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*** KOREAN WAR

Korean War – 1AC
Financial collapse makes maintaining hegemony impossible – US withdrawal is inevitable over the long-term

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,  “Bankrupt Empire” ,4/19/10

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11701]

The United States government is effectively bankrupt. Washington no longer can afford to micromanage the world. International social engineering is a dubious venture under the best of circumstances. It is folly to attempt while drowning in red ink. Traditional military threats against America have largely disappeared. There's no more Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact, Maoist China is distant history and Washington is allied with virtually every industrialized state. As Colin Powell famously put it while Chairman of the Joint Chiefs: "I'm running out of enemies. . . . I'm down to Kim Il-Sung and Castro." However, the United States continues to act as the globe's 911 number. Unfortunately, a hyperactive foreign policy requires a big military. America accounts for roughly half of global military outlays. In real terms Washington spends more on "defense" today than it during the Cold War, Korean War and Vietnam War. U.S. military expenditures are extraordinary by any measure. My Cato Institute colleagues Chris Preble and Charles Zakaib recently compared American and European military outlays. U.S. expenditures have been trending upward and now approach five percent of GDP. In contrast, European outlays have consistently fallen as a percentage of GDP, to an average of less than two percent. The difference is even starker when comparing per capita GDP military expenditures. The U.S. is around $2,200. Most European states fall well below $1,000. Adding in non-Pentagon defense spending — Homeland Security, Veterans Affairs, and Department of Energy (nuclear weapons) — yields American military outlays of $835.1 billion in 2008, which represented 5.9 percent of GDP and $2,700 per capita. Max Boot of the Council on Foreign Relations worries that the increased financial obligations (forget unrealistic estimates about cutting the deficit) resulting from health-care legislation will preclude maintaining such oversize expenditures in the future, thereby threatening America's "global standing." He asks: Who will "police the sea lanes, stop the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, combat terrorism, respond to genocide and other unconscionable human rights violations, and deter rogue states from aggression?" Of course, nobody is threatening to close the sea lanes these days. Washington has found it hard to stop nuclear proliferation without initiating war, yet promiscuous U.S. military intervention creates a powerful incentive for nations to seek nuclear weapons. Armored divisions and carrier groups aren't useful in confronting terrorists. Iraq demonstrates how the brutality of war often is more inhumane than the depredations of dictators. And there are lots of other nations capable of deterring rogue states. The United States should not attempt to do everything even if it could afford to do so. But it can't. When it comes to the federal Treasury, there's nothing there. If Uncle Sam was a real person, he would declare bankruptcy. The current national debt is $12.7 trillion. The Congressional Budget Office figures that current policy — unrealistically assuming no new spending increases — will run up $10 trillion in deficits over the coming decade. But more spending — a lot more spending — is on the way. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac remain as active as ever, underwriting $5.4 trillion worth of mortgages while running up additional losses. The Federal Housing Administration's portfolio of insured mortgages continues to rise along with defaults. Exposure for Ginnie Mae, which issues guaranteed mortgage-backed securities, also is jumping skyward. The FDIC shut down a record 140 banks last year and is running low on cash. Last year the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation figured its fund was running a $34 billion deficit. Federal pensions are underfunded by $1 trillion. State and local retirement funds are short about $3 trillion. Outlays for the Iraq war will persist decades after the troops return as the government cares for seriously injured military personnel; total expenditures will hit $2 trillion or more. Extending and expanding the war in Afghanistan will further bloat federal outlays. Worst of all, last year the combined Social Security/Medicare unfunded liability was estimated to be $107 trillion. Social Security, originally expected to go negative in 2016, will spend more than it collects this year, and the "trust fund" is an accounting fiction. Medicaid, a joint federal-state program, also is breaking budgets. At their current growth rate, CBO says that by 2050 these three programs alone will consume virtually the entire federal budget. Uncle Sam's current net liabilities exceed Americans' net worth. Yet the debt-to-GDP ratio will continue rising and could eventually hit World War II levels. Net interest is expected to more than quadruple to $840 billion annually by 2020. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke says: "It's not something that is ten years away. It affects the markets currently." In March, Treasury notes commanded a yield of 3.5 basis points higher than those for Warren Buffett's Berkshire Hathaway Moody's recently threatened to downgrade federal debt: "Although AAA governments benefit from an unusual degree of balance sheet flexibility, that flexibility is not infinite." In 2008, Tom Lemmon of Moody's warned: "The underlying credit rating of the U.S. government faces the risk of downgrading in the next ten years if solutions are not found to our growing Medicare and Social Security unfunded obligations." This is all without counting a dollar of increased federal spending due to federalizing American medicine. The United States faces a fiscal crisis. If America's survival was at stake, extraordinary military expenditures would still be justified. But not to protect other nations, especially prosperous and populous states well able to defend themselves. Boot warns: "it will be increasingly hard to be globocop and nanny state at the same time." America should be neither. The issue is not just money. The Constitution envisions a limited government focused on defending Americans, not transforming the rest of the world. Moreover, if Washington continues to act as globocop, America's friends and allies will never have an incentive to do more. The United States will be a world power for decades. But it can no afford to act as if it is the only power. America must begin the process of becoming a normal nation with a normal foreign policy.  
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Korean conflict is coming now – nuclear deterrence fails

Chung 6/1 – Visiting Professor at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Relations (RSIS), Nanayang Technological University (Chong Wook, 2010, “The Korean Crisis: Going Beyond the Cheonan Incident,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22205/us_policy_toward_the_korean_peninsula.html)

After a month-long investigation, the Seoul government announced that the ship was hit by a torpedo launched from a North Korean submarine. The evidence it produced included the tail part of the torpedo recovered from the bottom of the sea where the ship sank. President Lee Myung-bak, demanding the North's apology, announced a series of measures suspending all inter-Korea cooperation except in the humanitarian area. North Korea, which earlier denied its involvement, immediately cut off almost all land, air and sea lines of communications with the South. It warned that any violation was to be dealt with by the wartime laws. It also placed its armed forces on special alert. The two Koreas appear to be heading for a serious military confrontation. Another factor that adds to the severity of the current crisis is the nuclear capability of the North. Pyongyan is believed to have fissionable materials enough for up to ten plutonium bombs. Its two nuclear tests so far reinforced the possibility of all-out military flare-up involving nuclear weapons. The nuclear logic could certainly apply for deterring a war, but North Korea has proven that the rational logic of deterrence may not necessarily hold. Such is the risk of dealing with a desperate country whose brinkmanship tactics often defy the strategic calculus of its neighbors. The drastic decline in the South Korean stock market is indicative of how the situation is perceived. Despite all these ominous developments, however, premature pessimism is not advisable.
Expanding North Korean provocations will draw the US into nuclear conflict

Hayes, 06 - Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, San Francisco (Peter, “The Stalker State: North Korean Proliferation and the End of American Nuclear Hegemony” 10/4, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0682Hayes.html)
If as I have suggested, the DPRK has become a nuclear ‘stalker state’ that seeks to redress past wrongs and use nuclear leverage to force the United States to treat it in a less hostile and more respectful manner, then the United States will have to ask itself whether continued isolation and pressure on the regime is more likely, or less so, to ameliorate stalking behaviours in time of crisis, when the risk of nuclear next-use becomes urgent. Like a repeat offender, the DPRK is likely to continue to use nuclear threat to stalk the United States until it achieves what it perceives to be a genuine shift in Washington’s attitude. Unlike an individual who stalks, there is no simple way to lock up a state that stalks another with nuclear threat. Currently, the United States has no common language for discussing nuclear weapons with the North Korean military in the context of the insecurities that bind the two sides together at the Demilitarized Zone. Continued rebuffing of Pyongyang’s overtures may lead to more ‘nuclear stalking’ – that is, the development of creative and unanticipated ways of using nuclear threats, deployments, and actual use in times of crisis or war. There are no grounds to believe that the DPRK will employ a US or Western conceptual framework of nuclear deterrence and crisis management in developing its own nuclear doctrine and use options. Indeed, US efforts to use ‘clear and classical’ deterrent threats to communicate to North Koreans that ‘if they do acquire WMD, their weapons will be unusable because any attempt to use them will bring national obliteration’ – as Condoleezza Rice put it in her Foreign Affairs essay in 2000 – serve to incite the DPRK to exploit this very threat as a way to engage the United States, with terrible risks of miscalculation and first-use on both sides.
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North Korean nuclear use triggers every impact – it destroys the ozone layer, global agriculture, the economy, and the global nonproliferation regime

Hayes and Green, 10 - *Victoria University AND **Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute (Peter and Michael, “-“The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 1/5, 

http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.
Global Agriculture Collapse Results in World War 3

Calvin ‘98 

[William H. Calvin, Ph.D., is a professor at the University of Washington School of Medicine, affiliated with the Program on Climate Change, “The Greenhouse Connection”  January, 1998 http://www.theatlantic.com/past/docs/issues/98jan/climate2.htm]

The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields would cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands -- if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, would go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries would attempt to use their armies, before they fell apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food.   This would be a worldwide problem -- and could lead to a Third World War -- but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic.
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Ozone depletion shatters DNA – making survival impossible.

Earth & Society ‘98 (A Project out of the University of Michigan -- THE OZONE LAYER: IMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF OZONE EDUCATION – http://www.umich.edu/~gs265/society/ozone.htm)

The ozone layer is essential for human life.  It is able to absorb much harmful ultraviolet radiation, preventing penetration to the earth’s surface.  Ultraviolet radiation (UV) is defined as radiation with wavelengths between 290-320 nanometers, which are harmful to life because this radiation can enter cells and destroy the deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) of many life forms on planet earth.  In a sense, the ozone layer can be thought of as a UV filter, or our planet’s built in sunscreen (Geocities.com, 1998).  Without the ozone layer, UV radiation would not be filtered as it reached the surface of the earth.  If this happened, cancer would break out and all of the living civilizations, and all species on earth would be in jeopardy (Geocities.com, 1998).  Thus, the ozone layer essentially allows life, as we know it, to exist.

Economic collapse causes global nuclear war

Mead 09

[Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, February 4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1]

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
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Proliferation risks extinction. It probably doesn’t reduce conventional war but the benefits don’t justify jacking with the human future.

Krieger ‘9  (David, Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)
Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?
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Withdrawal solves – two internal links

a) China – 

Removing U.S. troops is a prerequisite to genuine Chinese support for Korean reunification

Van Nguyen, 9 - freelance writer based in Sydney, Australia. His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal (Peter, “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/)

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.
Chinese involvement is key to preventing North Korean collapse and 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” ,5/3/10

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11739]

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.

Korean War – 1AC

b) North Korean denuclearization – 
Troop withdrawal key to denuclearizing North Korea

Bandow 09


[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,  “Bipolar Pyongyang  ” ,8/9/09

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10523]

Secretary Clinton should invite the DPRK to send an envoy to Washington. (Enough supplicants have gone to Pyongyang.) The agenda would be to develop the parameters for any bilateral talks. The administration should indicate that it is willing to discuss most any issue, but genuine negotiations could be conducted only in a multilateral context—if not the six-party talks per se, then in an ongoing, parallel framework. The reason is simple: the North's nuclear program, accentuated by Pyongyang's predictable brinkmanship, is the principal barrier to improvement of the DPRK's relations with the United States, as well as North Korea's neighbors. In response, Washington should indicate that it is prepared to work with the other parties to develop a comprehensive program to promote stability, security and prosperity for the Korean peninsula. The solution must be both regional and consensual. Washington should indicate that it has no intention of imposing a solution on other nations. During this period the administration should work with Seoul and the new Japanese government to craft a package that includes: a peace treaty, a nonaggression pact, phased U.S.-troop withdrawal, mutual diplomatic recognition, an end of sanctions, membership in international organizations, and bilateral and multilateral aid. In return, the North would agree to forgo nuclear weapons and long-range missiles, fully dismantle its existing nuclear facilities, relinquish all nuclear materials and accept intrusive inspections. The need for the latter is even more evident after Pyongyang's claim to be in the final stages of uranium enrichment. If true, that gives the lie to the regime's lengthy denial that it possessed such a capability. In return for bountiful benefits from engagement, the DPRK must agree to a process that ensures no more unpleasant surprises for its neighbors and America. Washington, South Korea and Tokyo should simultaneously work together to encourage more intensive Chinese involvement. With increasing pessimism in Beijing that North Korea will agree to give up its nuclear potential, the allies should suggest that the People's Republic of China closely coordinate its policy with theirs for one last serious attempt to resolve the nuclear crisis through negotiation. In essence, Pyongyang's three antagonists would provide the carrots while its ally would wield the stick. If the DPRK chose to obstruct and obfuscate, it would demonstrate that it does not desire a diplomatic solution. In that case, Beijing should support—and, more importantly, enforce—an enhanced sanctions regime. China also should consider using whatever influence it has within the North to encourage more responsible behavior and/or better leadership. To ease the PRC's concerns over the prospect of inadvertently sparking a North Korean implosion, the United States, South Korea and Japan should emphasize that the situation today is dangerously unstable, despite the fact that Pyongyang is in its manic phase. Should the result of Chinese pressure be social collapse, the three allies would contribute financially. Moreover, both Washington and Seoul should promise that there would be no American military presence in a reunified Korea. 

Korean War – 1AC

Attacking North Korea doesn’t solve-it will result in Global Nuclear War 

Bandow 03

[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,  “N. Korea Is No Place to Apply Iraq 'Lessons'” , 4/22/03 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6020]

When Undersecretary of State John R. Bolton said North Korea should "draw the appropriate lesson from Iraq," the meaning was clear: The United States might send in the Marines. The administration apparently believes that its hard-line stance led to the three-way talks among North Korea, China and the U.S. planned for later this week. And if the talks bog down or blow up, Bolton's statement implies that war again will be an option.  But we should know clearly what we may provoke, and it isn't a limited, quick, low-casualty Iraqi-style conflict. Where North Korea is concerned, even a limited military strike almost certainly means full-scale war on the Korean peninsula, with massive casualties and widespread devastation.  The North is thought to possess one or two nuclear weapons or at least has reprocessed enough plutonium to make them. More important, it has cheated on the 1994 Agreed Framework, which froze its nuclear program, and it also has taken a series of increasingly provocative steps.  North Korea probably chose the current path for a mixture of reasons. Its putative nuclear capability is the only reason other nations pay any attention to an otherwise bankrupt, irrelevant state. So far the nuclear option also has been useful in eliciting bribes, such as fuel oil shipments and financial aid. Moreover, developing a nuclear arsenal may be the surest route to ensuring that the U.S. does not attack.  A decade ago, many American policymakers and pundits blithely talked about military options for destroying the Yongbyon reactor and other North Korean nuclear facilities. Many people, apparently including President Bush, seem to be making the same calculations again.  It is not surprising that policymakers in Seoul, within easy reach of North Korean artillery and Scud missiles, have a different perspective. Officials in Beijing, Moscow and Tokyo also worry about radioactive fallout, missile attacks, refugee flows, economic turmoil and regional chaos. Even among the countries in the region most vulnerable to a North Korea with nuclear weapons, there is no constituency for war.  South Korea is particularly adamant. As President Roh Moo Hyun said, "For Washington, their prime interest lies in getting rid of weapons of mass destruction to restore the world order, but for us it's a matter of survival."  Some advocates of military action predict that Pyongyang would not retaliate against a blow to its nuclear facilities. Others propose coupling such a military strike with the use or threat of tactical nuclear weapons against the North's conventional forces.  But to attack and assume the North would not respond would be a wild gamble. A military strike might not get all of Pyongyang's nuclear assets, and hitting the reprocessing facility and spent fuel rods could create radioactive fallout over China, Japan, Russia or South Korea.  Moreover, given the official U.S. policy of preemption, designation of the North as a member of the "axis of evil" and the Iraq war, Pyongyang might decide that even a limited military strike was the opening of a war for regime change.  In that case, it would make sense to roll the tanks. An account by a high-ranking defector, Cho Myung Chul, is particularly sobering. In analyzing Iraq's defeat in the 1991 Gulf War, North Korean military officials concluded that Baghdad was too defensive. Cho related the North Korean view as: "If we're in a war, we'll use everything. And if there's a war, we should attack first, to take the initiative." He estimates the chances of general war at 80% in response to even a limited strike on Yongbyon.  Unfortunately, "everything" is a daunting force: In addition to a large army, the North possesses long-range artillery and rocket launchers, up to 600 Scud missiles and additional longer-range No Dong missiles. And it has developed a significant number and range of chemical and perhaps biological weapons. Estimates as to the number of casualties run to more than 1 million.  Also possible would be a limited retaliatory strike against the United States' Yongsan base in the center of Seoul. The Seoul-Inchon metropolis includes roughly half of South Korea's population, about 24 million people, and is the nation's industrial heartland. Pyongyang is thought to be able to fire up to 500,000 shells an hour into Seoul.  Washington could hardly afford not to respond to an attack on Yongsan, yet retaliation would probably lead to general war. Such a scenario might threaten civilian control of the military in Seoul; the perception that South Koreans died because the U.S. acted against the wishes of the Roh administration might create a decisive split between Seoul and Washington.  Dealing with North Korea could prove to be one of the most vexing challenges for this administration. Military action does not offer a simple solution but rather portends a real war of horrific destructiveness. 

