect and later sent us their notice saying the car accident was the result of sleepy driving, [the matter was] all finished, [and there is] nothing we can do about it.''   Since 1965, when the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) was first signed by US and South Korean officials, South Koreans have felt they have little say on how the US troops stationed in South Korea should behave. Not surprisingly, local frustration has been mounting over what many say has been a growing list of misdeeds committed by members of the US armed forces in South Korea.   The SOFA, which governs the ''legal'' treatment of the 37,000 US troops in the country, was last revised in 1991. Last week, officials from both countries held another round of two-day talks on the accord, and came away with the United States agreeing to transfer custody of US criminal suspects to local authorities at the time of indictment. US and South Korean officials also agreed to talk some more about the legal procedures through which locals can bring US soldiers to court.   Activists say that at present, the SOFA is too lenient toward US soldiers who misbehave or figure in accidents involving locals. For instance, it allows US soldiers accused of crimes to remain in the custody of the US military until all appeals are exhausted through the South Korean court system.   Yet while South Korean negotiators described the recent US move to correct this as ''constructive and productive'', many here say the talks fell short of their expectations. For them, it is no longer enough to have discussions on the SOFA focusing on how to deal with misbehaving US servicemen, arguing that the negative effects of the US military presence far outweigh its supposed mission of safeguarding their country from aggression by North Korea.
AT: U.S.-South Korea Relations DA
Young South Koreans are shifting towards a more resentful view of US troops

Young, 2K , Ahn Mi,  Chief Executive Asia's correspondent in Korea, The Koreas, http://www.atimes.com/koreas/BH09Dg01.html, July 19, 2010. 

They also say that compared to similar treaties the United States has with Japan and Germany, the SOFA is just too one-sided. Remarks Kim Jong-sup of the activist group Green United Korea: ''South Korea is paying a dear price for keeping US forces here for land, facilities, overhead cost . . . in return for what is increasingly diluted security.'' 

Lee Jang-hee, a foreign language professor of Hankook University, says: ''Old generation South Koreans used to appreciate US forces as a deterrent against North Korea. But young South Koreans are increasingly doubtful of the US forces here as a deterrent force, and the discriminatory SOFA is fuelling the South Korean irritation with US forces,'' he says. 

Anti American sentiment is increasing through the public. 

Lee  2004 ,Sook-Jong, Professor at the Graduate School of Governance of Sung Kyun Kwan University in Seoul. She holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from Harvard, “Growing Anti-US Sentiments Roil an Old Alliance with South Korea”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/growing-anti-us-sentiments-roil-old-alliance-south-korea, accessed July 19, 2010. 

 WASHINGTON: Last October, South Korea’s liberal civic organizations began to protest more loudly as the South Korean government decided to dispatch more troops to Iraq to supplement the 670 engineering troops and medical workers sent over the previous spring. In spite of their protests, a plan to deploy 3,000 forces to Iraq was finally ratified by the National Assembly in February of this year.  Actual dispatch has been delayed as South Korean and American officials renegotiate the place to go within Iraq. Civic activists have rekindled their protests in the wake of the April 15th election, and are asking the newly composed National Assembly to reconsider its previous overwhelming approval of the military dispatch. Korean civic organizations say that South Korea should not sacrifice its young men for this immoral imperialist war, especially in light of recent prison abuse scandals. The massive wave of anti-American feelings that have accompanied recent US actions in Iraq and South Korea is unprecedented in Korean history, reflecting a growing popular resentment that could endanger the US-South Korea alliance.   With the democratization of their society, South Koreans have become more sensitive about their relationship with the US, as evidenced by the reaction to a recent traffic accident involving US forces. Throughout the winter of 2002, tens of thousands of Koreans carrying candles assembled in Seoul’s downtown plaza every day. They gathered to mourn the two Korean schoolgirls fatally struck by an American armored vehicle the previous June, and to protest the subsequent acquittal of two involved American soldiers by a US Military Tribunal. The protests accompanied widespread public pressure to revise the bilateral military law that prevents Korean law enforcers from punishing most actions undertaken by American troops during their official duties.  Before the country emerged from authoritarian rule in the late 1980s, anti-American sentiments in South Korea were limited to radical students and leftist intellectuals angry at the US for supporting authoritarian regimes and facilitating economic disparities. Most Koreans became materially prosperous as the country democratized throughout the 1990’s, and old criticisms lost force. Instead, new grievances took hold in the minds of the populace.  Survey data suggests that South Koreans have been increasingly critical of the US since the 1980s, and that negative views have become more widespread since George W. Bush took office. An August 2002 poll by the Pew Research Center revealed that South Korea ranked eighth among the 44 countries surveyed in terms of unfavorable attitudes toward the U.S, with higher rates of disapproval than Indonesia and India. Only 53% of South Koreans had a favorable view of the US, while 44% were unfavorably inclined.   The current anti-American sentiment in South Korea has several sources. Most Koreans support the world-wide criticism of US unilateralism in foreign policy. They also resent the role the US plays in South Korea. The popular perception that South Korea has played only a minor role in the countries’ bilateral relations has begun to collide with South Koreans’ growing nationalism. The American Army headquarters in downtown Seoul reminds proud younger Koreans of a foreign occupation. Pollution and noise from army bases are viewed as an infringement of national sovereignty. Victimization of young girls and prostitutes inspires more resentment.  Many Koreans also see North Korea as less of a threat than in the past, causing them to question the need for deterrence help from US troops. Although older Koreans remember how much America sacrificed to defend South Korea from the communist invasion, younger Koreans have a different perception of security. The inter-Korean rapprochement and subsequent “sunshine” policy since the July 2000 meeting between President Kim and Kim Jong-Il planted the perception of North Korea as a poor brother to be helped by the rich South. A new inter-Korean nationalism advocating rapprochement and reunification is on the rise.  
AT: Politics 
Troops in Korea are a point of contention, getting any agreement on policy will require substantial political effort.

Shin, Tong Yang,  2010, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies, Dr. Gi-Wook, Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies; Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow and Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program, One Alliance, Two Lenses – US-Korea Relations in a New Era, Alliance Politics in South Korea, pg. 103,2010, 

<In the post-cold war, postauthoritarian era, South Korean society, led by progressives, has been seeking to redefine its national identity vis-à-vis two significant others: North Korea and the United States. As shown by the frame analysis in Chapter 3, South Koreans’ views of the United States are closely intertwined with their views of the North. Conservatives see the North as continuing threat and therefore advocate strong ties to the United States being in the national interest. Progressives, on the other hand see the North more as a potential partner and thus advocate improved inter-Korean collaboration while blaming the United States for impeding improvement. The findings throughout this chapter that show increasing media coverage to be coincident with an increasing progressive-conservative perception gap concentrate that the debate over national identity has intensified in recent years. The nationwide debate will continue to be divisive and bitter, as contention fundamental notions of identity are, by nature, difficult to resolve.>
Obama cannot make meaningful changes to US policy in the Koreas without sacrificing anther part of his overloaded agenda.

Shen, 09 (Dingli, Professor of International Relations, Executive Dean of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai, & Director of Center for American Studies at Fudan University, October, “Cooperative  Denuclearization toward North Korea”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 32 No. 4, pg. 181,)   
Washington has long viewed North Korea as an ‘‘axis of evil’’ or an ‘‘outpost of tyranny.’’8 Such terminology is unhelpful while trying to resolve problems with North Korea. In this regard, the Obama administration’s approach to dialogue, even with North Korea, has offered a better alternative to cope with the regime. Yet, the Obama administration seems to have taken a strange ‘‘benign neglect’’ stance toward North Korea under the generally positive framework of dialogue. The White House seems uninterested in engaging with North Korea further and would rather wait until either North Korea steps forward with a rational attitude or China twists its arm to act more forcefully.9 Though this stance was not responsible for North Korea’s second nuclear test_since Pyongyang seems adamant on acquiring nuclear weapons the current administration’s ‘‘benign neglect’’ produces the equivalent effect of the previous administration’s earlier refusal to engage bilaterally with North Korea. The Obama administration has rightfully been focusing more on the financial and economic crises, while tackling a loaded foreign policy agenda that includes resetting relations with Russia, codifying a Strategic and Economic Dialogue mechanism with China, executing a phased withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, launching new offensives in Afghanistan, committing to climate change as well as global nuclear zero, improving relationships with allies and extending a friendly hand toward the Muslim world, and repairing ties with Cuba and Venezuela. It is hard to engage Iran and North Korea effectively given such a heavy agenda already. It seems to some that the White House has been slow in assembling a team on North Korea. Stephen W. Bosworth was appointed as the president’s special representative on North Korea policy on February 20, 2009. But Kurt M. Campbell was appointed as assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs as late as June 2, 2009. Unfortunately in the meantime, North Korea quit the Six-Party Talks, shot missiles, launched a ‘‘satellite,’’ and conducted its second nuclear test. In addition to the competing agenda items and a slow appointments process, the Obama administration’s unwillingness to engage with North Korea earlier and more actively could have also reflected its antipathy toward Pyongyang. Its hesitance to be proactive toward North Korea may have been intended as a punitive measure against ‘‘small children demanding attention,’’10 while Pyongyang expected some difference between Obama’s early actions on North Korea and the policies of former President George W. Bush, especially when Obama campaigned on the platform of change. Even if the Obama administration had not chosen an early policy of ‘‘benign neglect,’’ it remains unclear whether the United States may have been able to affect North Korea’s behavior and its persistence with regards to its nuclear program.
AT: Politics

American troops in South Korea are always a contentious issue, and conservatives and progressives always disagree about what should be done about them.