Korean War – 1AC

Any conflict would be confined to the Korean Peninsula – but ONLY if the US withdraws

Bandow '96 – Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute (Doug, TRIPWIRE; Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World, pg. 8-10)

Military Dangers More important is the military risk of U.S. security ties. Although the American commitment probably helps deter North Korean aggression, it ensures that the United States will be involved if hostilities should recur. Indeed, the 37,000 U.S. soldiers are a tripwire that makes intervention automatic. Although the risk of war seems slight at the moment—in late 1995 famine in the North and political scandal in the South did raise tensions—the consequences would be horrific. And the possible acquisition by North Korea of atomic weapons increases the potential costs exponentially. If a conflict erupted, perhaps over the nuclear issue should the current agree​ment with Pyongyang break down, the American troops would become nuclear hostages. There are obviously times when the nation must risk war. But this is not one. There are no vital American interests at stake that warrant such a risk. The mere fact that the United States fought in Korea nearly 50 years ago does not mean it should prepare to do so again; the best way of honoring the sacrifice of so many soldiers in that war is to ensure that no Americans will be forced to fight and die in a similar future conflict. That is not to say that Washington has no interests at stake on the peninsula—the U.S.-South Korean cultural and economic ties are real, though modest—but they do not warrant a security guarantee and troop presence. In any case, America no longer needs to provide a military commitment to secure its interests. South Korea is now fully capable of defending itself. So, why is Washington risking the lives of U.S. soldiers in Korea? Put bluntly, would it dramatically affect American interests if war broke out on the peninsula and produced the worst-case scenario— a North Korean conquest of the ROK? Since the Korean War killed an estimated 1 million Koreans and Kim Jong Il's regime is the last best replica of Stalinist totalitarianism, such a conflict and outcome would obviously be tragic.21 But tragedy alone is not sufficient to warrant U.S. intervention, otherwise America would have invaded the USSR and, later, China to stop mass murder greater than that which occurred in Nazi Germany. America would also have occu​pied Angola, Bosnia, Burundi, Liberia, Sudan, and a host of other smaller hellholes around the globe. While moral concerns tug at our hearts, they are not enough to warrant committing 260 million Americans to war, risking unknown amounts of treasure and num​bers of lives. In the case of Korea, we should ask, would U.S. security be seriously affected by a war (assuming no American tripwire was present to automatically trigger U.S. involvement)? No Threat to America The answer is no. Kim Jong Il's forces would pose no credible military threat to the United States. And, unlike the situation in 1950, a successful North Korean attack, highly unlikely given the South's capabilities, would be unconnected to a larger, hegemonic international threat to America. A united communist Korea would lack the wherewithal even to threaten its closest neighbors, China and Russia. Given the low quality of the North's military, and Pyong​yang's economic travails, as well as the intensified international isolation that would greet the DPRK as a result of renewed aggres​sion, even the unlikely worst-case scenario would be a tragedy con​fined to the Korean peninsula. A victorious North Korea would face insurmountable difficulty developing the military capability to intervene overseas, against, say, Japan. Pyongyang's possible posses​sion of nuclear weapons would rightly frighten Tokyo, but the lat-ter's development of a countervailing weapon, while unsettling to its neighbors, would deter any adventurism.

Yes War [1/3]

Risk of war in Korea is high

Bandow, 10 - 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 (Doug,”An Unstable Rogue”, 4/6, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23144)

In late March an explosion sunk a South Korean warship in the Yellow Sea. After his government downplayed the likelihood of North Korean involvement, the South’s defense minister now says a mine or torpedo might have been involved. A torpedo would mean a North Korean submarine actively targeted Seoul’s aging corvette. The Republic of Korea’s president, Lee Myung-bak, has attempted to dampen speculation by announcing his intention to “look into the case in a calm manner.” But the possibility that Pyongyang committed a flagrant and bloody act of war has sent tremors through the ROK. Seoul could ill afford not to react strongly, both to protect its international reputation and prevent a domestic political upheaval. All economic aid to and investment in the North would end. Diplomatic talks would be halted. Prospects for reconvening the Six-Party Talks would disappear. Moreover, Seoul might feel the need to respond with force. Even if justified, such action would risk a retaliatory spiral. Where it would end no one could say. No one wants to play out that scenario to its ugly conclusion. The Yellow Sea incident reemphasizes the fact that North Korean irresponsibility could lead to war. Tensions on the Korean peninsula have risen after President Lee ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy”—which essentially provided bountiful subsidies irrespective of Pyongyang’s behavior. Nevertheless, the threat of war seemingly remained low. Thankfully, the prospect of conflict had dramatically diminished over the last couple of decades. After intermittently engaging in bloody terrorist and military provocations, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea seemed to have largely abandoned direct attacks on South Korea and the United States. Now we are no longer sure. Even if the DPRK was not involved in the sinking, only prudence, not principle, prevents the North from engaging in armed instances of brinkmanship. And with Pyongyang in the midst of a leadership transition of undetermined length, where the factions are unclear, different family members could reach for power, and the military might become the final arbiter, the possibility of violence occurring in the North and spilling outward seems real. Such an outcome would be in no one’s interest, including that of China. So far the People’s Republic of China has taken a largely hands-off attitude towards the North. Beijing has pushed the DPRK to negotiate and backed limited United Nations sanctions. But the PRC has refused to support a potentially economy-wrecking embargo or end its own food and energy subsidies to North Korea. There are several reasons for China’s stance. At base, Beijing is happier with the status quo than with risking North Korea’s economic stability or the two nations’ political relationship. Washington doesn’t like that judgment. However, changing the PRC’s policy requires convincing Beijing to assess its interest differently. The Yellow Sea incident could help. Apparently North Korean leader Kim Jong-il is planning to visit China. Speculation is rife about the reason: to request more food aid, promote investment in the North, respond to Beijing’s insistence that the DPRK rejoin the Six-Party Talks or something else? South Korea should propose its own high level visit to the PRC. The foreign ministers of both nations met in Beijing in mid-March and issued a standard call for resumption of the Six-Party Talks. But the ROK should press further, backed by the United States. Despite China’s preference for avoiding controversy, the status quo is inherently unstable. Doing nothing is worse than attempting to force a change in the North’s nuclear policies or ruling elites. Even under the best of circumstances there is no certainty about what is likely to occur in North Korea. Politics in Pyongyang resembles succession in the Ottoman court, involving not only varying factions but different family members. A weaker Kim Jong-il is less able to impose his will on the military or hand over power to his youngest son, as he apparently desires. Although the DPRK’s governing structures so far have proven surprisingly resilient, it’s impossible to ignore the possibility of an implosion, military coup or messy succession fight. If North Korea continues to develop nuclear weapons, its actions could trigger two equally explosive responses: a military attack by the United States or decisions by South Korea and Japan to build nuclear weapons in response.
War likely now – sunken ship, miscalc, and North Korean instability

Synder ’10 – Director of The Asia Foundation’s Center for US-Korea Policy and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Korean Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Scott A., June, “The Cheonan Reckoning,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22363/cheonan_reckoning.html)

The effects of the escalatory measures taken thus far are equivalent to the removal of the guardrails from a twisting mountain highway: the road itself is actually no more dangerous than before (i.e., both Koreas are equally committed to avoiding a full-scale military conflict, since North Korea knows that full-scale escalation would be suicidal while South Korea cannot afford the devas- tation), but the probability and potential costs that might occur in the event of miscalculation or risk-taking are considerably higher. Is the Pyongyang regime stable? The incident has fed a steady stream of speculation regarding North Korea’s internal stability and the potential internal challenges to managing a leadership succession from Kim Jong-Il to his third son, Kim Jung-Un. It is plausible to imagine a link between the sinking of the Cheonan and the succession, but such a connection will be impossible to prove given the limits of our knowledge of Pyongyang’s court politics. More importantly, the Cheonan incident provides an opportunity for deeper evaluation of North Korea’s increasingly bleak mid-to-long-term prospects. The near-universal perception of Kim Jong Il as representing an unstable, unpredictable, financially-troubled leadership focused short-term survival measures further tilts the focus of discussion toward crisis management and away from diplomacy, despite the reluctance of Beijing in particular to take up instability issues as an agenda item for official discussion with the US, Japan and South Korea. The gap between simple leadership succession difficulties and a full-scale collapse of the North Korean system may be bigger than many analysts have anticipated. The temporary uncertainties surrounding succession are difficult to differentiate from early signs of instability that might affect regime viability. More importantly, North Korea’s neighbors are likely to have differing views regarding regime stability and the potential thresholds for intervention to stabilize the situation. For instance, if one views signs of instability in the context of a leadership succession as temporary and manageable, one might be more likely to emphasize a passive response, but signs of a prolonged and contested leadership succession might suggest to some the need for proactive efforts to restore stability or to actively pursue Korean reunification. 
Yes War [2/3]

The risk of Korean war is high – small disputes could escalate

Tisdale, 5/24 - an assistant editor of the Guardian and a foreign affairs columnist (5/24/10, Simon, The Guardian, " China faces touch choices over Korea ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/may/24/china-faces-tough-choices-korea)

The risk of renewed, all-out warfare on the Korean peninsula is rated low by most western and Chinese analysts. But the chances of escalating armed clashes, planned or otherwise, have risen significantly following South Korea's decision to punish the North for the March sinking of its naval corvette, the Cheonan. And once shooting starts, it can be hard to stop. Today's South Korean announcement that it is planning joint anti-submarine exercises with the US provides one obvious possible flashpoint. Seoul says a North Korean torpedo destroyed the Cheonan, killing 46 sailors. If its vengeful navy were to encounter another of Kim Jong-il's submarines, mayhem may ensue. President Lee Myung-bak's move to resume psy-ops (psychological warfare operations) along the demilitarised zone, including broadcast propaganda messages targeted at North Korean troops, has already led Pyongyang to threaten to shoot up the border. And if the South makes good its vow to intercept North Korean commercial shipping, more trouble is likely. Both sides have much to lose if violence ratchets up. "This latest violence is as unlikely as previous incidents to lead to renewal of general fighting," said author Arthur Cyr in the China Post. "The Korean war was extraordinarily costly, and neither side has ever tried to renew such hostilities. North Korea now has at least a primitive nuclear weapon, but any use would result in instant devastating retaliation." The US, with 29,000 troops based in the South, may quickly be drawn into any new skirmishing. Barack Obama has directed the US military to be ready "to deter future aggression" and is demanding the North admit responsibility and apologise. But cash-strapped Washington has no appetite, and scant capacity, for more war, with the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq unfinished. Much the same goes for Japan, which is backing South Korea at the UN security council.
North Korea still wants to reunify Korea – leads to war

Robinson and Baker ’03 – *CDI Research Analyst **Senior Fellow at the Center for Defense Information (Colin and Stephen H., May 2003, “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences,” http://www.cdi.org/north-korea/north-korea-crisis.pdf)

However, the embattled state hung on. Despite a collapsing economy, widespread famine, and cooling relations with its previous major supporters – the People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation – North Korea not only survived but also managed to bolster its conventional forces and, according to North Korean officials, covertly build a small nuclear arsenal. Its still avowed aim of reunifying the Peninsula under communist rule, and the massive military force it has built to be able to do so, present a continuing threat of war in North East Asia. 

North Korea will engage in additional provocations

Klingner, 10 - Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation (Bruce, “It Was A North Korean Torpedo”, 5/20, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/05/20/it-was-a-north-korean-torpedo/)
As if the Cheonan attack was not bad enough, Seoul will be nervously waiting for the other shoe to drop. It can be expected that North Korea will react strongly to any international efforts to punish it for the Cheonan attack. It is also likely that the Cheonan sinking is not a singular event but rather the beginning of a North Korean campaign to raise tensions. Pyongyang could even be looking for a strong international response to the Cheonan sinking in order to justify additional belligerent behavior. If that is the case, then North Korea will engage in additional provocative behavior, particularly in the run-up to Seoul’s hosting of the G-20 summit in November.

Future North Korean provocations are inevitable

Auslin, 10 - director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute. (Michael, “Asia's Troubled Waters,” Wall Street Journal, 5/21, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703957904575253292263660122.html?mod=googlenews_wsj
Naval clashes between North and South have been a regular feature of the Korean standoff for the past decades. But the unprovoked sinking of the Cheonan is a major escalation in the North's actions that may well portend even larger clashes—especially if Kim Jong Il feels his navy has escaped scot-free in the murder of dozens of South Korean sailors.

Yes War [3/3]

U.S. presence in Korea uniquely increases the likelihood of conflict

Bandow 00

[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,  “Leave Korea to the Koreans ” , 5/21/00 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4694]

Korea has for 50 years been one of America's most dangerous military commitments. Today the United States maintains 37,000 soldiers as a tripwire to ensure involvement should war again break out between the two Koreas.  Indeed, there is no place else in the world where Americans are more likely to be involved in a conflict. The United States would win any war, but it would not be a bloodless victory, like that over Serbia.  

China Solves [1/3]

Increasing Chinese involvement in North Korea will create a peaceful solution – it’s the only way to avoid war or North Korean collapse

Bandow, 10 - 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 (Doug,”Taming Pyongyang”, 5/3,

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. 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 is vital to solving North Korean conflict

Tisdale, 5/24 - an assistant editor of the Guardian and a foreign affairs columnist (5/24/10, Simon, The Guardian, " China faces touch choices over Korea ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/may/24/china-faces-tough-choices-korea)

The unpalatable truth is Washington has failed utterly to resolve the North Korean conundrum over a period of decades. Neither carrot nor stick has worked, while the problem has grown steadily worse. If any one country has sufficient leverage to prevent escalation of the current crisis and open the path to a solution, it is China, not the US. Beijing is the North's only serious ally. It is its biggest trading partner, provides food and fuel, and recently gained Kim's agreement to expanded co-operation in talks in Beijing. The US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, recognises this fact. In Beijing for this week's US-China strategic dialogue, Clinton is urgently pressing Chinese leaders to rein in their rogue neighbour. "The North Koreans will be more easily dissuaded from further attacks if they don't get cover from China," Michael Green of the Centre for International Studies told the New York Times. "It is absolutely critical to Korea and the US that China send that signal."

China Solves [2/3]

North Korea totally dependent on China --- Chinese sanctions would change North Korean behavior.

Noland and Haggard ’09 (Marcus Noland and Stephan Haggard, 6/12/2009. Senior Fellow at both the East-West Center and the Peterson Institute for International Economics; and professor at UC San Diego’s Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies. “Economic Shifts Critical for North Korea Sanctions,” East West Center, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/news-center/east-west-wire/economic-shifts-critical-for-north-korea-sanctions/)

A second, and apparently contradictory, observation is that despite the recent anti-reformist turn and the constraints of the second nuclear crisis, North Korea has in fact become more economically open. However the political geography of North Korea’s trade has shifted quite fundamentally. Trade with Japan has virtually collapsed as Tokyo moved toward a virtual embargo. Trade with Europe stagnated following the onset of the nuclear crisis, and trade, investment and particularly aid from South Korea fell sharply following the inauguration of Lee Myung-bak. At the same time, the North’s dependence on China for trade has grown dramatically, far outstripping trade with other partners. In addition, North Korea has also sought out other partners who do not pose sanction risks, or with whom North Korea’s nuclear and missile interests are aligned ­‑ most notably Iran, Syria, and potentially Egypt. What implications does this economic story have for the development of sanctions in response to North Korea’s nuclear activities? The first relates to the question of the regime’s intentions. It is virtually impossible for outsiders to be confident that they understand the inner workings of North Korean decision-making, but it is nonetheless important to ask whether military and diplomatic signals are aligned with other developments in the North Korean political economy. If the North Korean leadership had been pursuing a reformist path since the onset of the crisis ‑ however gradually ‑ it would have constituted an important signal that the country was open to economic inducements. However, the evidence on this score is not comforting. The North Korean economy is indeed becoming more open, but the leadership remains highly ambivalent about this development, and, as a result, has shown little interest in economic carrots. To the contrary, the willingness to terminate the U.S. food aid program, the government’s behavior with respect to Kaesong and the ongoing meddling in the border trade shows a regime that is either indifferent, or actively hostile, towards economic engagement. Another implication has to do with the political geography of North Korea’s external economic relations. An unintended consequence of the crisis has been to push North Korea into a closer economic relationship with China and other trading partners that show little interest in political quid-pro-quos, let alone sanctions. Put differently, North Korea appears to have rearranged its external economic relations to reduce the risk that traditional sanctions would work. As a result, however, China has become even more central to any effective sanctions effort. The North’s very high level of dependence on China raises little doubt that Beijing could exercise influence on Pyongyang if it chose to do so. But as the North Korean leadership understands very well, the Chinese leadership faces its own risks in pushing North Korea to the edge, including further escalatory moves on North Korea’s part or the prospect that, if pressed too hard, the North could collapse into a failed state located right at China’s doorstep.
US policy towards North Korea can’t succeed – China will inevitably undermine the status quo