Lee and Zissis, 2008 Researchers for the Council on Foreign Relations, Youkyung and Carin, “U.S-South Korea Alliance” www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html 
The rearrangement of the U.S.-South Korea military alliance has represented a hot domestic political issue in South Korea since the negotiation of command structural began. Citing concerns about Seoul’s defense preparedness, some conservative sectors in Korea insist on renegotiating the year of the transfer. The rise of South Korea’s defense budget from 2.8 percent of GDP in 2007 to 3.2 percent in 2008, and the costs of relocating U.S. troops out of the Yongsan garrison in Seoul, also faced criticism. Others were suspicious of the U.S. military presence and remembered the 2002 killings of two South Korean teenagers who were accidentally struck by a USFK armored vehicle, an incident which sparked widespread street protest.

Overstretch/Terrorism/Anti-Americanism Add-On

Withdrawal of US military presence from South Korea solves overstretch, key to war on terror, resolves South Korean anti-American sentiment
Cummings 4 John P., Colonel – United States Army, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?”, 5-3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Neither Richard Halloran’s diplomatic options nor the blatantly militant pre-emption options should be entertained. There is a more viable option: a unilateral withdraw of United States ground forces from South Korea. The current administration’s commitment to the global war on terrorism, with subsequent military deployments to Afghanistan and Iraq, has caused considerable strain on the United States Military’s finite resources. Service components, scrambling to meet the increased operational tempo of the current environment, have yet to realize the implications on retention and sustaining a quality force. Withdrawal of forces from South Korea would enable the United States to realize an infrastructure cost savings while continuing to meet the guidance in the National Security Strategy and regional policy objectives that are inherent in forward basing of troops. It will also make available more forces for the administration’s global war on terrorism. Additionally, the removal of American forces from South Korea would alleviate political unrest associated with the increasing anti-American sentiment among South Koreans. 
***2AC AT: Counterplans***

AT: Ground Troops PIC

Ground troops foster South Korean anti-Americanism and drive N Korea to attack

Stanton 04/12/10 (Joshua, Member of N Korea Freedom Coalition and Former US Army Judge Advocate in Korea, “It’s Time for the US Army to Leave South Korea,” CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/11/opinion/main6386737.shtml)
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.


AT: Air Force PIC

Air and naval exercises planned 

McMichael 07/17/10 (Williams, Staff Writer for the Air Force Times, “US, South Korea Plan Military Exercises,” Air Force Times, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2010/07/military_south_korea_exercises_071410w/)

Sending a “clear message of deterrence to North Korea,” the U.S. and South Korea will cap an upcoming official visit with soon-to-be approved plans for a series of military exercises in nearby waters, the Pentagon said Wednesday. / The naval and air exercises, planned for the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea, have yet to be approved by the two countries, and details are not yet available, Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell told reporters. / “But they do involve a wide range of assets and are expected to be initiated in the near future,” he said. / Despite the concerns that such training could raise in North Korea and its top ally, China, Morrell said, “This is a matter of our ability to exercise in the open seas, in international waters. Those determinations are made by us, and us alone — where we exercise, when we exercise, with whom and how, using what assets, and so forth.” / The exercises will “augment already planned bilateral exercises,” Morrell said. All are “defensive in nature, but will send a clear message of deterrence to North Korea and demonstrate our steadfast commitment to the defense of South Korea.” 

Angers China

Xinhua News 07/08/10 (Staff Writer, “China is opposed to foreign military vessels and planes to China’s coastal waters,” http://chn.chinamil.com.cn/xwpdxw/2010-07/09/content_4255430.htm)
Xinhua News Agency, Beijing, July 8 — ( Hou Lijun , Zhu Shuang ) Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang at a regular press conference said that China is resolutely opposed to foreign military vessels and planes to the Yellow Sea and other coastal waters of China affect China’s security interests in the activities of. / Qin Gang answered journalists questions about the Korea-US joint military exercise , said the Chinese side has expressed serious concern to the parties concerned. / “We firmly oppose the foreign military vessels and planes to the Yellow Sea and other coastal waters of China affect China’s security interests in the activities, I hope the parties concerned to keep calm, exercise restraint, do not do things that aggravate regional tensions.” Qin Gang said. / 


AT: Navy PIC

Air and naval exercises planned

McMichael 07/17/10 (Williams, Staff Writer for the Air Force Times, “US, South Korea Plan Military Exercises,” Air Force Times, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2010/07/military_south_korea_exercises_071410w/)

Sending a “clear message of deterrence to North Korea,” the U.S. and South Korea will cap an upcoming official visit with soon-to-be approved plans for a series of military exercises in nearby waters, the Pentagon said Wednesday. / The naval and air exercises, planned for the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea, have yet to be approved by the two countries, and details are not yet available, Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell told reporters. / “But they do involve a wide range of assets and are expected to be initiated in the near future,” he said. / Despite the concerns that such training could raise in North Korea and its top ally, China, Morrell said, “This is a matter of our ability to exercise in the open seas, in international waters. Those determinations are made by us, and us alone — where we exercise, when we exercise, with whom and how, using what assets, and so forth.” / The exercises will “augment already planned bilateral exercises,” Morrell said. All are “defensive in nature, but will send a clear message of deterrence to North Korea and demonstrate our steadfast commitment to the defense of South Korea.” 

Drives N Korea to attack

AFP 06/29/10 (Staff Writer, “US Naval Exercises Anger North Korea,” 
http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/us-naval-exercises-anger-north-korea-20100629-zhsj.html)

North Korea has warned that any accidental clash during an upcoming US-South Korea naval exercise could spark war, as tensions remain high over the sinking of a South Korean warship. / Minju Josun, the cabinet's official daily, on Tuesday accused the South and its US ally of "fabricating" facts about the sinking to incite a war against the communist state. / "It is as clear as day that a small accident that might occur during the joint military exercise would easily spread to an armed clash and eventually, to an all-out war," it said, slamming the planned drill as provocative and dangerous. / The United States and South Korea are planning a special naval exercise as a show of strength in response to the sinking, which they blame on the North. No dates have been announced. / "If the US imperialists, gripped by their pipe dream of invading the North, ignite a new war on the Korean peninsula, our military and the people will wipe out not only the invaders but their strongholds as well and achieve a final triumph," the daily said.


AT: Security Guarantee CP

Diplomacy fails on North Korea – security guarantees won’t be taken seriously

Luttwak 9 (Edward, senior advisor at CSIS, “North Korea Deserves the Diplomacy of Silence,” Wall Street Journal, 06/11, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124458954432899843.html)

In recent weeks, North Korea has detonated a nuclear bomb and violated U.N. Security Council prohibitions by launching ballistic missiles. It has threatened war against South Korea, repudiating the July 1953 armistice agreement and thus ostensibly reverting to a state of war with the United States. It has also sentenced two American journalists -- Euna Lee and Laura Ling -- to 12 years in a labor camp. / These are extreme provocations. Only a military attack could exceed them. Our response, of course, must be diplomatic. But only a very special kind of diplomacy can yield positive results: a diplomacy of silence. / Under it, no communications whatever would be sent to the North Korean regime, there would be no informal dialogues with any North Korean diplomats anywhere, and, above all, no attempt would be made to renew negotiations in any format. / This would contradict all the usual doctrines and preferences of diplomats. Their instinct is to talk with every adversary with whom it is possible to talk. Historically inclined diplomats often cite pugnacious Winston Churchill's dictum that it is always better to "jaw-jaw than war-war." / When there is no diplomatic recognition to be traded in exchange for concessions, diplomats assume that talking is always a good idea because words cost nothing but can produce tangible results. / This time that is the wrong assumption. For years, the U.S., China, the Russian Federation, Japan and South Korea have been patiently negotiating with North Korea, offering economic aid, security guarantees, and the benefits of "normalization" in exchange for it abandoning its nuclear programs. South Korea provided advance payments in the form of investments, food aid and large cash gifts. / Thus over a period of years, while the dictatorship of Kim Jong Il continued to starve its own population as it accumulated more military equipment and repeatedly sold nuclear and missile technology to Iran and Syria, it was greatly rewarded diplomatically. Kim Jong Il's delegates sat alongside those of the U.S., China, Russia and Japan -- a huge concession in itself that added to the prestige of the regime. Every time the North Koreans committed a new outrage, from launching ballistic missiles over Japan to selling ballistic missiles to Iran, the response was to resume the talks, with no reduction in the concessions on offer and even some more gifts from South Korea. / This must now stop. The North Korean regime never yielded anything of significance in past negotiations, which have served nobody but them. This time, provocation must not be rewarded. Evidently, the North Korean aim is to evoke more attention, more offers of concessions, more gifts. They must receive nothing at all. Talking has failed utterly. Silence might yet persuade the North Koreans to improve their behavior.