Stevens, 6 – US Army Colonel, USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT paper (Wayne, “IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA?,” 3/15,

http://www.dtic.ml/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
A second concern involves how China fits into the international politics and influence within the Northeast Asian region. China has undergone a major economic transformation by ascending from a financially bankrupt country to a major trading center of goods in the AsiaPacific region; replacing the U.S. “Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore already export more to China and send more investment capital to China than they do to the United States.”56 China’s economic growth coupled with its growth in military ground forces is making China a major player in the Northeast Asia region and a growing influence throughout the Asia-Pacific region. In fact, more Asian countries are depending on China instead of the United States for economic growth.57 Also, because of China’s growing military power more Asian countries have started to adjust their realignments with China.58 Some political science observers argue that “the ROK is closer to China than the U.S. in the six-party talks”59 or that “the ROK no longer supports U.S. policy toward North Korea, but rather cooperates with China to undermine U.S. efforts to isolate and coerce North Korea.”60 The purpose of the Six-Party talks is to establish a forum for the United States, China, South Korea, North Korea, Japan, and Russia to discuss and talk through the issues concerning the DPRK nuclear weapons program. China’s influence in international politics can possibly be best seen during the September 2005 fourth round of the Six-Party Talks when they urged the DPRK and the U.S. to accept the September 19 th Agreement that included ambiguous language on the light water reactor and allows North Korea to retain a civilian nuclear program.61 North Korea reluctantly accepted the ambiguous statement about the light water reactor and “China made clear it was prepared to blame the U.S. for failure of the talks if it did not also accept the statement.”62 Although both South Korea and China stated that North Korea must stop their nuclear weapons program, their positions during the Six-Party Talks presents a challenge for the U.S. For example, “South Korean Unification Minister Chung Dong Young has proclaimed that the North is entitled to a nuclear program”63 and the Chinese delegation for the November 2005 fifth round of the Six-Party Talks stated that the DPRK has a right to retain nuclear capability for their civilian nuclear energy program.64 The U.S. representatives, however, were adamant about ceasing all nuclear operations to include nuclear operations for civilian nuclear energy programs until North Korea has fully dismantled its nuclear weapons program.65 China’s improved position in Northeast Asia, both militarily and economically, can be viewed by other countries in the region as a viable alternative to a U.S. alliance for maintaining regional stability. Countries in the region may seek to improve their foreign relations with China after taking into consideration that Russia and China conducted a joint military exercise called “Peace Mission 2005” in August 2005. The exercise gave China an opportunity to observe some of Russia’s weaponry that China will probably purchase. The exercise started in Russia and concluded in China under a scenario of the two countries responding in order to stabilize a fictional country within the region.66 China’s economic and military growth, improved China-Russia relations, along with China’s support for North and South Korea cooperation, warrant considering China as a potential threat to the U.S.
China Solves [3/3]

Bringing China to the offering table by troop withdrawal helps East Asian stability and denuclearizing North Korea 

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,  “Engaging China to Maintain Peace in East Asia” 5/25/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11845]

How to maintain the peace in East Asia? Washington must engage the PRC on both issues. America's relationship with Beijing will have a critical impact on the development of the 21st century. Disagreements are inevitable; conflict is not. China is determined to take an increasingly important international role. It is entitled to do so. However, it should equally commit to acting responsibly. As the PRC grows economically, expands its military, and gains diplomatic influence, it will be able to greatly influence international events, especially in East Asia. If it does so for good rather than ill, its neighbors will be less likely to fear the emerging superpower. Most important, responsible Chinese policy will diminish the potential for military confrontation between Beijing and Asian states as well as the U.S. In return, Washington should welcome China into the global leadership circle if its rise remains peaceful and responsible. American analysts have expressed concern about a Chinese military build-up intended to prevent U.S. intervention along the PRC's border. But the U.S. cannot expect other states to accept American dominance forever. Any American attempt to contain Beijing is likely to spark — predictably — a hostile response from China. Instead, Washington policymakers should prepare for a world in which reciprocity replaces diktat. The U.S. could encourage Chinese responsibility by adopting policies that highlight the importance of the PRC's role in promoting regional peace and stability. Such an approach is most needed to deal with the Korean peninsula and Taiwan. For instance, Beijing could play a critical role in restraining and ultimately transforming the North. So far the PRC has declined to apply significant pressure on its long-time ally. In fact, North Korea's Kim Jong-il recently visited China, presumably in pursuit of additional economic aid and investment. His quid pro quo might have been a professed willingness to return to the Six-Party nuclear talks. But few analysts believe there is much chance of a nuclear deal whether or not these negotiations proceed — and almost certainly no chance unless the PRC is prepared to get tough with the North, including threatening to cut off generous food and energy shipments. To encourage Beijing, Washington should suggest that China would share the nightmare if an unstable North Korea expands its nuclear arsenal. The North's nuclear program would yield concern even in the best of cases. But the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea is no best case. The regime started a war in 1950 and engaged in terrorism into the 1980s. Pyongyang has cheerfully sold weapons to all comers. Worse, today it appears to be in the midst of an uncertain leadership transition. If North Korean forces sank the South Korean vessel, then either Kim Jong-il is ready to risk war or has lost control of the military, which is ready to risk war. The Obama administration should indicate to the PRC that Washington will face sustained pressure to take military action against the North — which obviously would not be in Beijing's interest. Should the DPRK amass a nuclear arsenal, the U.S. would have no more desire than China to be in the middle of a messy geopolitical confrontation, especially one that could go nuclear. Thus, Washington would not be inclined to block decisions by the ROK and Japan to create countervailing nuclear arsenals. Just as the prospect of a North Korean bomb worries the U.S., the possibility of a Japanese nuclear capacity would unsettle the PRC. Should China take the tough, even risky (from its standpoint) steps necessary to moderate or transform Pyongyang, Washington should promise to reciprocate. The DPRK poses the greatest threat to regional peace and security. Eliminate it, and eliminate the principal justification for a U.S. military presence in East Asia. Most obvious would be a promise not to maintain American bases or troops in the Korean peninsula, whether united or divided. Pulling back units from Japan would also be warranted. 

China could pressure North Korea to denuclearize – they just don’t want to in the status quo

Blumenthal and Kagan ’09 – * current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission and resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, ** Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Dan and Robert, May 26, “What to Do about North Korea,” http://www.aei.org/article/100526)

For several years, this lack of attractive options has driven many to look to the Chinese for help. Advocates of warm engagement with the Chinese have been the most enthusiastic promoters of this approach, less, we suspect, out of concern for solving the North Korea problem than to prove the worth of close cooperation with Beijing. North Korea, they have tirelessly claimed, is one of those common strategic interests that the United States and Beijing allegedly share. This proposition has been discredited. Sure, in theory China could pressure Kim to give up his weapons--it has the power and influence. But the fact is, China doesn't want to. Beijing is content to live with a nuclear and anti-Western North Korea. While China fears a collapsed North that would flood its struggling Northeast with refugees, it also fears a unified, democratic, prosperous Korea allied with the United States. China wants a puppet state in North Korea, which is why, far from joining in sanctions, it steadily increases its economic investment there.

Offshore Balancing Solves [1/2]

Offshore balancing is onbalance more stabilizing than the status quo

Layne, 06 (Christopher, professor of government at Texas A & M University, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 189)

An offshore balancing grand strategy must be implemented carefully. Because of the terrorist threat, the recommended changes in U.S. strategy toward the Gulf and Middle East should be put in place swiftly. On the other hand, because of the complexities and long‑term strategic implica​tions of an American shift to an offshore balancing strategy, U.S. military power should be retracted from Europe and East Asia gradually, and in consultation with the Europeans, Japanese, and Koreans. An orderly, phased U.S. withdrawal will give the Europeans, Japanese, and Koreans time to adjust to America's new grand strategy. As part of the change in grand strategy, the United States should be prepared to assist the Euro​peans, Japanese, and Koreans in building up their independent military ca​pabilities through arms sales and technology transfers. Also, although the United States will not maintain an ongoing forward military presence in Eurasia, it should seek to maintain close military contacts with the Euro​peans and the Japanese‑and develop them with India and Russia‑and conduct regular joint exercises. Because future geopolitical conditions might necessitate the reinsertion of U.S. military power into Eurasia, the United States should maintain a network of basing rights that can be used for this purpose should it become necessary. Finally, the adoption of off​shore balancing is bound to result in the acquisition of nuclear weapons by Japan, Germany (either as a national nuclear force or as part of an EU nu​clear force), and possibly Korea. The United States should relax its non​proliferation policy and help these states, and both India and Pakistan (which already have nuclear weapons), acquire the technology to build sur​vivable forces, and to maintain secure command and control over their nu​clear arsenals.  Advocates of hegemony claim that it is illusory to think that the United States can retract its military power safely from Eurasia. The answer to this assertion is that the risks and costs of American grand strategy are growing, and the strategy is not likely to work much longer in any event. As other states‑no​tably China‑rapidly close the gap, U.S. hegemony is fated to end in the next decade or two regardless of U.S. efforts to prolong it. At the same time, un​derstandable doubts about the credibility of U.S. security guarantees are driv​ing creeping re‑nationalization by America's Eurasian allies, which, in turn, is leading to a reversion to multipolarity. In this changing geopolitical con​text, the costs of trying to hold on to hegemony are high and going to be​come higher. Rather than fostering peace and stability in Eurasia, America's military commitments abroad have become a source of insecurity for the United States, because they carry the risk of entrapping the United States in great power Eurasian wars.

Offshore balancing historically solves—their disads assume isolationism, not our alternative

Walt, 05  (Stephen, professor of international affairs at Harvard, Boston Review, Feb/March, “In the National Interest: A new grand strategy for American foreign policy”, http://bostonreview.net/BR30.1/walt.html)

The final option is offshore balancing, which has been America’s traditional grand strategy. In this strategy, the United States deploys its power abroad only when there are direct threats to vital American interests. Offshore balancing assumes that only a few areas of the globe are of strategic importance to the United States (that is, worth fighting and dying for). Specifically, the vital areas are the regions where there are substantial concentrations of power and wealth or critical natural resources: Europe, industrialized Asia, and the Persian Gulf. Offshore balancing further recognizes that the United States does not need to control these areas directly; it merely needs to ensure that they do not fall under the control of a hostile great power and especially not under the control of a so-called peer competitor. To prevent rival great powers from doing this, offshore balancing prefers to rely primarily on local actors to uphold the regional balance of power. Under this strategy, the United States would intervene with its own forces only when regional powers are unable to uphold the balance of power on their own. Most importantly, offshore balancing is not isolationist. The United States would still be actively engaged around the world, through multilateral institutions such as the United Nations and the WTO and through close ties with specific regional allies. But it would no longer keep large numbers of troops overseas solely for the purpose of “maintaining stability,” and it would not try to use American military power to impose democracy on other countries or disarm potential proliferators. Offshore balancing does not preclude using power for humanitarian ends—to halt or prevent genocide or mass murder—but the United States would do so only when it was confident it could prevent these horrors at an acceptable cost. (By limiting military commitments overseas, however, an offshore-balancing strategy would make it easier for the United States to intervene in cases of mass murder or genocide.) The United States would still be prepared to use force when it was directly threatened—as it was when the Taliban allowed al Qaeda a safe haven in Afghanistan—and would be prepared to help other governments deal with terrorists that also threaten the United States. Over time, a strategy of offshore balancing would make it less likely that the United States would face the hatred of radicals like bin Laden, and would thus make it less likely that the United States would have to intervene in far-flung places where it is not welcome. Offshore balancing is the ideal grand strategy for an era of American primacy. It husbands the power upon which this primacy rests and minimizes the fear that this power provokes. By setting clear priorities and emphasizing reliance on regional allies, it reduces the danger of being drawn into unnecessary conflicts and encourages other states to do more for us. Equally important, it takes advantage of America’s favorable geopolitical position and exploits the tendency for regional powers to worry more about each other than about the United States. But it is not a passive strategy and does not preclude using the full range of America’s power to advance its core interests.
Offshore Balancing Solves [2/2]

Offshore balancing solves their impacts  --  their evidence assumes a complete collapse of the u.s.

Layne ’97 (Christopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing”  International Security, Summer 1997)

In the early-twenty-first-century multipolar system the risk that a Eurasian hegemon will emerge is slight. Even if a Eurasian hegemon were to appear, America’s core security probably would be unthreatened. The fear that a future Eurasian hegemon would command sufficient resources to imperil the United States is a strategic artifact of the prenuclear era.82 A good strategy, however, hedges against unknown (and unknowable) future contingencies. Hence an offshore balancing strategy would not rule out the possibility that, as the balancer of last resort, the United States might need to intervene to thwart the emergence of a hegemonic challenger. Three reasons explain why the possibility of intervention cannot be foreclosed completely. First, the military-technological backdrop to international politics may change in the future because of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). Some analysts predict that the RMA will result in greatly enhanced conventional war-fighting capabilities, if so, deterrence could be weakened and the nuclear revolution (which bolsters insularity) could be partially offset. In that case, traditional concerns about the military effects of capability and resource distributions among states again could become salient. Second, a Eurasian hegemon might be able to use its power diplomatically to coerce the United States. Third, it might be too uncomfortable psychologically for the United States to live in a world dominated by another power. The strategy of preponderance is based in part on the assumption that the United States must prevent the rise of a hegemonic challenger because other states either will not or will not do so effectively.83 In contrast, an offshore balancing strategy would be based on the assumptions that in a multipolar world other states will balance against potential hegemons, and it is to America’s advantage to shift this responsibility to others. In a multipolar world the United States could be confident that effective balancing ultimately would occur because to ensure their survival, other states have the incentive to balance against geographically proximate rivals, and great powers do not bandwagon.4’ Because of its insularity, the United States can stand aloof from others’ security competitions and engage in “bystanding” and “buck-passing” behavior, thereby forcing others to assume the risks and costs of antihegemonic balancing.85 When an offshore balancer shifts to others the dangers entailed by “going first,” it can reasonably hope that it may never have to become involved. The strategy of preponderance commits the United States to alliance relationships that run counter to geostrategic logic: it imposes the greatest burden (in terms of danger and cost) on the alliance partner (the United States) whose security is least at risk. An offshore balancing strategy would reverse this pattern of alliance relations. There is no inherent reason that the United States should be compelled to bear the high costs of providing security for other states. Japan and Western Europe, for example, long have possessed the economic and technological capabilities to defend themselves. The strategy of preponderance, however (notwithstanding U.S. complaints about burden- sharing inequities), has actively discouraged them from doing so because American policymakers fear any diminution of U.S. control over the international system—including control over U.S. affies—would have adverse geopolitical consequences. Washington has decided that it is preferable strategically for the United States to defend Germany and Japan rather than for Germany and Japan to defend themselves. In contrast, offshore balancing would rest on the assumption that America’s overall strategic position would be enhanced by devolving to others the responsibility for their own defense. An offshore balancing strategy would be grounded on the assumption that relative economic power matters. Domestic economic revitalization and a neomercantilist international economic policy would be integral components of the strategy. The strategy, however, also would seek to maximize U.S. relative power by capitalizing on its geostrategically privileged position. If the United States adopted an offshore balancing strategy, security competitions almost certainly would occur in East Asia and Europe.86 The United States would be the primary beneficiary of these rivalries between (among) the other great powers in the emerging multipolar system. Noninsular states’ constant worry about possible threats from nearby neighbors is a factor that historically has increased the relative power position of insular states.87 Offshore balancing thus would be a more sophisticated power-maximizing strategy than preponderance: the United States would be able to enhance its relative power without having to confront rivals directly. Great powers that stand on the sidelines while their peers engage in security competitions and conflict invariably gain in relative power.88 Multipolarity challenges strategists because a state can be threatened by more than a single adversary. It is often unclear which of potential multiple rivals poses the most salient threat, whether measured in terms of capabilities, intentions, or time. In East Asia, where China and Japan are emerging great powers, the United States confronts this dilemma of multiple rivals. Offshore balancing is the classic grand strategic response of an insular great power facing two (or more) potential peer competitors in the same region. As an offshore balancer, the United States would increase its relative power against both China and Japan by letting them compete and balance against, and contain, each other.89
Offshore balancing solves the risk of the US being drawn into future great power wars

Layne, 06  (Christopher, professor of government at Texas A & M University, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 169)

By devolving full responsibility for their defense to U.S. allies, offshore balancing would take advantage of the unique geostrategic advantages that allow the United States to benefit from multipolarity, exercise a free hand strategically, and avoid being automatically engulfed in Eurasian conflicts be​cause of its alliance commitments. As an offshore balancer, the United States would reap security advantages from a reversion to multipolarity. The United States is far removed from powerful rivals and shielded from them both by geography and its own hard power. Consequently, as an insular great power, the United States is far less vulnerable to the effects of "instability" than are the major powers of Eurasia, and it could‑and should‑insulate itself from possible future Eurasian great power wars. For the United States, the risk of conflict and the possible exposure of the American homeland to attack, rather than arising from any direct threat to the United States itself, derive directly from the overseas commitments mandated by hegemony's all​encompassing definition of U.S. interests.
Heg Collapsing Now [2/2]

The U.S. is not using cost effective measures to win the wars its fighting now, cutting commitments key to ease the fall of American Primacy 

Bandow 09

[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,  “Kim’s Atom Project ” ,12/11/09

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11044]

In short, Washington spends what it spends not to defend America but to maintain the ability to attack and overpower other nations — that's what "primacy," as Donnelly put it, really means. This perspective is reflected in oft-voiced concerns over Beijing's ongoing military expansion. As Andrew F. Krepinevich, Jr. of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments observes: "China's People's Liberation Army is aggressively developing capabilities and strategies to degrade the U.S. military's ability to project power into the region." He did not express fear that China is planning aggression against America. Rather, he believed Beijing is hoping to prevent intervention by America. Addressing the first is a vital U.S. interest. Avoiding the second is not. Moreover, it will be far less expensive for countries like China to deter an American attack than for America to preserve the ability to attack countries like China. The cost of the latter will only grow over time. Terrorism remains a pressing security threat. However, terrorist attacks, such as 9/11, though horrid, do not pose an existential danger. Al-Qaeda is no replacement for Nazism and Communism, nuclear-topped ICBMs, and armored divisions. Nor is traditional military force the best way to combat terrorism. International cooperation, improved intelligence, judicious use of Special Forces abroad, and smarter use of police forces at home will work far better in far more cases. Indeed, foreign intervention often promotes terrorism, rather like swatting a hornet's nest. The Reagan administration's misguided intervention in the Lebanese civil war is one of many examples.  America's military spending is determined by its foreign policy. The Wall Street Journal editorialized that "We learned on 9/11 that three percent [of GDP] isn't nearly enough to maintain our commitments and fight a war on terror." That's true, but irrelevant. America's commitments are a matter of choice, and the question is whether they make sense. They don't. The second issue is whether more money on the military would better prevent terrorism. It wouldn't. In its 2010 budget justification the Department of Defense announced: "It is not enough to possess military forces capable of deterring or responding to aggression. Rather it is vital that the United States be a force for good by engaging with and helping to positively shape the world." Shaping the world might prove helpful, but that does not mean it is "vital"; engagement is good, but military force is not the only form of engagement. Any international involvement must balance costs and benefits. Adjusting commitments would allow a vastly different, and less expensive, force structure. The U.S. could make significant cuts and still maintain the globe's strongest and most sophisticated military — and one well able to defend America and Americans. Cutting commitments is an imperative for anyone committed to limited government. War is the ultimate big government program, the "health of the state," as social critic Randolph Bourne put it. The world is a dangerous place, but not all dangers are created equal and not all dangers must be confronted by America. The U.S. has global interests, but most are not worth going to war over. When the Constitution authorizes the federal government to "provide for the common defense," it means America's defense, not that of well-heeled allies and failed Third World states. Even Defense Secretary Robert Gates acknowledges that "resources are scarce" at a time of massive deficits. Washington must reconsider its priorities. That means cutting back on the U.S. government's role abroad as well as at home. American primacy is bound to diminish. Deciding in what way and at what rate should be made by Washington, not forced by events.

Heg Collapsing Now [2/2]

Hegemonic transition inevitable.

Haass ‘8  (Richard, Pres. – CFR, Foreign Affairs, “Bottom of Form The Age of Nonpolarity What Will Follow U.S. Dominance”, May/June, L/N)

But even if great-power rivals have not emerged, unipolarity has ended. Three explanations for its demise stand out. The first is historical. States develop; they get better at generating and piecing together the human, financial, and technological resources that lead to productivity and prosperity. The same holds for corporations and other organizations. The rise of these new powers cannot be stopped. The result is an ever larger number of actors able to exert influence regionally or globally. A second cause is U.S. policy. To paraphrase Walt Kelly's Pogo, the post-World War II comic hero, we have met the explanation and it is us. By both what it has done and what it has failed to do, the United States has accelerated the emergence of alternative power centers in the world and has weakened its own position relative to them. U.S. energy policy (or the lack thereof) is a driving force behind the end of unipolarity. Since the first oil shocks of the 1970s, U.S. consumption of oil has grown by approximately 20 percent, and, more important, U.S. imports of petroleum products have more than doubled in volume and nearly doubled as a percentage of consumption. This growth in demand for foreign oil has helped drive up the world price of oil from just over $20 a barrel to over $100 a barrel in less than a decade. The result is an enormous transfer of wealth and leverage to those states with energy reserves. In short, U.S. energy policy has helped bring about the emergence of oil and gas producers as major power centers. U.S. economic policy has played a role as well. President Lyndon Johnson was widely criticized for simultaneously fighting a war in Vietnam and increasing domestic spending. President Bush has fought costly wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, allowed discretionary spending to increase by an annual rate of eight percent, and cut taxes. As a result, the United States' fiscal position declined from a surplus of over $100 billion in 2001 to an estimated deficit of approximately $250 billion in 2007. Perhaps more relevant is the ballooning current account deficit, which is now more than six percent of GDP. This places downward pressure on the dollar, stimulates inflation, and contributes to the accumulation of wealth and power elsewhere in the world. Poor regulation of the U.S. mortgage market and the credit crisis it has spawned have exacerbated these problems. The war in Iraq has also contributed to the dilution of the United States' position in the world. The war in Iraq has proved to be an expensive war of choice -- militarily, economically, and diplomatically as well as in human terms. Years ago, the historian Paul Kennedy outlined his thesis about "imperial overstretch," which posited that the United States would eventually decline by overreaching, just as other great powers had in the past. Kennedy's theory turned out to apply most immediately to the Soviet Union, but the United States -- for all its corrective mechanisms and dynamism -- has not proved to be immune. It is not simply that the U.S. military will take a generation to recover from Iraq; it is also that the United States lacks sufficient military assets to continue doing what it is doing in Iraq, much less assume new burdens of any scale elsewhere. Finally, today's nonpolar world is not simply a result of the rise of other states and organizations or of the failures and follies of U.S. policy. It is also an inevitable consequence of globalization. Globalization has increased the volume, velocity, and importance of cross-border flows of just about everything, from drugs, e-mails, greenhouse gases, manufactured goods, and people to television and radio signals, viruses (virtual and real), and weapons. Globalization reinforces nonpolarity in two fundamental ways. First, many cross-border flows take place outside the control of governments and without their knowledge. As a result, globalization dilutes the influence of the major powers. Second, these same flows often strengthen the capacities of nonstate actors, such as energy exporters (who are experiencing a dramatic increase in wealth owing to transfers from importers), terrorists (who use the Internet to recruit and train, the international banking system to move resources, and the global transport system to move people), rogue states (who can exploit black and gray markets), and Fortune 500 firms (who quickly move personnel and investments). It is increasingly apparent that being the strongest state no longer means having a near monopoly on power. It is easier than ever before for individuals and groups to accumulate and project substantial power. NONPOLAR DISORDER The increasingly nonpolar world will have mostly negative consequences for the United States -- and for much of the rest of the world as well. It will make it more difficult for Washington to lead on those occasions when it seeks to promote collective responses to regional and global challenges. One reason has to do with simple arithmetic. With so many more actors possessing meaningful power and trying to assert influence, it will be more difficult to build collective responses and make institutions work. Herding dozens is harder than herding a few. The inability to reach agreement in the Doha Round of global trade talks is a telling example. Nonpolarity will also increase the number of threats and vulnerabilities facing a country such as the United States. These threats can take the form of rogue states, terrorist groups, energy producers that choose to reduce their output, or central banks whose action or inaction can create conditions that affect the role and strength of the U.S. dollar. The Federal Reserve might want to think twice before continuing to lower interest rates, lest it precipitate a further move away from the dollar. There can be worse things than a recession. Iran is a case in point. Its effort to become a nuclear power is a result of nonpolarity. Thanks more than anything to the surge in oil prices, it has become another meaningful concentration of power, one able to exert influence in Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, the Palestinian territories, and beyond, as well as within OPEC. It has many sources of technology and finance and numerous markets for its energy exports. And due to nonpolarity, the United States cannot manage Iran alone. Rather, Washington is dependent on others to support political and economic sanctions or block Tehran's access to nuclear technology and materials. Nonpolarity begets nonpolarity.
A2: War/Instability Turn [1/2]

U.S. withdrawal is safer in the long run [a2: scales and wortzel, etc.]

Bandow 01

[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,  “Needless Engagements” , 5/24/01

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1260]

While continuing Pax Americana would probably be safer (at least in the short term)for Washington’s legion of client states and dependents, it would not be safer for America. Distancing the United States from entanglement in local and regional squabbles would leave this country more secure. More robust democratic powers in the region could deter would-be aggressors, and U.S. military withdrawal would reduce the like li-hood that America would be drawn into future crises. Washington’s forced departure from the Philippines led the United States to adopt a program of “places not bases,” focus-ing on ready access to military facilities rather than on permanent deployments. 163 A similar approach could replace security guar-antees elsewhere in Southeast Asia.
Our presence isn’t key to power projection or regional stability –South Korea can fill-in and deter any aggression

Bandow '96 – Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute (Doug, TRIPWIRE; Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World, pg. 63-4)

In fact, the ROK doesn't even come up to the standard of an important interest--one that would materially affect America but not threaten its survival as an independent republic. Examples of that sort of interest include the maintenance of open sea lanes and Western Europe's independence, for instance. In contrast, the preser​vation of a midsized trading partner surrounded by competing great powers in a distant region is not strategically impsortant.22 (Obvi​ously, for the South Koreans their survival is not only important but vital; the fact that it is vital to them does not automatically make it vital or even important to us, however.) Rather, the ROK is what Cato's Ted Galen Carpenter calls a peripheral interest, one of many "assets that marginally enhance America's security but whose loss would constitute more of an annoyance than a serious setback."23 U.S. officials obviously reject such an assessment; they often por​tray South Korea as an advanced base for America, allowing the projection of U.S. power into East Asia. But traditional arguments about how deployments in Korea constrained the Soviet Union obvi​ously no longer apply.24 Creative policymakers have had to look elsewhere for justification; for example, Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke went so far as to contend that the loss of Korea "would be the end of our position in the entire Pacific."25 William Gleysteen, former U.S. ambassador to the ROK, said the alliance contributes "importantly to the regional balance of power."26 Simi​larly, Heritage Foundation president Edwin Feulner once called the Mutual Defense Treaty "a linchpin for stability in the entire North​east Asian region."27 In 1990 Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney warned that a U.S. withdrawal would be followed by a power vac​uum. As a result, "there almost surely would be a series of destabiliz​ing regional arms races, an increase in regional tensions, and possibly conflict."28 In early 1995 the U.S. Department of Defense made much the same pitch, promising to maintain the alliance "even after the North Korean threat passes ... in the interest of regional security."29 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. Useless Troop Presence The U.S. troop presence in the ROK offers America little advan​tage. One infantry division in Korea would play no useful role in any conflict with, say, China. Nevertheless, Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security, argues that pre-posi-tioning equipment "is a terrific force multiplier" allowing one to "add tremendous additional capability in a very short time."30 U.S. access to South Korean basest—which actually would not require a permanent troop presence—might be useful in a full-scale war in the region, but it is hard to imagine what interests would warrant U.S. participation in such a conflict. An attack on Manchuria in retaliation for China's sinking of a Filipino warship off the Spratly Islands? An expedition to help Japan forcibly wrest the Kuril Islands from Russia? Further, that kind of U.S.-ROK cooperation would depend, not on past American support, but on shared interests at the time the conflict erupted. Seoul might be reluctant to join in a military crusade against a neighboring power or powers, however much it currently enjoys being defended by Washington. After all, South Korea has to live with China, Japan, and Russia while Washington can leave whenever it chooses. Moreover, it would be hard to preserve an isolated forward outpost like the ROK in any serious conflict; in 1950 Pentagon planners worried that the United States could maintain military superiority on the peninsula only by using atomic weapons on Siberia if the USSR entered the Korean War.31 In short, using Korea as an advance military outpost could prove to be more costly and less beneficial than currently assumed.  Moreover, neither an infantry division nor bases in the ROK are likely to do much to suppress nationalistic sentiments and conflicts throughout the region. If Vietnam, the Philippines, and China slide toward war over the Spratly Islands, only an American threat to intervene, not the mere U.S. presence in Korea, is likely to deter them. Yet there is precious little evidence either that America is better able to solve regional problems than are the parties involved or that the United States has sufficient interests to warrant military action in response to the few problems that might spin out of control. The United States might have been the key to regional stability 40, 30, and even 20 years ago. That it was even 10 years ago is doubtful, and that it is today is very unlikely indeed. 
A2: War/Instability Turn [2/2]

US defense presence in South Korea is useless for regional stability

Bandow, 8 - 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 (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Other advocates of the alliance make the “dual use” argument, that American forces stationed on the Korean peninsula are useful for purposes other than defending South Korea. But an army division and assorted other forces have little useful role in promoting regional stability, whatever that means in practice (invading Burma or preventing the dissolution of Indonesia?). And minimal ROK support for other U.S. objectives, such as providing a small troop contingent to a safe sector of Iraq (which Seoul plans on withdrawing by year’s end), is not worth today’s one-sided alliance.

The U.S.-ROK alliance is irrelevant to regional stability

Bandow, 5 - 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 (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
Some alliance advocates, however, are vigorously re-imagining the rationale for retaining U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula. Advocates of a permanent U.S. occupation talk grandly of preserving regional stability and preparing for regional contingencies. Some South Koreans do so as well: Kim Sung-ban of the Institute on Foreign Affairs and National Security argues that "Even in the absence of a military threat from North Korea", the alliance should be revamped "to focus on promoting stability in Northeast Asia." Yet it is difficult to spin a scenario involving real war between real countries. No general East Asian conflict, other than a possible China-Taiwan confrontation, seems to be threatening to break out. The region is no longer the focus of global hegemonic competition. All of the major regional powers benefit from peace; none has significant and growing differences with other major powers. Nor is it clear how unexplained "instability", as opposed to widespread conflict, would harm the global economy and thus U.S. interests. Only if nations throughout East Asia essentially collapsed--an unlikely event in the extreme--would there be substantial harm to America and other countries.
Troops in South Korea are irrelevant to regional stability, preventing terrorism or drug trafficking

Bandow, 5 - 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 (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, The National Interest, Fall, lexis)
In response, some supporters of America's position in South Korea suggest using forces stationed there to intervene in local conflicts and civil wars. However, a commitment to defend "stability" in East Asia implies a willingness to intervene in a score of local conflicts revolving around border disputes, ethnic divisions and other parochial squabbles. Of course, Washington refused to use force against Indonesia over East Timor; it is not likely to intervene in inter-communal strife in the Moluccas or independence demands in Aceh or Irian Jaya. The greatest threats to regional stability come from within weak if not outright failed states: insurgency and corruption in the Philippines, democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma, economic, ethnic, nationalistic and religious division in Indonesia. Most of these problems are not susceptible to solution via U.S. military intervention--nor is it clear why the Mutual Defense Pact between Seoul and Washington is required. Advocates also fall back on a familiar litany of transnational threats such as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking and infectious diseases to justify the continued existence of the alliance. One wonders, however, how stationing troops in Korea helps to combat the spread of aids, or whether the Air Force is preparing to bomb opium fields in Burma. Piracy is a major problem, but not only is there no reason that the regional powers--including South Korea, Singapore, Australia, Japan and Indonesia--cannot deploy more ships and other assets to cope with this threat, U.S. ground forces based in Korea cannot patrol the Malacca Strait. Terrorism, meanwhile, is best combated by accurate intelligence and special forces, not thousands of conventional forces configured to repel a land assault.

Withdrawal Causes Chinese Involvement

 The plan solves - withdrawing troops will immediately spur Chinese action on North Korea to prevent South Korean

Carpenter, 6 - vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute (Ted, “Nuclear Neighbors Might Thwart N. Korea,” Chicago Sun Times, 11/11,
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6772)

Instead of putting a leash on Japan and South Korea, U.S. officials should inform Pyongyang -- and Beijing -- that if the North insists on wielding nuclear weapons, Washington will urge Tokyo and Seoul to make their own decisions about whether to acquire strategic deterrents. The mere possibility that South Korea and Japan might do so would come as an unpleasant surprise to both North Korea and China. The United States does not need to press Tokyo and Seoul to go nuclear. That would be inappropriate. It is sufficient if Washington informs those governments that the United States would not object to their developing nuclear weapons. In addition, the United States needs to let Seoul and Tokyo know that we intend to withdraw our military forces from South Korea and Japan. In an environment with a nuclear-armed North Korea, those forward-deployed forces are not military assets; they are nuclear hostages. Faced with a dangerous, nuclear-capable neighbor and a more limited U.S. military commitment to the region, Japan or South Korea (or both) might well decide to build a nuclear deterrent. Although the Japanese public seems reluctant to go down that path, the attitude in South Korea is different. A public opinion poll taken shortly after Pyongyang's nuclear test showed that a majority of respondents believed South Korea should develop a deterrent of its own. The prospect of additional nuclear weapons proliferation in northeast Asia obviously is not an ideal outcome. But offsetting the North's looming illicit advantage may be the best of a bad set of options. Moreover, the real danger arising from proliferation is when repulsive rogue states such as North Korea get such weapons, not when stable, democratic countries such as Japan and South Korea do so in self-defense. If the North had to deal with nuclear neighbors, whom it could not so easily intimidate, it might have to abandon its current provocative course. Indeed, Pyongyang might face the prospect of confronting more prosperous adversaries that could easily build larger and more sophisticated nuclear arsenals than it could hope to do.Kim's regime might then conclude that keeping the region non-nuclear would be more productive. Even if it does not do so, a nuclear balance of power in the region would likely emerge instead of a North Korean nuclear monopoly. The prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan is also the one factor that might galvanize the Chinese to put serious diplomatic and economic pressure on Pyongyang to give up its nuclear ambitions. Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer expresses that thesis starkly: "We should go to the Chinese and tell them plainly that if they do not join us in squeezing North Korea and thus stopping its march to go nuclear, we will endorse any Japanese attempt to create a nuclear deterrent of its own. . . . If our nightmare is a nuclear North Korea, China's is a nuclear Japan. It's time to share the nightmares." Even if one does not embrace Krauthammer's approach, the reality is that if the United States blocks the possible emergence of a northeast Asian nuclear balance, it will be stuck with the responsibility of shielding non-nuclear allies from a volatile, nuclear-armed North Korea. More proliferation may be a troubling outcome, but it beats that scenario.