The CP will be perceived as meaningless words - only the action of the plan is key
Cha 09 (October, Korea Chair at CSIS, and adjunct senior fellow at the Pacific Council in Los Angeles. Director of Asian affairs on the National Security Council from 2004—2007 and deputy head of the U.S. delegation to the Six-Party Talks, Washington Quarterly, “What Do They Really Want?: Obama’s North Korea Conundrum”)

There is some truth to this claim, and for this reason the United States, on countless occasions, has stated that it does not have a hostile policy toward North Korea. Table 1 offers the first compilation of all statements of U.S. non-hostile intent to North Korea dating back to the George H.W. Bush administration because it is essential for analysts and officials to recognize how often the United States has definitively made this statement. U.S. negotiator Hill was fond of saying that the United States did not have a hostile policy toward North Korea, but that it did have a hostile policy toward its nuclear weapons. The North's response, once it received such assurances even at the presidential level, was that words were not enough. / So, in September 2005, the North Koreans won the negative security assurance that they had long sought: a written statement in full view of China, Japan, Russia, and South Korea that the “The United States affirmed that it has no nuclear weapons on the Korean Peninsula and has no intention to attack or invade the DPRK with nuclear or conventional weapons.”12 This assurance went further in text than the statement of non-hostile intent provided by the Clinton administration in October 2000, which read, “As a crucial first step, the two sides stated that neither government would have hostile intent toward the other and confirmed the commitment of both governments to make every effort in the future to build a new relationship free from past enmity.”13 Yet, the North dismissed this as a piece of paper with no meaning.


AT: Security Guarantee CP

North Korea is after more than a security guarantee
Kolisnyk 9 (Ben,  Staff Writer, “North Korean ‘Apologists,’” 10/30, The Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/10/137_54560.html) 

The United States apparently offered a ``negative'' security assurance in the second George W. Bush term (i.e. that the U.S. put in writing in the fourth round of six-party talks in 2005 that it has ``no intention to attack or invade the DPRK with nuclear or conventional weapons''), yet North Korea continued to ostensibly develop nuclear weapons and test ballistic missiles. / So Cha concludes that North Korea is after more than simply security guarantees. Cha goes on to speculate that North Korea is probably after a deal with the United States that resembles the conditions granted to India, whereby India was ``allowed'' to keep its nuclear program and maintain a portion of control over its civilian and weapons programs outside of international monitoring.  / There are several noteworthy points. The first is that he may very well be right. If indeed North Korea truly sought (and continues to seek) security guarantees, and yet did not accept the U.S. overture, then perhaps it is interested in gaining more out of its program than security.  / At the same time however, Cha fails to consider the possibility that North Korea did not have absolute faith in this so-called guarantee. After all, at this stage of the DPRK-U.S relationship, asking North Korea to give up what it perceives to be its ultimate security guarantor (i.e. its nuclear weapons) quid pro quo for a pledge that the U.S. will leave North Korea alone is tantamount to telling a hostage taker that if they just give their gun to the police everything will be fine and everyone can go home. / Of course, this assumes that the U.S. would be interested in invading North Korea in the absence of nuclear weapons in the first place. In Cha's opinion, there is no reason to believe it would, especially in light of Obama making known his willingness to negotiate with North Korea.  / Let us not forget that it took the U.S. more than 50 years to offer such a security assurance to North Korea. Indeed, even Cha expresses surprise that the administration was willing to include the statement in the 2005 agreement.  / If the security guarantee were to be honored as closely as the U.S. upheld its promise in the 1994 Agreed Framework to provide the North with light water reactors in exchange for North Korean denuclearization (the U.S. stalled on these reactors and they were never provided), such a security guarantee would be meaningless.  / What is more, and this has been frequently mentioned in literature but less so in the media, at one point the U.S. believed Iraq had weapons of mass destruction, which did not prevent them from deciding to invade it and bring about regime change.  / So any concerns that North Korea has over U.S. security assurances are understandable, and these concerns would only be exacerbated in the case that North Korea actually denuclearizes. / North Korea's insecurity predates the 1950-53 Korean War and is merely a continuation of the occupation anxiety felt by the entire Korean Peninsula for millennia.  / It is not necessarily the case that it is seeking more than security in the form of a U.S.-India deal; however, until it can achieve a genuine security guarantee that it can feel confident about, the outside world will never know for sure.  / While it is true that North Korea's behavior appears erratic to the international community, its actions are actually quite rational as far as sovereign state behavior goes. Calling this an ``apologist'' or ``sympathizer" line of reasoning does not strengthen the case against North Korea but rather hinders academic debate and constructive public discourse on the matter.