Withdrawal=> Denuclearization [1/3]
Withdrawing troops is a prerequisite to denuclearizing North Korea

Synder 12/30 – Director of The Asia Foundation’s Center for US-Korea Policy and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Korean Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Scott A., 2009, “Can the North Korean "Peace Offensive" Drive a Wedge in the U.S.-ROK Alliance?” http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/091230529-can-the-north-korean-peace-off.htm)

Following Ambassador Stephen Bosworth's December 8-10 visit to Pyongyang, he declared that the two sides had reached a "common understanding with the DPRK on the need to implement the six party joint statement and to resume the six party process." The North Korean foreign ministry spokesman affirmed Bosworth's statement, but mentioned the negotiation of a peace agreement, normalization of relations, and economic and energy assistance as the main items of the talks. During private meetings in November, the North Koreans described the need for a change in the U.S. "hostile policy" through the negotiation of a permanent peace treaty to replace the armistice as a higher priority than denuclearization. Chosun Ilbo worries in a December 11th editorial following the Bosworth visit that North Korea's intent is to break the U.S.-ROK alliance and insist on the withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea. If this is the North's motive, can such a strategy work? Since the early 1990s and the establishment of separate but parallel dialogues between the United States and North Korea (over nuclear issues) and inter-Korean relations (over potential peninsular reconciliation), there have been worries that North Korea might attempt to exploit these channels by creating a wedge in U.S.-ROK alliance cooperation. But the alliance is the main factor in the emergence of U.S.-ROK-DPRK triangular relations that has limited North Korea's capacity to improve one relationship while neglecting the other. Effective U.S.-ROK alliance cooperation makes the two countries' relationships with North Korea parallel and interactive: progress in one is likely to require progress in the other while a failure to improve one relationship will act as a limiting factor constraining the development of the other. This dynamic has proven to be true during the past two decades.   The negotiation of the U.S.-DPRK Geneva Agreed Framework in the mid-1990s was greeted with skepticism by the Kim Young Sam administration, especially as the North Koreans responded negatively to South Korean policy following the death of Kim Il Sung. But the implementation of the Agreed Framework and South Korea's central role in the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization ultimately created a new channel for inter-Korean relations, contributing to an easing of inter-Korean tensions in the late 1990s. In turn, the establishment of the inter-Korean summit in 2000 proved to be a catalyst for North Korea to reach out to the United States by sending Cho Myung-rok, Vice Chairman of the National Defense Commission, to Washington and to enable Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to visit Pyongyang at the end of the Clinton administration.   However, a negative turn in U.S.-DPRK relations with the inauguration of the Bush administration created constraints on Kim Dae Jung in his pursuit of a second inter-Korean summit. Ultimately, inter-Korean relations were constrained by a chill in the U.S.-DPRK relationship. Although Roh Moo-hyun was able to have a second inter-Korean summit at the end of 2007, South Korea was ultimately constrained in its attempts to promote inter-Korean economic cooperation at Kaesong by the necessity of coordination on nuclear issues with the United States through the six party talks.   With the inauguration of the Lee Myung-Bak administration, there was speculation that North Korea might again follow a policy of focusing on the United States while marginalizing South Korea (tongmi bongnam); however, the pattern described above reveals that U.S.-ROK alliance coordination imposes real limits on the capacity of North Korea to pursue progress in one relationship while trying to marginalize the other.   Developments in 2009 appear to confirm the limits of the ability of North Korea to pursue progress in one relationship while marginalizing the other. The early part of 2009 was marked by the simultaneous deterioration in inter-Korean relations and rising tensions in U.S.-DPRK relations resulting from North Korea's missile and nuclear tests. Likewise, North Korea's "charm offensive" of the second half of 2009 has been dual-pronged: former President Clinton's mission to Pyongyang to secure the release of American journalists re-opened DPRK efforts to engage with the United States, while North Korea released a South Korean held for months at Kaesong during Hyundai Asan Chairperson Hyun Jung-eun's visit to Pyongyang in mid-August.   Such a convergence in the momentum of North Korea's respective relationships with the United States and South Korea suggests that any North Korean effort to exploit differences between the United States and South Korea is being minimized. However, North Korea still resists Lee Myung-bak's efforts to place denuclearization on the agenda of the inter-Korean relationship while focusing on U.S. 'hostile policy' as an opening to place peace on the U.S.-DPRK diplomatic agenda prior to denuclearization.   Some observers see Pyongyang's focus on peace as a direct challenge to the U.S.-ROK alliance, since the establishment of a permanent peace regime on the Korean peninsula would arguably obviate the need for the alliance or for U.S. troops on the peninsula. However, precisely because these issues are at the core of the alliance, it is unimaginable that such issues could be taken up absent the closest of consultation between the United States and South Korea, further tying together prospects of improvements in both U.S.-DPRK and inter-Korean relations.   From the perspective of the United States, progress on denuclearization, peace, and normalization of relations is increasingly connected, as Ambassador Bosworth implied in Seoul immediately following his visit to Pyongyang. Ambassador Bosworth's dialogue with North Korea--and his deepened regional consultations with allies and friends--underscores the necessity of regional cohesion as a core element of the Obama administration's current approach to North Korea. Arguably, any progress in the U.S.-DPRK relationship and in inter-Korean relations is likely to be mutually reinforcing.
Withdrawal=> Denuclearization [2/3]

Withdrawing troops is key to denuclearization

Bandow 02

[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,  “Confronting the Korean Bomb ” , 10/25/02 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4214]

The potential of a North Korean nuke is disturbing, but not worth another crisis. Of course, no one wants the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea to have a nuclear weapon.  Yet there is nothing sinister in its efforts: Pyongyang possesses a decaying economy and starving population. Most of its allies have defected to South Korea. The North has lost the inter-Korean competition.  Other than nuclear weapons, there is no reason for any country to pay attention to the DPRK. Indeed, the only way Pyongyang soon may be able to defend itself against a South with 40 times the GDP, twice the population, and vast technological edge is nuclear weapons.  The West's main goal, then, should be to play out the Korean end game. Every day the peace is maintained is a day closer to the end of a communist DPRK.  The 1994 agreement was a worthy try. Today the critics are legion, but none of them ever offered a serious alternative.  Sanctions against the world's most isolated regime? They were likely neither to win China's support nor to affect the DPRK's behavior.  Even worse were proposals for military strikes, which would likely have ignited another war. Although the allies would win, South Korea could lose her capital, Seoul, which lies near the Demilitarized Zone. That would be a frightful price to pay.  No one knows for sure what Pyongyang is up to. Maybe it realized that it had been caught. Maybe it believes that it can wring more concessions out of the Western powers.  In any case, Washington should take a low profile. South Korea and Japan are currently negotiating with the DPRK; they should demand compliance with past accords before more aid flows to the North.  Pyongyang's relations with China are already strained. The latter needs to explain that it will be far less cooperative if North Korea is destabilizing the region. Moscow, with improving ties to the North, should be encouraged to weigh in as well.  The United States should reverse its past treatment of the DPRK. For years, Washington did not deign to notice the North's existence.  But when Pyongyang ostentatiously began its nuclear program, America promised aid, trade and recognition.  Now the Bush Administration should treat North Korea with studied indifference, noting that its behavior is of far greater interest to its neighbors and that America intends to follow their lead. Without fanfare, Washington should suspend all aid, humanitarian and other.  Then it should tell the North that when the latter begins to behave in a more positive fashion, agreeing to dismantle its nuclear operation and allow in outside inspectors, for instance, that official recognition, trade, membership in international organizations and the like will follow. Even the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the South, which are no longer needed for the latter's defense. Should the DPRK continue to behave belligerently, however, there will be nothing to negotiate.  No threats. No table pounding. Just calm discussion.  For too long the North has been convinced by the feverish Western reaction that its nuclear program was the only means to win respect from and squeeze more money out of its adversaries.  The United States and its allies need to communicate that Pyongyang will receive favorable attention only by becoming a responsible regional player.  North Korea's announcement is bad news. But both South Korea and Japan, the countries most affected, have reacted more with anger than fear. Indeed, they worry more about an American overreaction than a North Korean attack.  Instead of leading another international crusade, Washington should try an alternative strategy - devolving responsibility on other regional players. North Korea is a pitiful, bankrupt, desperate nation that poses no threat to America. Leave containment up to its neighbors.  
Withdrawal=> Denuclearization [3/3]

U.S. withdrawal would stabilize the peninsula 

Bandow 91

[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,  “Defusing the Korean Bomb” , 12/16/91

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1539]

 Moreover, Washington should indicate its readiness to phase its forces out of the South, a move that Pyongyang has persistently demanded.[27] In fact, a troop pullout is long overdue, given Seoul's ability to provide for its own defense. The ROK's advantages over North Korea are objectively overwhelming: 11 times the GNP, the fastest economic growth rate in Asia, a dramatic technological lead, unencumbered access to international credit markets, and twice the population.[28] The South is fully capable of overtaking the DPRK militarily if it chooses, and it is more likely to do so if it can no longer rely on American assistance. Indeed, the Nixon administration's limited troop withdrawals in the early 1970s spurred the higher South Korean defense outlays that are now carrying the ROK past Pyongyang militarily. If the North really desires peace, as it claims, it could match an American withdrawal by accepting international inspection of its nuclear facilities, pulling its forces back from their advanced positions along the DMZ, and demobilizing some units. Then, no major South Korean defense hikes would be necessary. Instead, the two Koreas could negotiate a gradual reduction in both nations' forces complemented by further increases in cooperation and trade (building on the modest increases of the past year) followed perhaps by eventual reunification. But the American troops should be withdrawn regardless of North Korea's response, given the South's evident ability to create a military capable of deterring the DPRK. The carrot for the North is that concrete actions on its part-- particularly compliance with the NPT, which would demonstrate a genuine commitment to dÇtente--would both speed up the U.S. withdrawal and forestall a South Korean military buildup. Although the ultimate goal of American disengagement would not be in doubt, the timing of that disengagement would reflect conditions on the peninsula. 

The U.S. should remove troops in order to make North Korea more likely to negotiate over its nuclear weapons

Bandow 99

 [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,  “Hugs for Pyongyang ” , 10/4/99 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4998]

Over the long term Washington should disentangle itself from Northeast Asia. The United States should step back, leaving Seoul and Tokyo to take the lead in dealing with the North. More important, Washington should develop a phased withdrawal program for its troops, and terminate the defense treaty when the pullout is complete.  The ROK should then challenge the North to respond positively by demobilizing some army units and withdrawing some advanced forces from the Demilitarized Zone. The South's private message should be more blunt: negotiate for serious arms reduction, or face a crushing arms race (including missile development) which North Korea cannot win. And the ROK and Japan should expand security cooperation that, despite some recent positive steps, remains minimal.  Pyongyang's expressed willingness to back off its planned missile test offers only a temporary respite in a continuing game of international chicken. The United States should begin shifting responsibility for security in Northeast Asia onto its allies, who benefit the most from stability. The Cold War is over; it is time to terminate America's obsolete Cold War deployment in Korea.  

Plan Solves North Korean Collapse

North Korea is going to become unstable when Kim dies- only diplomacy can help ease the fall

Bandow 09

[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,  “Kim’s Heir  ” ,7/28/09

 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10250]

How this international soap opera will turn out is anyone's guess. But it could have a significant impact on Pyongyang's relations with the rest of the world — and not for the better. Given the horrors perpetuated by Kim Il-sung and Kim Jong-il, it is hard to imagine the situation getting worse in the DPRK. However, overt factionalism, a brutal power struggle, and political instability would add an incendiary element to peninsula affairs. Observes Dennis Blair, Director of National Intelligence: "Any time you have a combination of this behavior of doing provocative things in order to excite a response — plus succession questions — you have a potentially dangerous mixture." At the very least, an insecure leader, weak collective rule, and/or a de facto military government all likely would make North Korean concessions on the nuclear issue even less likely. A new, more responsible and forward-looking regime — one that recognized real international influence requires significant reform — might eventually emerge. However, counting on that result would let hope trump experience. The United States should continue diplomatic efforts, both bilateral and multilateral. Moreover, Washington should intensify its efforts to engage China in a concerted campaign to pressure Pyongyang and/or seek to effect regime change. At the same time, however, policy makers must realistically assess the future. The United States and North Korea's neighbors had better prepare for the possibility of an even more unsettled and dangerous future
North Korean Prolif Impact
This risks nuclear wars throughout Asia

Cimbala, 10 - Prof. of Political Science @ Penn State, (Stephen, Nuclear Weapons and Cooperative Security in the 21st Century, p. 117-8)

Failure to contain proliferation in Pyongyang could spread nuclear fever throughout Asia.  Japan and South Korea might seek nuclear weapons and missile defenses.  A pentagonal configuration of nuclear powers in the Pacific basis (Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas – not including the United States, with its own Pacific interests) could put deterrence at risk and create enormous temptation toward nuclear preemption.  Apart from actual use or threat of use, North Korea could exploit the mere existence of an assumed nuclear capability in order to support its coercive diplomacy.  As George H. Quester has noted:

If the Pyongyang regime plays its cards sensibly and well, therefore, the world will not see its nuclear weapons being used against Japan or South Korea or anyone else, but will rather see this new nuclear arsenal held in reserve (just as the putative Israeli nuclear arsenal has been held in reserve), as a deterrent against the outside world’s applying maximal pressure on Pyongyang and as a bargaining chip to extract the economic and political concessions that the DPRK needs if it wishes to avoid giving up its peculiar approach to social engineering.

A five-sided nuclear competition in the Pacific would be linked, in geopolitical deterrence and proliferation space, to the existing nuclear deterrents in India and Pakistan, and to the emerging nuclear weapons status of Iran.  An arc of nuclear instability from Tehran to Tokyo could place U.S. proliferation strategies into the ash heap of history and call for more drastic military options, not excluding preemptive war, defenses, and counter-deterrent special operations.  In addition, an eight-sided nuclear arms race in Asia would increase the likelihood of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war.  It would do so because: (1) some of these states already have histories of protracted conflict; (2) states may have politically unreliable or immature command and control systems, especially during a crisis involving a decision for nuclear first strike or retaliation; unreliable or immature systems might permit a technical malfunction that caused an unintended launch, or a deliberate but unauthorized launch by rogue commanders; (3) faulty intelligence and warning systems might cause one side to misinterpret the other’s defensive moves to forestall attack as offensive preparations for attack, thus triggering a mistaken preemption.

*** MILITARY MODERNIZATION

Military Modernization – 1AC
Contention ______________ is Modernization

South Korea is free-riding – defense spending is tiny 

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. 

Plan alters defense investments and causes conventional modernization – deters 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 – 1AC
Chinese rise makes multiple regional conflicts inevitable – only ROK conventional deterrence solves

McDevitt 8 (Michael, Rear Admiral – US Navy (Ret.), Center for Naval Analyses, “Asian Military Modernization: Key Areas of Concern”, 6-4, http://www.iiss.org/conferences/global-strategic-challenges-as-played-out-in-asia/asias-strategic-challenges-in-search-of-a-common-agenda/conference-papers/fourth-session-an-asian-arms-race/asian-military-modernization-key-areas-of-concern-michael-mcdevitt/)

Military modernization goes on continuously throughout Asia and not every modernization activity by any given country is an area of concern, or presages an arms race.  Quite the contrary, as adding systems/capabilities that are clearly defensive in nature, or are carefully bounded in quantity and quality, can actually contribute to stability.  In an ideal world, if every country were able to defend itself from aggression by its neighbor, stability would be the result.  Arguably, what is taking place in Southeast Asia can be considered “stability inducing” modernization in that it improves defenses without becoming a threat to its neighbors. Much of the modernization is oriented toward maritime capabilities—especially systems useful for the surveillance and policing of EEZ’s and for the protection of commercial shipping.  Maritime patrol aircraft, air defense enhancements—including fighters, small frigate or patrol craft-sized warships -- land based radar surveillance sites and diesel submarines all fit within this category.   Similarly in Northeast Asia, the Republic of Korea’s ongoing introduction of a modest but capable blue-water navy does not threaten any of its larger neighbors; it is evident however, that like much of the rest of Asia, ROK economic health is increasingly dependent on trade, most of which travels by sea.  As a result, Seoul has determined it has a requirement to look after its maritime interests without having to depend upon the US Seventh Fleet or its neighbors.  This means that ROK decision-makers, who are not experienced in things maritime and are “embedded” in what has been an army-dominated military culture, have been willing to make the not inconsiderable investments necessary to build a modest blue water navy.  What this suggests about the ROK’s long term plans or worries raises many interesting questions that are, however, beyond the scope of this essay.  The modernization itself should not be considered an area of concern because it is not destabilizing.   Another category of modernization relates to offensive weapons systems; systems unambiguously designed to attack and not to defend.  This category of modernization is normally undertaken for two reasons: either to deter a neighbor or potential foe from attacking or harming one’s interests, or to prepare for aggression against a neighboring state.     In Asia, there are a number of situations in which the offensive capability of the weapons system is not in doubt.  Cyber warfare is an emerging problem.  In the episodes where it has actually been used, either by organized militaries or by non-state sponsored hackers, it should be considered an offensive capability.  Accurate conventionally tipped ballistic missiles and land attack cruise missiles are clearly offensive systems, as are the airwings of attack aircraft carriers, significant amphibious assault capability, long range bombers and certain categories of land based fighter aircraft.  Today for instance, China uses the threat of a massive missile attack to deter Taiwan from declaring de jure independence.  North Korea uses missiles to deter attack by threatening US bases in Japan and throughout South Korea.   The US posture in East Asia is largely offensive in nature, designed to be able to attack in retaliation, and as a result, deter countries that may threaten US allies and friends.    There is but one obvious example of a capability being put in place to attack and seize another “country,” and that is the case of the PLA’s continuing efforts to put in place the systems and capabilities necessary to capture Taiwan.  Because China claims that Taiwan is a renegade province and is an internal Chinese sovereignty issue, it naturally rejects arguments that modernization aimed at a successful capture is offensive in nature.  But the reality remains that capabilities useful for the Taiwan mission are also useful in any campaign against a Taiwan-sized island.    On the Korean peninsula it is less clear whether the forward postured North Korean Army is in place so it can attack the South, or whether it is in its current posture to defend against an attack from the South.  At the June 2008 Shangri-la Dialogue, the new ROK Minister of Defense explicitly offered the judgment that it was an offensive posture.  This is a case in which transparency is lacking, and I suspect that Pyongyang prefers this ambiguity since it is a powerful deterrent to any offensive action by the US against its nuclear weapons program.   Military modernization associated with these two situations clearly falls into the category of “areas of concern,” although efforts to mitigate the negative impacts of these modernizations have been going on for some time.  In the case of Korea, the South has made adequate defensive preparations, so much so that the US is confident enough in the ROK Army that it is not balking at turning over responsibility for defense against an invasion; the US role will, over the next few years, transition to backstopping the ROK army with US air and naval power.    In the case of Taiwan, the Chinese threat to use force has been a feature of the Asian security scene for over 50 years. What is different today is that Beijing’s threat is actually credible.  It is credible in the sense that it can militarily “punish” Taiwan.  It can “bombard” Taiwan with hundreds of missiles, but is not yet able to capture Taiwan.  In this situation, it is the combination of the willingness of the people of Taiwan to endure a bombardment, with efforts being taken by the Taiwan authorities to “harden” key facilities against bombardment, and the threat of US intervention in the defense of Taiwan that has sustained stability.  Obviously, it is the state of the cross-strait political relationship that will determine whether in the future Beijing would actually be willing to “pull the trigger.”  Today, for the first time this decade, the political situation could be characterized as hopeful.   While categorizing these systems/capabilities is relatively straightforward, more and more modern weapons systems are designed to be multi-role.  In these cases, they can be used to either attack or defend—they are not purely offensive or purely defensive. Multi-role aircraft are perhaps the best example.  The aircraft’s role is determined by what weapons they are fitted to employ, what avionics software package is installed and what training regimen the aircrew has received.    In cases where the nature of certain potentially threatening weapons systems is unclear, officials charged with defense responsibilities have to weigh the trade-off between a country’s military capability versus its intentions.  That is why issues of transparency are intimately linked with assessments of modernization.   This brings me to a third way in which modernization can have an impact on stability. This is the circumstance created when a country fields defensive capabilities to assure its defenses but in so doing puts the security of its near neighbors in jeopardy.  Political scientists call this a security dilemma.  Arguably this is what is going on today between China, the United States and its Northeast Asian neighbors and US allies—Japan, the ROK and Taiwan.  This is an area of great concern.   Alliance-Based Security Architecture Has Worked Well   For almost 50 years, Asia’s security environment has been stable and relatively predictable. After the 1953 armistice that ended combat in Korea, Asia’s security environment quickly settled into a unique balance of power, in which the continental powers of the Soviet Union and the PRC were “balanced” by the US-led coalition of Asian littoral powers.   There are a number of reasons why stability persisted, but arguably the most important one is that a real military balance existed.[1]  The military capability of each side was effectively limited to its domain—the continent or the oceans.  Each side was able to militarily “trump” any attempt by the other side to intrude in a militarily significant way into its domain.  The USSR and the PRC were safe from invasion, thanks to their large armies, vast territories and nuclear weapons.  US friends and allies were safe from invasion and maritime blockade thanks to US air and sea power which was constantly “in play” because  of alliance obligations.    Modernizing China Is Changing the Continental-Maritime Strategic Balance   Throughout China’s long history, its strategic orientation could be categorized as continental and hence its strategic tradition—its way of thinking about and framing strategic issues—has been largely focused on land war.   Today, however, the risk of cross-border aggression is no longer a serious security concern for Beijing.  The combination of adroit Chinese diplomacy within a contextual framework of globalization, international norms of behavior that eschew cross-frontier aggression and the deterrent value of nuclear weapons have substantially lowered the likelihood of cross-boarder aggression.  The threat of invasion, the primary worry of Chinese or indeed most Eurasian strategists for many centuries, has all but disappeared.    As globalization proceeds economic growth is increasingly dependent on trade, most of which is carried in containers loaded on ships.  As a result, security on the high seas is becoming a growing preoccupation for countries that historically were not strategically focused on the maritime domain.  The ROK has already been mentioned; the PRC is also in the midst of this evolving strategic zeitgeist.    While its land frontiers are secure, Beijing faces a host of outstanding sovereignty claims and unresolved strategic issues that are maritime in nature.  Specifically:   Taiwan is an island. It is the combination of Taiwan’s air defense and the threat of intervention by the US military (primarily the US navy) that effectively keeps the Taiwan Strait a moat rather than a highway open to the PLA. Perhaps as strategically significant as Taiwan to a PLA planner is the geostrategic reality that the PRC’s economic center of gravity is on its east coast, which, because it is a “seaboard,” is extremely vulnerable to attack from the sea—a military task the United States is uniquely suited to execute. Territorial disputes with Japan over islands and seabed resources in the East China Sea remain unresolved and with price of oil continuing to soar, the economic stakes become more serious, and represent a potential flash point where Sino-Japanese interests are contested.  (Although the recent Sino-Japanese summit may lead to fair compromise.)  The point here is that the entire issue is maritime in nature. Unsettled territorial disputes, and their concomitant resource issues, remain with respect to the Spratly Islands and the South China Sea.  Again, this problem is maritime in nature. China’s entire national strategy of reform and opening depends largely upon maritime commerce—i.e., trade.  The PRC’s economy is driven by the combination of exports and imports which together account for almost 75% of PRC GDP.  This trade travels mainly by sea. Finally, there is the issue of energy security—or, as President Hu Jintao characterized it, China’s “Malacca dilemma.”  It has become commonplace to observe that the PRC will increasingly depend upon foreign sources of oil and natural gas, most of which come by sea, and must pass through the Indonesian straits to reach China.   Finally, Beijing’s primary military competitor is the United States, which is the world’s foremost naval power and which, as it has for the past 50 years, maintains a significant naval presence on “China’s doorstep.”  Should the PRC elect to use force to resolve either reunification with Taiwan or outstanding maritime claims, the US is the one country that could militarily deny success.    All of these factors, plus China’s historic experience since the 1840’s,  have generated a “demand signal” that has caused China to field weapons systems and capabilities that can protect its maritime approaches.  This in turn means that China is introducing an element of military competition into the maritime region that has been the preserve of the United States and its allies for the past half-century because it is beginning to have the effect of upsetting the five-decade-old balance of power between continental and maritime powers that has been so successful in preserving stability 

Military Modernization – 1AC

[McDevitt Continues – No Text Removed]

in the region.    What is China Doing?   Specifically, China is putting in place a credible way to deny access to US forces by knitting together broad area ocean surveillance systems, a large number of submarines, land based aircraft with cruise missiles, and ballistic missile systems that can target ships on the high seas.  The operational objective is to keep US naval power as far away from China as possible in case of conflict.  It closely resembles the operational concept that the Soviet Union, another continental power attempting to protect its maritime approaches, had in place by the end of the Cold War.  According to the latest US Defense Department report to the US Congress on military power, key elements of China’s capability are still apparently in the testing stage.  If however, they succeed in introducing a credible anti-ship ballistic missile and an associated surveillance and targeting system that are coupled with other proven conventional capabilities such as quiet, conventionally powered submarines, China will introduce a destabilizing element into the regional military balance.   By working to achieve security on its maritime frontier, Beijing is creating a dynamic that, as its maritime security situation improves, will make the security environment for Japan, Taiwan and potentially South Korea, worse because a central element of its strategy is to keep US power as far away from East Asia as possible.    The US interests and obligations depend on sustained access to East Asia, whereas China’s off-shore strategy is increasingly aimed at denying that access.  The United States has characterized China’s approach as “anti-access,” because if successfully executed, it could deny the US the ability to operate its naval and air forces as it pleases along the littoral of East Asia.   In effect, for good and sensible strategic reasons, China and the United States are pursuing two mutually contradictory approaches: access denial versus assured access.  This is a serious issue.   Concluding Thoughts   This suggests the military balance and concomitant modernization of forces in East Asia will be in a constant state of evolution as the US and its allies work to preserve existing advantages as new Chinese capabilities enter the PLA—rising on the same tide as it were. As a result, military to military engagement between the US military and the PLA, while necessary and appropriate, will tend to be colored with elements of suspicion or concern as each side participates in what could be termed a “capabilities competition.”    Even with the prospect of a much less tense cross-strait relationship, Beijing has not yet persuaded itself that it can afford to “take its finger off the trigger” when it comes to Taiwan.  Until the threat of military force is removed from the table, each side will work to deter the other when it comes to the use of force over Taiwan.  This will fuel the capabilities competition. 
Escalation is likely – impact is full-scale US/China nuclear 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. 
U – Yes Free Riding

-- Obama hasn’t done anything to stop South Korean free-riding

Carpenter 9 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, “Grading Obama”, Foreign Policy, 11-2, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/02/grading_obama?page=0,3)

Grading a president's foreign policy after only nine months in office is an inherently tentative and speculative enterprise. But President Barack Obama has taken enough actions to warrant at least preliminary grades in several categories. Iraq: a gentleman's C. He has continued the policy of a phased withdrawal of U.S. troops agreed to by Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki and President George W. Bush during the final months of the Bush administration. A faster withdrawal would be advisable, but at least the United States appears to be on its way out of that unnecessary and mismanaged war. Afghanistan: F. The president was too hasty with his initial decision to send additional troops. He is now in danger of compounding that error by agreeing to Gen. Stanley McChrystal's plan to send even more troops. The United States has drifted into an open-ended nation-building mission in an extremely unpromising arena. By escalating the U.S. commitment, Obama is moving in precisely the wrong direction. Iran: B. Obama had the courage to reach out to Iran. Only time will tell whether his diplomatic initiatives will get positive results, but his effort to date is superior to the bankrupt policies of previous administrations. At least there are now promising talks on the thorny nuclear issue. East Asia: C. The president has avoided doing anything rash with regard to the North Korean nuclear problem. On the other hand, he has done little to get Japan and South Korea to become more serious about their own defenses and stop free-riding on U.S. security efforts. Relations with China remain reasonably cordial, though the president's imposition of tariff duties on Chinese tires was a needless affront.

-- South Korea is free-riding – U.S. defense causes underinvestment in conventional forces

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 101-102)

Thus, America's military presence and the subsequent "mutual" defense treaty invited ROK free-riding at the start, given the disparity in power of the two signatories. Such behavior was not only expected but arguably justified. By underinvesting in the military and focusing on economic development, Seoul set the stage for the eventual financial miracle that has transformed South Korea into a major international economic power. But once that transformation was under way, it was time to increase the ROK's defense burden and decrease America's responsibility. That never hap​pened. Shocked outrage greeted President Jimmy Carter's proposal to remove most U.S. troops, and that proposal eventually died. Carter's successor, Ronald Reagan, reaffirmed the one-way U.S. commitment. Year after year of record economic growth did nothing to change American policy under presidents George H. W Bush and Bill Clinton. Only pressure from the war on terror​ism has prompted President George W. Bush to reconfigure, and perhaps fi​nally reduce, Washington's force presence. South Korea is one of America's most obvious security free-riders. The ROK vastly outstrips its northern antagonist, possessing about 40 times the GDP, enjoying a vast technological edge, and sporting a large economic pres​ence around the globe. The South also has twice the population of the DPRK, is friendly with every major international and regional power, in contrast to the erratic North, and long ago won the diplomatic contest throughout the Third World. However, argues Peter Huessy of GeoStrategic Analysis, a defense con​sulting firm, "the ROK's population, GDP and per capita income are all irrelevant to its defense."2 That is true only in the sense of the South's military capabilities today. It says nothing about its potential defense capabilities. Moreover, simply citing the North's quantitative lead, 1.1 million to 686,000 armed services personnel, for instance (as defenders of the U.S. commitment to South Korea typically do), does not say much about actual combat capabilities either.' In any case, the existing personnel and materiel imbalance is not in​evitable, some immutable aspect of geography on the Korean peninsula. Rather, it results from past ROK free-riding. Seoul's failure to invest heavily in defense today to close the gap reflects current free-riding. The South can do so only because it relies on the U.S. presence as a supplemental deterrent to North Korean aggression. That the relationship is beneficial to the ROK is ob​vious. That it is in America's interest is not. 

U – No SK Modernization
-- Current spending is tiny compared to the plan

Harrison 6 (Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, “South Korea-U.S. Alliance Under the Roh Government”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 4-11, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0628Harrison.html)

The subsidy provided by the U.S. presence enables South Koreans to postpone hard choices concerning how fast, and how far, to move toward reunification, and thus it postpones hard choices between civilian and military budgetary priorities.  The U.S. presence enables the South to minimize the sacrifices that would otherwise be necessary to maintain its existing high levels of defense spending. By the same token, the withdrawal of U.S. forces would force Seoul to decide whether it should seek the same level of security now provided by the U.S. presence by upgrading defense expenditures - or whether, instead, the goal of accommodation and reunification with the North would be better served by negotiating a mutual reduction of forces with the North. Lower-income groups in the South would benefit from a diversion of resources from military spending to social welfare programs. The South's upper and middle-income minority, by contrast, has acquired a vested interest in the status quo. Without its U.S. subsidy, Seoul would have to double or triple its military budget if it wanted to replace the conventional forces now deployed for its defense by the United States - not to mention the much higher outlays that independent nuclear forces would require. In addition to the direct costs of its forces in Korea, averaging $2 billion per year, the United States spends more than $40 billion annually to maintain the overall U.S. defense posture in East Asia and the western Pacific on which its capability to intervene in Korea depends. So long as Seoul regards this U.S. economic cushion as an entitlement, it will be under no compulsion to decide whether to move toward the confederation envisaged in the June, 2000, summit, as a prelude to eventual reunification. A significant portion of the South Korean defense budget goes to a vast military-industrial complex. There are more than 80 defense contractors in the South producing some 350 categories of defense equipment in nearly 150 factories. This powerful interest group, allied with leaders of the armed forces, opposes reduced defense expenditures. To be sure, there are certain aspects of the U.S. military presence that are particularly crucial to the defense of the South: sophisticated command and control and intelligence capabilities in particular. Seoul would be wise to upgrade these capabilities to prepare for an eventual U.S. withdrawal, even at a high cost. Some spending on them is already underway and is justified. But that is very different from a broad-based, across-the-board expansion of the armed forces designed to replace the overall U.S. presence.  

-- South Korean modernization plans haven’t been met – budget increase key

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)

The South Korean military has a long-term plan referred to as the Defense Reform Plan 2020. This plan posits a much smaller military in 2020, trading size with modernization that should sustain overall military capabilities. 

The low Korean birthrate forces the South Korea military to accept a reduced size; even with very optimistic assumptions on recruiting volunteers, the Army is scheduled to be reduced from some 560,000 personnel in 2004 to 371,000 in 2020. Appropriate military technology improvements may offset this severe reduction in military force size for defensive purposes. But they are unlikely to be adequate if forces need to perform offensive and eventually stabilization operations — efforts in which manpower availability is more critical, as has been shown in Iraq. 

At the same time, South Koreas military budget has not met the DRP 2020 growth rate since it was announced in 2005, and appears likely to falter further unless the new government acknowledges the North Korean threat and justifies the large budget increases. The plan is also optimistic on the costs of future military capabilities; the budget may need to expand more than is planned to achieve the desired capabilities. 