AT: Conditions CP (1/3)
Conditions are counterproductive --- makes security guarantee not credible
Kolisnyk 9 (Ben,  Staff Writer, “North Korean ‘Apologists,’” 10/30, The Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/10/137_54560.html) 

The United States apparently offered a ``negative'' security assurance in the second George W. Bush term (i.e. that the U.S. put in writing in the fourth round of six-party talks in 2005 that it has ``no intention to attack or invade the DPRK with nuclear or conventional weapons''), yet North Korea continued to ostensibly develop nuclear weapons and test ballistic missiles. / So Cha concludes that North Korea is after more than simply security guarantees. Cha goes on to speculate that North Korea is probably after a deal with the United States that resembles the conditions granted to India, whereby India was ``allowed'' to keep its nuclear program and maintain a portion of control over its civilian and weapons programs outside of international monitoring.  / There are several noteworthy points. The first is that he may very well be right. If indeed North Korea truly sought (and continues to seek) security guarantees, and yet did not accept the U.S. overture, then perhaps it is interested in gaining more out of its program than security.  / At the same time however, Cha fails to consider the possibility that North Korea did not have absolute faith in this so-called guarantee. After all, at this stage of the DPRK-U.S relationship, asking North Korea to give up what it perceives to be its ultimate security guarantor (i.e. its nuclear weapons) quid pro quo for a pledge that the U.S. will leave North Korea alone is tantamount to telling a hostage taker that if they just give their gun to the police everything will be fine and everyone can go home. / Of course, this assumes that the U.S. would be interested in invading North Korea in the absence of nuclear weapons in the first place. In Cha's opinion, there is no reason to believe it would, especially in light of Obama making known his willingness to negotiate with North Korea.  / Let us not forget that it took the U.S. more than 50 years to offer such a security assurance to North Korea. Indeed, even Cha expresses surprise that the administration was willing to include the statement in the 2005 agreement.  / If the security guarantee were to be honored as closely as the U.S. upheld its promise in the 1994 Agreed Framework to provide the North with light water reactors in exchange for North Korean denuclearization (the U.S. stalled on these reactors and they were never provided), such a security guarantee would be meaningless.  / What is more, and this has been frequently mentioned in literature but less so in the media, at one point the U.S. believed Iraq had weapons of mass destruction, which did not prevent them from deciding to invade it and bring about regime change.  / So any concerns that North Korea has over U.S. security assurances are understandable, and these concerns would only be exacerbated in the case that North Korea actually denuclearizes. / North Korea's insecurity predates the 1950-53 Korean War and is merely a continuation of the occupation anxiety felt by the entire Korean Peninsula for millennia.  / It is not necessarily the case that it is seeking more than security in the form of a U.S.-India deal; however, until it can achieve a genuine security guarantee that it can feel confident about, the outside world will never know for sure.  / While it is true that North Korea's behavior appears erratic to the international community, its actions are actually quite rational as far as sovereign state behavior goes. Calling this an ``apologist'' or ``sympathizer" line of reasoning does not strengthen the case against North Korea but rather hinders academic debate and constructive public discourse on the matter.


AT: Conditions CP (2/3)

North Korea sees conditions as a breach of trust – they will reject offers and create new crisis scenarios
Toloraya 09 (11/23, Director of Korean Programs, Institute of Economy, Russian Academy of Science, "Engaging the DPRK: A 'Deferred Delivery' Option?" http://www.japanfocus.org/-Georgy-Toloraya/3258)

The current cycle of tensions leading to the emergence of the DPRK as a de-facto nuclear weapons state started when North Korea became disappointed concerning the lame-duck Bush administration’s true intentions in the Six Party talks.  North Koreans grew frustrated as their actual gains from the diplomatic process were marginal - they did not come much closer to obtaining substantial security guarantees. Even a largely symbolic (and easily reversible) “delisting” of DPRK as a terrorist state caused much controversy in the US and abroad, and when the US demanded new concessions in exchange from North Korea, they saw this as a breach of trust. As to the modest economic assistance promised when the accord was sealed, only the US and Russia actually fulfilled their obligations (200,000 tons of heavy oil), while other countries either totally abstained (Japan) or dragged their feet (ROK). For its part, the DPRK felt that its concessions were not fully recognized and valued. “Hawks” in Pyongyang might have suspected that these concessions were perceived in the West as a sign of weakness and testimony to its pressing need to normalize relations.  Kim Jong Il probably considered that the incoming Obama administration would not take North Korea seriously enough and that he would not get the regime sustainability guarantees he needed by continuing tit-for-tat bargaining.  Pyongyang therefore decided to “tame” the   new US leaders and “teach them a lesson”. The new message was that Obama would have to talk to an established nuclear state. The strategy of increasing tensions to raise the stakes was adopted.


North Korea will play games and draw out the counterplans negotiations as long as possible
US-Korea Institute 09 (2/12, The Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “Peace Talks, Sanctions and Nuclear Negotiations: What the North is Really Saying,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10012USKI.html)


Over the past few months, following the visit of U.S. Ambassador Stephen Bosworth to Pyongyang, the North Korean Foreign Ministry has issued a number of pronouncements on issues related to the resumption of nuclear negotiations at the Beijing Six Party Talks. Outside experts and the media have concluded that the North is demanding the lifting of UN sanctions, imposed on Pyongyang after its missile and nuclear tests last spring, before it returns to negotiations. Based on the recent statements, there is also a general impression that Pyongyang is seeking the beginning of peace talks early on as a ploy to delay serious nuclear talks.  / In fact, the statements may actually signal something quite different. The point is not that the North is now willing to engage in serious denuclearization talks. Indeed, as some observers have suggested, Pyongyang may be maneuvering to deflect and delay such a discussion. The question to consider is whether the recent foreign ministry pronouncements signal an opening that Washington can use to its advantage to advance US national security interests. / Admittedly, this is a tricky period for analysts. In the months leading up to substantive negotiations with North Korea, outside observers often trap themselves into minute exploration of the details of DPRK pronouncements and miss the larger message. Typically, the actual details of the North's position-though probably worked out in Pyongyang well ahead of time-do not become clear until later, when negotiations are well underway. Much is left deliberately vague at the outset, giving the North freedom to set up defensive positions in the talks and then fall back from them at the proper time. Both the January 11th DPRK Foreign Ministry statement and the follow up Foreign Ministry spokesman's statement a week later contain examples of analytical traps to avoid. 


AT: Conditions CP (3/3)

Bilateral negotiations undercut the commitment to multilateral talks and causes a break with South Korea and Japan
Cossa 09 (December, Senior Fellow at the Council for Foreign Relations, “Northeast Asian Regionalism: A (Possible) Means to an End for Washington,” http://www.cfr.org/project/1352/regional_impulses_in_northeast_asia.html)


Pyongyang‘s current refusal to return to Six Party deliberations keeps both the threat and concerns alive. The Obama administration faces a dilemma, deliberately created and advanced by Pyongyang. It can either accept North Korea‘s demand for direct bilateral negotiations and try to do something about its growing nuclear capabilities, at the risk of undercutting and marginalizing its South Korean and Japanese allies (not to mention China), or it can hold fast to its demand for multilateral negotiations and in the meantime stand idly by as Pyongyang further develops its nuclear arsenal.5 In this case, insisting on a multilateral response is, in effect, putting the bilateral alliances first, due to the recognition that cutting Seoul and Tokyo out of the process, while perhaps marginally improving the prospects of progress on the denuclearization front, could create a crisis of confidence among the allies.

The counterplan’s two party talks cause a breakdown in 6 party talks by going outside the framework
Kissinger 09 (8/9, Former Secretary of State, “The North Korea Fallout,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2009/08/07/ST2009080703093.html)


Already, speculation is rife that the Clinton visit inaugurates the prospect of a change of course of American policy and of a bilateral U.S.-North Korea solution. But two-party talks outside the six-party framework never made any sense. North Korean nuclear weapons threaten the North's neighbors more than they do the United States. The other members of the six-party talks are needed to help enforce any agreement that may be made or to sustain sanctions on the way to it. These countries should not be made to feel that the United States uses them as pawns for its global designs. To be sure, the Obama administration has disavowed any intentions for separate, two-power talks. But the other parties will be tempted to hedge against the prospect that these assurances may be modified. That feeling is likely to be particularly strong in Japan, where a national election campaign is underway and where Tokyo already feels it has secured inadequate support on behalf of Japanese citizens abducted by North Korea.


AT: Condition on North Korea CP
Can’t solve – will get delayed
Steinberg 1 (Gerald, Center for Strategic Studies, Jerusalem Post, 9-21, Lexis)
Instead of time-consuming negotiations and diplomatic coalition building, President Bush, as the leader of the world's only superpower needs to demonstrate his determination and power through clear action. This does not mean that long-standing allies such as NATO (including Turkey) and partners such as Israel, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, India and even Russia and China should be ignored. Consultation and cooperation are important, but the US must also provide an unambiguous lead. Those states that are serious about anti-terrorist policies will follow, including Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Kuwait and many other Arab and Islamic countries which are themselves threatened by fundamentalist Islamic terror.