U – No SK Modernization

Current ROK modernization efforts aren’t enough to achieve true self reliance

Bennett 08 (Bruce W., senior defense analyst at the RAND Corporation with a Ph.D. in policy analysis from PRGS, “A New National Strategy for Korea: North Korea Threats Require Deterrence, Reconciliation”, RAND, 3-13, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2008/03/13/KH.html) 

The true test of military self-reliance is the ability to protect ones country and defeat an adversary if necessary. On the positive side, South Korea probably could defeat a North Korean conventional invasion on its own, though U.S. assistance would stop the attack more quickly and with less damage to ROK society. But the South Korean military is less prepared in two broad areas. First, the South Korean military is less prepared to defend against the North Korean asymmetric threats discussed above. For example, while the South Korean military could eventually destroy North Korean long-range artillery that fires at Seoul, it could not do so until serious damage was done since South Korea lacks the ability to intercept North Korean long-range artillery. South Korea is considering development of a laser system that may do this. Ironically, the United States completed tests earlier this decade of a laser defense that could defeat small numbers of artillery rockets or artillery/mortar shells, but has not developed the system. As another example, South Korea reportedly ordered 14 Patriot missile defense batteries in 1999 to defeat North Korean ballistic missiles after launch, but that purchase was eventually halted. Last year, the South Korean military finally agreed to purchase eight used batteries from Germany; actual acquisition and needed upgrades apparently are still years off. Moreover, eight batteries are about one-third of the number needed to protect South Korea. South Korea is not adequately prepared to defeat these asymmetric threats as part of either a North Korean invasion or a limited attack/coercion. Inadequate defenses against asymmetric threats create windows of vulnerability, leaving South Korea unable to prevent damage and thereby undermining deterrence of North Korean attacks. The South Korean military needs to identify these vulnerabilities and develop means to counter them. Second, on its own, the South Korean military would have difficulty executing any offensive into North Korea, with weaknesses in maneuver capabilities and training, firepower, and logistics. North Korean nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons could make these difficulties worse as could the need to simultaneously stabilize and provide humanitarian aid in captured areas — trying to minimize the threat of a long-term insurgency by learning from the U.S. experience in Iraq. South Korea's inability to carry out offensive operations could allow Kim Jong-il to survive failed attacks on South Korea and then repeat them, at very high cost to South Korea. Or South Korea might be forced to allow anarchy to rule North Korea on its border. In contrast, China is unlikely to accept such anarchy on its border and may feel compelled to intervene; a South with inadequate offensive capabilities might have to accept Chinese control of large parts of North Korea for some time. The low Korean birthrate forces the South Korea military to accept a reduced size; even with very optimistic assumptions on recruiting volunteers, the Army is scheduled to be reduced from some 560,000 personnel in 2004 to 371,000 in 2020. Appropriate military technology improvements may offset this severe reduction in military force size for defensive purposes. But they are unlikely to be adequate if forces need to perform offensive and eventually stabilization operations — efforts in which manpower availability is more critical, as has been shown in Iraq. At the same time, South Koreas military budget has not met the DRP 2020 growth rate since it was announced in 2005, and appears likely to falter further unless the new government acknowledges the North Korean threat and justifies the large budget increases. The plan is also optimistic on the costs of future military capabilities; the budget may need to expand more than is planned to achieve the desired capabilities. While it is difficult to determine how large a military budget would be required for true military self-reliance, it seems likely that the total cost would be about 50 to 100 trillion won ($50 billion to $100 billion) per year, two to four times the 2008 budget. The DRP 2020 reaches the bottom-end of this range in about 2015, a long time to accept substantial risks. The DRP 2020 is due for review in 2008. It should be carefully examined, with updated estimates on the cost ranges for the projected systems and personnel. An effort should be made to characterize the cost of a self-reliant defense that would more fully protect South Korea from North Korean threats. Information like this will be critical to obtaining acceptance for the plan. 

Link Extensions
Umbrella creates psychological dependence that crushes South Korean morale – makes effective military policy 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)

Thirdly, there is also an invisible cost. Namely, we have to consider the psychological factor that the ROK-U.S. alliance has on the Korean military and Korean elite groups. These individuals' belief that it is America that salvaged Korea from the debris of the Korean War and it is America that is the almighty superpower in the world has led to their almost blind dependence on America. It is particularly noticeable in two aspects. One is the so-called notion that "without America, Korea can do nothing." The other is their addiction to the advanced American weapons. The psychological reliance on the U.S. has paved the way for their obsequious willingness to accept the American demands in an irrationally desperate desire to keep the alliance. Unfortunately, it fundamentally nipped in the bud the South Korean military's plans of forming its own independent defense strategy. Marveling at the state-of-the-art American weaponry, these Koreans also began to display a pathological envy syndrome. Instead of thinking "how to make better use of our own arms," Korean military elites are now more inclined to think "how can we get those glitzy weapons that America has?" This is like a child who hangs out with another boy from a rich family background and starts to beg his parents to buy him the expensive toys that his rich friend has without considering his family's economic situation. This obsessive dependence on and kowtowing to what America stands for is widespread among many South Korean elites and military personnel. This irrational reliance on America consequently has taken a heavy toll on the military's most important, yet invisible asset, i.e., morale. While South Korea has among the world's finest military tactical capacities, it lacks the mental readiness to go about establishing its own independent strategic map. While South Korean soldiers are equipped with better arms, are better trained and better fed than their Northern counterparts, they are brainwashed into believing that they cannot defeat North Korea without U.S. help. The criticism that "the ROK-U.S. alliance spoiled the Korean military" came from this context.

Reliance on US prevents ROK military 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.

Link Extensions
US withdrawal would force South Korean military advancement

Suh 10 (JJ, Director of the Korea Studies program at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race”, Foreign Policy in Focus, 5-17, http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race) 

Using the second, more indirect measure is more complicated for it involves counterfactual estimates. One needs to estimate the marginal increase in Seoul’s defense expenditure if the alliance were terminated. This in turn involves assessing two kinds of costs. First, if the alliance were terminated and the American military withdrawn, Korea would first have to fill the void with its own forces at its own cost. Some 40,000 American soldiers would have to be replaced with Koreans, and all the facilities manned by Americans would have to be managed by Koreans. These extra personnel would have to be paid, and the operating costs of the facilities would have to be borne by Seoul. This is exactly the argument that the Ministry of National Defense made in its defense of the alliance:  The U.S. Forces in Korea help us [Koreans] reduce our defense spending, which contributes to our continued economic development. If we take into account all the equipment and materials that the USFK maintains in-country as well as the several billion dollars it spends  on maintenance and operations, its opportunity cost is tremendous. If the USFK should be withdrawn, it would take an astronomical amount of additional defense expenditures to compensate for its absence. 

SK Defense Good – Deters China

South Korean conventional modernization deters Chinese aggression

Bandow 9 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “A New Approach to Counter Nuclear Proliferation on the Korean Peninsula”, International Journal of Korean Studies, XIII(1), Spring / Summer, http://www.icks.org/publication/pdf/2009-SPRING-SUMMER/4.pdf)

A second best solution would be to leave allied states whose interests will not always coincide with those of America with their own deterrent capabilities. Such a policy would have the secondary advantage of deterring Chinese adventurism. Beijing has pledged a “peaceful rise,” but would be encouraged to follow such a strategy if its neighbors were capable of imposing a high price for aggressive behavior.

SK Defense Good – Deters NK

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. 

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

Mangum 04 (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.

ROK military modernization is key to deterring a DPRK invasion and war

Carpenter and Bandow 04 (Ted Galen and Doug, Carpenter is vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute ,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, The Korean Conundrum, p.127-128)

Of course, replacing the American tripwire would be expensive for the ROK, since Seoul would have to beef up existing force structure and invest in areas, such as long-range attack and intelligence-imaging capabilities, now dominated by Washington. But as one of the globe's wealthiest nations, South Korea is eminently capable of doing so—and in fact has studied the possibil​ity of doing so.32 What if Seoul preferred not to make such investments? Of course, South Korea could underestimate the threat and fail to bolster its forces; it might carelessly put its trust in multilateral remedies.33 The North could miscalcu​late and believe that it could win a blitzkrieg campaign even with its anti​quated military. The result would be an awful war, whoever won.34 It is a plausible, but highly unlikely, scenario. However, it is up to the South Korean people to decide whether they feel sufficiently threatened to warrant spending more on defense and whether they are willing to undertake the burden of doing so. If they unexpectedly decide no, Washington should not waste the funds of U.S. taxpayers and risk the lives of young Americans to bail them out. Seoul itself has argued that "a sovereign state should be able to defend itself independently without relying on foreign assistance."35 Very true.

SK Defense Good – Asian Stability

-- 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. 
SK Defense Good – Afghanistan*

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)

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.

Conflict escalating – more forces key

Fernholz 10 (Tim, Writing Fellow – American Prospect, “The Ultimate Test Case”, American Prospect, March, Lexis)

Even as Obama promised a different kind of foreign policy, his embrace of the "good war" laid the groundwork for Afghanistan to overtake his broader vision. During the campaign, he pledged to send 7,000 more troops to the conflict, to push for more development in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and ultimately to finish "the fight against al-Qaeda and the Taliban" with new tactics developed in Iraq to combat insurgencies. At the time, approximately 30,000 American soldiers were deployed to bases in Afghanistan, where they focused mainly on hunting terrorists and insurgents. Even though 2008 saw the largest troop deployment since the conflict began, the Taliban had regained its strength in Pakistan and began an increasingly successful campaign against the new Afghan government; development efforts existed but were constrained.  On his first day in office, Obama emphasized his focus on Afghanistan by appointing veteran diplomat Richard Holbrooke the first special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, creating a civilian counterpart for Petraeus, who was now overseeing both Iraq and Afghanistan from his post at the U.S. Central Command. After a hurried review of the situation in Afghanistan informed by Bush-era analysis, the administration quickly confirmed that it would follow through on Obama's campaign promises and also send an additional 13,000 troops. Brian Katulis, a security-policy analyst at the Center for American Progress, later derided this initial assessment as "pre-cooked" because it didn't address the fundamental question of whether the United States' investment in Afghanistan was out of proportion with its interests there.  Over the next several months, insurgents in Afghanistan continued to gain ground despite the additional troops, and casualties increased (last year saw the most American casualties since the war began). In August, criticism of Afghanistan's fraud-ridden presidential election wounded the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai's corrupt and ineffective regime and raised questions about the viability of his government as a partner for the United States while political unrest continued to increase in nearby Pakistan.  Also in August, the commander Obama had installed in Afghanistan that previous spring, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, finished his assessment of the war. It called for a more ambitious counterinsurgency strategy, a doctrine popularized by Petraeus in Iraq, which emphasizes protecting the population and addressing the roots of conflict--everything from material needs to political disputes. McChrystal's assessment was accompanied by a classified request for 80,000 more troops and a warning that without a new approach, defeat would be inevitable. The request was written largely by U.S.-based policy experts flown into Afghanistan for short visits, and when it was leaked to the press, those experts were ready to defend it, creating intense pressure on Obama to acquiesce. 

SK Defense Good – Afghanistan*

Global nuclear war

Morgan 7 (Stephen J., Political Writer and Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, 9-23, http://www.freearticlesarchive .com/article/_Better_another_Taliban_Afghanistan__than_a_Taliban_NUCLEAR_Pakistan___/99961/0/)

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.

A2: Nuclear Prolif Turn
-- Most powerful domestic actors will pick conventional weapons – not nukes

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 272-273)

The traditional conservative nationalist position is now a much weak ened force in South Korean domestic politics, corresponding closely to the steady decline in the role of the uniformed military as a political force and the ROK's demographic transition. But the political right remains a potent actor in electoral politics and in some major media. It has yielded significant ground to Kim Dae Jung and Roh Moo Hyun on policies toward the North, though it severely criticizes both presidents for an ide- alized, naive view of the DPRK threat that Pyongyang continues to exploit. The principal voices defending the alliance with the United States are also found in conservative circles. Even though some observers raise major objections to U.S. heavy-handedness, they see few alternatives to continued close ties with the United States, both at present and fol- lowing unification. Thus the nationalist right believes that the ROK must accommodate the impending shifts in U.S. defense strategy on the peninsula. At the same time, the political right wants to ensure that Seoul's defense needs are clearly addressed in any such changes and that perceived political imbalances in the alliance are rectified in return for the ROK's consent to looming policy changes. The political right also supports U.S. efforts to achieve North Korean denuclearization. Notably absent from the political right's views is any consideration of a renewed nuclear weapons option.37 The clear assumption is that the ROK must avail itself of the opportunity to modernize its conventional forces in line with the U.S. plans for military transformation. Over time this would enable the ROK to reduce the major manpower burdens  imposed by its very large conventional forces—especially the ground forces—and begin to shift attention to modernization goals for a post- unification environment. Such steps would be deemed appropriate to ensure that the ROK remains an essential partner in U.S. regional security strategy over the longer term. If there are advocates of a "Gaullist" position in the ROK, their voices are not heard, at least not at present. Indeed, against whom would such a hypothesized nuclear force be directed? Would it be an attempt to achieve notional strategic equivalence with the North, on the assumption that the DPRK's nuclear capabilities will persist and that the United States might ultimately expect the ROK to be fully responsible for its own defense? Some Korean officials, for example, have long envisioned the need for an upgraded ROK missile capability able to reach major targets in the North, even if restricted to conventional warheads. In the late 1990s, the ROK pressured the United States to permit an increase in the range of the Hyonmu, the South's indigenous short-range ballistic missile, from 180 to 300 kilometers. Such an enhanced range would approach but not exceed the guidelines under the Missile Technology Control Regime, although the ROK is not a signatory to it. At the time, U.S. officials voiced concern that the Hyonmu might possess an inherent capability to extend its range beyond 300 kilometers, creating the prospect of a future offensive missile capability." Despite such concerns, the United States ultimately consented to ROK acquisition of the U.S. version of a 300- kilometer missile, with the ROK currently planning to deploy 110 of these missiles against targets in the North.39

-- Multiple obstacles check South Korean nuclear prolif

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 259-260)

Despite this impressive engineering base and technological infrastructure, it would be no easy matter for South Korea to develop nuclear weapons. Previous estimates of the time needed to complete a weapons program severely underestimated the technical barriers.9 The extreme secrecy required for a covert program would also be far harder to maintain in the current democratic environment than what prevailed during the era of military dictatorship. The greatest obstacle would be obtaining the required fissile materials, either weapons-grade plutonium or highly enriched uranium. South Korea does not possess the indigenous capabil​ity to produce either type of bomb-grade material, although research breakthroughs (notably, in pilot production of high-speed centrifuges for isotope separation) have been reported in South Korean publications. Although South Korea could attempt larger-scale manufacture of the sophisticated equipment required for fissile material production, the ulti​mate success of such a home-grown effort would be far from assured and would entail a sustained, massive commitment of financial and man​power resources. A more likely route, therefore, would be for Seoul to import reprocessing or uranium enrichment technology from abroad. The political and institutional barriers to such transfers, however, are quite daunting. In recent decades, the leading nuclear industrial countries have informally banded together in a Nuclear Suppliers Group to control international trade in this area. The transfer of sensitive technologies is monitored closely, and any request by a South Korean firm or end user for reprocessing or uranium enrichment technology would trigger alarm bells abroad, especially in Washington. If South Korea sought to repeat an earlier attempt at a nuclear option, it is far more likely that Seoul would explore a clandestine route to avoid detection, trying to exploit the net​work of black market suppliers. The ROK would still need to invest years of effort, at great risk of exposure by foreign suppliers or by its increasingly rambunctious mass media, before it could acquire the infra​structure needed to produce the material for a bomb. Even then, it would require additional time before it could develop workable, deliverable nuclear weapons. During the period between a political decision to undertake a nuclear weapons program and actually obtaining a nuclear arsenal, the ROK would also encounter acute political and security vulnerabilities. A deci​sion could provoke a U.S. withdrawal of political and military support, and South Korea would likely confront the vocal opposition of various nearby powers, including both China and Japan. Seoul would be without its staunchest ally, one armed with unmatched conventional and nuclear forces, and at the same time, the ROK might still be confronted by a hos​tile and aggressive DPRK.

A2: Nuclear Prolif Turn

-- Political leadership will turn down the nuclear option

Choi and Park 8 (Kang, Director-General and Professor of American Studies – Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, Seoul, and Joon-Sung, Distinguished Researcher – Department of National Security and Reunification,  Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, Seoul, The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, p. 390-391)

Some policy elites, including political leaders, express the view that South Ko​rea's possession of nuclear weapons would protect it from North Korea and ensure its survival for the time being. But a nuclear weapon program would ultimately become a major obstacle to reunification. Hence, no South Korean political leader is likely to consider the nuclear option seriously. A brief summary of the argument is presented in Table 13-2.