Particularly true for North Korea

Van Der Meer 8 (Sico, Research Fellow – Netherlands Institute of International Relations and MA in History – Radboud University,  “Nuclear Blackmail: Will North Korea Ever End its Nuclear Program?”, Strategic Insights, VIII(4), September, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2008/Sep/vandermeer Sep08.html)

Next to the strategy of playing the instability card, the North Korean regime uses the strategy of constantly slowing down all negotiation processes. Every possible detail is used to delay the negotiation processes as a whole. One example of many is the Banco Delta Asia affair. When in 2005 the North Korean accounts at this bank in Macau were declared “infected” by the United States and consequently frozen, North Korea refused to negotiate any further about anything as long as this relatively small problem was not resolved.[10] That time is on the North Korean side seems to be the idea in Pyongyang. As long as negotiations are possible, military action against the regime is highly unlikely, while at the same time the nuclear program may continue, at least to some extent. And as long as negotiations are dragging along, aid requirements due to floods and other disasters—that sometimes seem to be exaggerated to extract more support—will be taken more seriously by the international community. After all, nobody wants to see the regime in Pyongyang collapsing because of popular unrest as long as there could be nuclear devices available in the chaos that will arise, so food and energy supplies will surely follow upon these kind of aid requests.

North Korea will never denuclearize – even if they say “yes”, they’ll cheat

Bennett 8 (Bruce, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “A New National Strategy for Korea: North Korea Threats Require Deterrence, Reconciliation”, Korea Herald, 3-13, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2008/03/13/ KH.html)

Arms control seeks to reduce the risks of conflict, the damage that conflict could cause, and the military cost to deter conflict or to achieve victory in conflict. For decades, South Korea, the United States, and the international community have tried to use arms control measures to moderate the North Korean threat, consistent with these objectives. Korean arms control efforts have focused on the North Korean nuclear weapons program because of the serious threat that it poses. The history of these efforts is, however, not very hopeful. North Korea signed a safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency in July 1977, and then joined the Nonproliferation Treaty in 1985. In 1991, North and South Korea signed the Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. They agreed to ... not test, manufacture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy or use nuclear weapons ... Moreover, they would ... not possess nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities. In 1994, North Korea signed the Agreed Framework with the United States, closing the Yongbyon facilities; North Korea promised to abide by the provisions of the NPT. And now North Korea is delaying the agreements made under the six-party talks. North Korea has apparently pursued nuclear weapons development throughout this period. Two examples suggest the pattern. North Korea did operate a nuclear reprocessing facility, in violation of the Joint Declaration. And in 1999, Dr. A.Q. Khan of Pakistan said he was shown three North Korean plutonium nuclear weapons. If Dr. Khan was right, North Korea did produce and possess nuclear weapons, in violation of the NPT and the Joint Declaration. Many experts on North Korea are skeptical that North Korea will ever dismantle its entire nuclear weapon arsenal, because these capabilities have been so critical to North Korea. Consider this: How is it that a nearly bankrupt country of only about 20 million people can stand up to three members of the U.N. Security Council and Japan, four of the wealthiest countries in the world? And in doing so, North Korea often comes out the victor. Would North Korea have such leverage without nuclear weapons? Would the North Korean regime be able to survive without such appearances of empowerment? 
AT: Condition on North Korea Denuclearization CP
Only unconditional action solves the net-benefit

Oh 92 (Dr. Kongdan, Research Staff Member – Institute for Defense Analyses and Senior Fellow – Brookings Institution, “Background and Options for Nuclear Arms Control on the Korean Peninsula”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/notes/2009/N3475.pdf)
UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL / This option has already been exercised. One result of guaranteeing the nuclear-free status of South Korea should be to persuade the North Koreans that they do not need their own nuclear weapons to defend against a South Korean-U.S. nuclear threat. Unilateral withdrawal should thus be a significant CBM, but there is no guarantee that the North will respond positively. Unilateral arms reduction, while it may appear naive, does have several points to recommend it. At least in the short term, it reduces or eliminates the number of nuclear weapons on the Korean peninsula. Also, such a move enables the United States to take the high ground in the moral debate about denuclearization.
Even if they say “yes”, its very slow

Wit 10 (Joel S., Visiting Fellow – U.S-Korea Institute, School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, “Four Scenarios for a Nuclear North Korea”, February, http://uskoreainstitute.org/bin/s/g/USKI_WP10-01_Wit.pdf)

Questions remain about whether North Korea is willing to give up its nuclear arsenal. One school of thought argues that Pyongyang intends to keep its weapons, citing reasons ranging from the fact that no country has relinquished its arsenal after openly conducting a nuclear test to forecasts that the possession of such weapons guarantees the continued survival of the Kim Jong-il regime. Another school of thought argues that no one knows whether North Korea would be willing to give up its nuclear arsenal since, at least in recent years, no serious effort has been made to determine this through a coherent policy of providing incentives and disincentives to Pyongyang. A third school would argue that Kim Jong-il has not yet made up his mind whether he will give up his nuclear arsenal. Contrary to the popular impression that the North Koreans are reckless risk-takers, they are in fact extremely cautious. A decision of that magnitude will not be arrived at quickly or easily and will probably be delayed as long as possible.
1