-- No chance of nuclearization

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 265-266)

Could comparable calculations by Seoul convince South Korea to reconsider its non-nuclear commitments? At first blush, this prospect seems highly remote and would have to derive from an extremely unlikely sequence of events. In the 1970s, Park Chung Hee ruled the South with an iron fist and in absolute secrecy. The ROK was a highly authoritarian, military-dominated regime that remained hugely dependent on U.S. political and military support. The South today is a vibrant, if still highly turbulent, democracy enjoying decades of extraordinary eco​nomic achievement and near-universal diplomatic recognition, increas​ingly close ties with China, fuller relations with Russia and Japan, and an increased self-confidence about Korea's place in the world. Despite mounting concerns in 2002 and 2003 about the DPRK's renewed pursuit of a nuclear weapons capability and an enhanced ballis​tic missile program, prevailing sentiment in the ROK no longer perceives the North as a major military threat. The South appears intent on accommodation rather than confrontation with the DPRK. Generational attitude changes reflect an extraordinarily idealized view of North Korea that is starkly at odds with decades of confrontation and ideological hos​tility between Seoul and Pyongyang. Indeed, much to the consternation of American policymakers, many South Korean officials seem intent on transcending or denying the belief that the North still represents a major threat to the ROK. This phenomenon has led to increasing South Korean disaffection from the United States, and vice versa, weakening the alliance bonds that have sustained bilateral ties for a half century. Thus, despite some superficial parallels with the 1970s, the emergent dynamics in the ROK point to different imperatives and possibilities. A decision by the South to fully pursue strategic autonomy, including renewed pursuit of a nuclear weapons option, would be fraught with enormous consequences and risks. We therefore need to examine the major factors that could shape ROK attitudes and policies over the longer term, quite possibly in paradoxical and unanticipated ways. Rather than posit specific paths or scenarios that might result in renewed pursuit of nuclear weapons, we will explore five major policy considerations that are likely to shape the ROK's longer-term national security strategy: 1) the shifting contours of the U.S.-ROK alliance; 2) changing South Korean threat perceptions about the North; 3) the ROK's growing accommodation and alignment with China; 4) the outcome of the renewed North Korean nuclear crisis, in particular the fate of the DPRK's nuclear assets and weapons potential; and 5) the aftermath and consequences of the potential end of the Pyongyang regime, with particular attention to the North Korean nuclear legacy over which the ROK would likely assume custodial control. We will then offer conclusions on the likely implications of peninsular unification for the ROK's nuclear weapons policies. 
Impact – Russian Economy – 2AC
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. 

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.

Impact – Russian Economy – 2AC

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.

Russian Economy Links

Russia will fill-in and sell to South Korea

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)

The Russians watched the worsening of U.S.-South Korea relationship with mixed feelings. On one hand, a collapse of the relationship would almost certainly open South Korea’s defense industry to Russian military products in a big way. Moreover, at least one line of strategic thinking in Moscow argued for helping to build South Korea militarily in the event of an American withdrawal from the peninsula, both to keep the North Koreans down and quiet, but more than this to present the Chinese with an unappetizing view of the meal they might be planning to digest. Under no circumstances, Russians concluded, should China be allowed to assume that South Korea was conveniently within their pocket. Russian military sales to China would continue, of course; it was too lucrative to consider curtailing that revenue stream for any reason. By pumping up South Korea’s military, Russia could thus kill two birds with one stone: keep China uncertain about South Korea’s real power—which could serve as a stimulus to Chinese military officials to buy more Russian technology—and replace the United States as South Korea’s leading defense supplier. 

Arms sales are key to the Russian economy

McLean 6 (Robert T., Research Associate – Center for Security Policy, “From Russian With Arms”, American Spectator, 5-2, http://spectator.org/archives/2006/05/02/from-russia-with-arms)

The Russian economy remains largely dependent on weapons sales. When the Soviet Union collapsed, Russia's vital defense industry faced an enormous crisis. Not only would domestic spending be decreased, but exports to friendly regimes would no longer be necessary in many cases. As a result, even after enormous downsizing in the Russian defense industry -- an estimated 2.5 to 6.1 million lost their jobs between 1991 and 1995 -- by 1996, the sector was working at a capacity of only about 10 percent of its potential. Thus, to maintain the country's military industrial complex the Kremlin has taken on the role of the world's weapons supplier. From Algeria and Venezuela to Syria and Iran, Moscow displays few reservations to arming any regime that can help fuel its defense industry.

Russian Economy Impacts
Decreased Russian Growth Leads to Nuclear Prolif

Cardamone 99 (Thomas, director of the Conventional Arms transfer Project of the Council for a Livable World Education Fund and editor of Arms Trade News, the project’s monthly newsletter, The Conveentional Arms Transfer Project, July, www.clw.org/cat/atn0049.html)

Russia's economic turmoil and desperate need for hard currency is driving its   recent push to sell arms and advanced technology, according to expert witnesses testifying   on March 25 before the House International Relations Committee. The hearing detailed Russia's current economic woes and its exports of conventional arms, sensitive ballistic missile and nuclear technology to rogue states. While disagreeing over the potential threat to the U.S., all the experts referred to the bleak economic and political situation inside Russia as the overriding influence on Russian arms export policy.
Russian economic decline will result in civil war

David 99 (Steven R, Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs, Jan, Lexis)

]f internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1589 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ien years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9 5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than S 70 a month). Modem Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared, tf conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed farces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation — personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership^, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced lies between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support
Civil war in Russia would go nuclear

David 99 (Steven R, Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs, Jan, Lexis)

Only three countries, in fact, meet both criteria- Mexico, Saudi Arabia, and Russia- Civil conflict in Mexico would produce waves of disorder that would spill into the United States, endangering the lives of hundreds of thousands of Americans, destroying a valuable export market, and sending a torrent of refugees northward. A rebellion in Saudi Arabia could destroy its ability to export oil, the oil on which the industrialized world depends. And internal war in Russia could devastate Europe and trigger the use of nuclear weapons. Of course, civil war in a cluster of other states could seriously harm American interests. These countries include Indonesia, Venezuela, the Philippines, Egypt, Turkey, Israel, and China. In none, however, are the stakes as high or the threat of war as imminent.
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Contention _______________ – South Korean Diplomacy
U.S. presence crushes independent South Korean foreign policy – exclusive control breeds a dependent psychology that spills over to all areas of sovereignty

Harrison 2 (Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 165-166)

THE "OP CON" ISSUE

In the U.S. view, the termination of the U.N. Command would intensify what is already a growing debate in South Korea over the return of oper​ational control to Seoul. Even a U.S. general, the late Richard G. Stil​well, once commented that the degree of operational control enjoyed by the United States in Korea is "the most remarkable concession of sover​eignty in the entire world." Stilwell pointed in particular to the fact that the U.S. commander of the U.S.—South Korean Combined Forces Com​mand "reports only to U.S. higher authority" and would have the tech​nical legal freedom to do so even with respect to the use of nuclear weapons, in contrast to the dual authority over the nuclear trigger in Germany.2 For Lim Dong Won, like many other leading South Koreans, the con​tinuance of U.S. operational control so many years after the Korean War is not only an affront to sovereignty but also an impediment to meaning​ful dialogue with the North. "South Korea must recover its independent identity as the main player in negotiations with North Korea," Lim de​clared in 1996. "This issue is intrinsically related to the question of re​covering the operational control of its military forces from the Com​manding General of the U.N. Command. Only with the reversion of operational control will North Korea respect and fear the South. Only then will North Korea genuinely respect South Korea's authority and capability. Unless operational control is returned to us, North Korea will continue to confine its approaches to the United States alone and to exclude South Korea as its natural negotiating partner." Urging on an​other occasion that wartime operational control "must be returned as soon as possible," Lim said that this would necessarily entail the restruc​turing of the existing U.S.—South Korean Combined Forces Command along the lines of the U.S.—Japan military arrangements, "linking two separate operational structures on a cooperative basis." A continued U.S. force presence in Korea is desirable, he added, emphasizing that the U.S. presence is "primarily based on the R.O.K.—U.S. Mutual Security Treaty of 1953 and is totally unrelated to the existence or dissolution of the U.N. Command."' Similar sentiments have been expressed by another retired major gen​eral, Hwang Won Tak, who succeeded Lim as national security adviser to Kim Dae Jung, and by Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, a former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Kim has told me on repeated occasions that U.S. operational control leads to a "dependent psychology" and that South Korean forces would develop "greater confidence in facing the North" if Washington turned over wartime operational control to a South Korean general.

Even if false, South Korea is perceived as dependent – makes foreign policy leadership impossible

Bandow 98 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “America’s Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Orbis, 42(4), Fall, Ebsco)

Are there risks from American disengagement from Korea and ultimately East Asia? Of course -anything is possible, however unlikely. As historian William Stueck observes, the original Korean war was “laden with miscalculation on all sides.“31 But that record is all the more reason to disengage. Mistakes were made between 1945 and 1950 that gave Americans little choice but to fight another war less than five years after the end of World War II. With the end of the Cold War, however, Washington need no longer bear the burden of other nations’ mistakes. In turn, South Korea and its neighbors would no longer have to help pay for America’s mistakes. The ROK and Japan, in particular, should ponder carefully the costs of their continuing security dependence on Big Brother. The first is the negative social impact, exemplified by the 1995 subway brawl in South Korea and rape in Okinawa involving American servicemen. Washington is used to having other nations treat its troops as occupying heroes, but tens of thousands of young American soldiers are not always going to act like gentlemen sensitive to a foreign culture. The second is the question of respect accorded other nations, particularly the ROK. “Most people in South Korea are beginning to feel more prestigious and self-confident,” says newspaper columnist Kil Jeong Woo. “These kinds of things should be respected by our American friends, not ignored.“32 But they will be ignored so long as the South relies on what amounts to U.S. military charity. This issue may have consequences beyond simply wounding the national ego of its allies. While Washington is generally benevolent, there is no reason to expect it to put anyone else’s interest before its own. Nor is this ever likely to change: the United States has yet to establish a security partnership among equals. As Ted Galen Carpenter puts it, “It is not in the best interest of the South Korean people for the ROK to have its national survival in the hands of decision makers in Washington.“33 Conclusion Americans will stay as long as South Koreans want us, according to the manna chanted by successive American presidents and defense secretaries. But such a policy makes no sense, even for Seoul. Indeed, the ROK’s Ministry of National Defense has acknowledged the importance of developing “a future oriented defense policy in preparation for the twenty-first century and the post-unification era.” As South Korea emerges as a significant international player in economic and political terms, it needs to begin playing an equally influential and independent military role as well. 
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Perception of independence is key to effective South Korean diplomacy – solves disease, terrorism, environmental collapse, and human rights 

Robertson 8 (Jeffrey, Trade Research Specialist with the Foreign Affairs, Defence, and Trade Group – Australian Parliamentary Information and Research Service, “Middle Power: A New Strategy for Korea?”, Korea Herald, 3-28, Lexis)

However, increasingly common definitions of what constitutes a middle-power focus not solely upon measurements of capacity, but also on foreign policy behavior. Once states attain a middle-power status in capacity terms, their foreign policy behavior is thought to evolve toward a distinct form of "middle-power diplomacy" or "middlepowermanship." Middle-power diplomacy is marked by the tendency to seek compromise in international disputes, to seek multilateral solutions to global issues and to demonstrate "good international citizenship."   Reflecting its status as a middle-power in terms of capacity measurements, it could be expected that South Korea would begin to demonstrate middle-power foreign policy behavior. Accordingly, a new national strategy for Korea could well be the pursuit of middlepowermanship.  What is a middle-power foreign policy?  The tendency to seek compromise in international disputes, to seek multilateral solutions to global issues and to demonstrate good international citizenship revolve around the status quo. The central aim of any middle-power is to ensure the maintenance of the status quo, and in doing so, maintain its comfortable position in the upper echelons of the international hierarchy of states. Essentially, they seek to maintain the existing international order so that they may continue to derive benefit from entrenched inequalities in power and wealth.  South Korea has already demonstrated a tendency toward this. During the late 1990s, with the collapse of the North Korean economy and uncertainty regarding its leadership transition, South Korea had the greatest potential to topple North Korea in the history of the peninsula's division. Despite this, South Korea sought to maintain the status quo. The Sunshine Policy with its key principles of coexistence and rejection of attempts to absorb or forcefully unify the peninsula was welcomed by a South Korean population accustomed to an advanced level of economic development and aware of the risk that change represented. The Sunshine Policy demonstrated a vested interest in both compromise and in the maintenance of the status quo.  Middlepowermanship, however, goes further than just a preference for the status quo. Middle-powers must ensure that there are tools to maintain the status quo. They have a strong stake in a rules-based international order. Multilateralism is the middle-power's best friend.  In multilateral forums middle-powers can engage with lesser powers to constrain the actions of major powers, and equally, they can engage with major powers to ensure lesser powers do not upset the existing hierarchy. Whether it is in trade at the World Trade Organization, arms control at the United Nations or economics at the OECD, the ability of middle-powers to achieve a favorable diplomatic outcome is greatly enhanced by multilateralism. Middle-powers can achieve more in a multilateral setting than could possibly be achieved in a bilateral setting.  South Korea is yet to fully explore the potential that multilateralism holds for a middle-power. Reflecting its history, the young South Korea did not have a chance to mold multilateralism as more established middle-powers did, but rather was molded by multilateralism. During the Cold War, its position at the frontline and its contested legitimacy as the representative of the Korean peninsula, severely constrained South Korean participation in multilateralism. While the Cold War is long past, to this day, there remains a certain level of cynicism regarding multilateralism in South Korea.  Other more established middle-powers are marked by their active use of multilateralism to further diplomatic aims. The classic example is Australia at the WTO. After years of seeking adjustments to European Union and United States agricultural support in a bilateral context, Australia launched a campaign at the multilateral level, in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the forerunner of the WTO. Through active coalition building, Australia was instrumental in the creation of the Cairns Group - a coalition of 17 agricultural exporting states. As leader of the Cairns Group, Australia pushed its diplomatic agenda at a level that would have been impossible in a bilateral context. The Cairns Group allowed Australia access to high level meetings and greatly enhanced its negotiating position vis-a-vis its old negotiating foes in agricultural liberalization, the European Union and the United States.  Today, South Korea has the potential to play a much larger role in multilateral forums than ever before. As a middle-power with a substantial diplomatic capacity (and a former foreign minister at the helm of the United Nations) South Korea could play a much larger role. Indeed, as a middle-power, it should.  To strengthen multilateralism, middle-powers must also make commitments that sometimes seem less self-interested. Middle-powers must adhere to what former Australian Foreign Minister and current President of the International Crisis Group, Gareth Evans, coined good international citizenship. This includes strengthening rules-based regimes, such as nonproliferation controls, environmental protection and human rights, and also increasing cooperation to tackle pandemics, transnational crime and terrorism. Essentially, good international citizenship is a recognition of the interdependence between states and the need to address global problems in collaboration.  Middle-powers also serve their own self-interest in promoting good international citizenship. By making commitments to peace-keeping, humanitarian operations, leading forums on tackling AIDS or combating environmental degradation, middle-powers gain credibility. Middle-powers need to be viewed as credible and independent actors in international affairs in order to strengthen their capacity to build coalitions and wage successful diplomatic campaigns.  Middle-power challenges in Korea  There are notable challenges to the pursuit of a middle-power foreign policy in South Korea. Firstly, reflecting its historical background, South Korea often falls victim to an internal policy debate between "independence" and "reliance" that can constrain its foreign policy choices.  Since its emergence as a modern state, Korean foreign policy debate has centered on the question of independence versus reliance. A long time before the terms "sadaejuui" (reliance on a greater power) and "juche" (self-reliance) were corrupted by communist propaganda, these and other analogous terms framed the nationalist debate on how Korea should develop and modernize, and what role it should play in the region. Indeed, the debate between independence and reliance continues in contemporary South Korean politics, as can be seen in the clash of foreign policy aims between former President Roh Moo-hyun and current President Lee-Myung-bak.  However, the question of independence versus reliance constrains South Korean foreign policy. In South Korea, as a result of the security situation on the peninsula, independence versus reliance is often framed as a debate between extremes and is further muddied by ideological overtones. This constrains South Korea's capacity to use reliance and independence as a means to achieve diplomatic aims.
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Eco collapse causes extinction

Jayawardena 9 (Asitha, London South Bank University, “We Are a Threat to All Life on Earth”, Indicator, 7-17, http://www.indicator.org.uk/?p=55)

Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) explain in detail why the natural environment is so important for life on Earth. It is from the environment that the living organisms of all species import the energy and raw material required for growth, development and reproduction. In almost all ecosystems plants, the most important primary producers, carry out photosynethesis, capturing sunlight and storing it as chemical energy. They absorb nutrients from their environment. When herbivores (i.e. plant-eating animals or organisms) eat these plants possessing chemical energy, matter and energy are transferred ‘one-level up.’ The same happens when predators (i.e. animals of a higher level) eat these herbivores or when predators of even higher levels eat these predators. Therefore, in ecosystems, food webs transfer energy and matter and various organisms play different roles in sustaining these transfers. Such transfers are possible due to the remarkable similarity in all organisms’ composition and major metabolic pathways. In fact all organisms except plants can potentially use each other as energy and nutrient sources; plants, however, depend on sunlight for energy. Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) further reveal two key principles governing the biosphere with respect to the transfer of energy and matter in ecosystems. Firstly, the energy flow in ecosystems from photosynthetic plants (generally speaking, autotrophs) to non-photosynthetic organisms (generally speaking, heterotrophs) is essentially linear. In each step part of energy is lost to the ecosystem as non-usable heat, limiting the number of transformation steps and thereby the number of levels in a food web. Secondly, unlike the energy flow, the matter flow in ecosystems is cyclic. For photosynthesis plants need carbon dioxide as well as minerals and sunlight. For the regeneration of carbon dioxide plants, the primary producers, depend on heterotrophs, who exhale carbon dioxide when breathing. Like carbon, many other elements such as nitrogen and sulphur flow in cyclic manner in ecosystems. However, it is photosynthesis, and in the final analysis, solar energy that powers the mineral cycles. Ecosystems are under threat and so are we Although it seems that a continued energy supply from the sun together with the cyclical flow of matter can maintain the biosphere machinery running forever, we should not take things for granted, warn Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995). And they explain why. Since the beginning of life on Earth some 3.5 billion years ago, organisms have evolved and continue to do so today in response to environmental changes. However, the overall picture of materials (re)cycling and linear energy transfer has always remained unchanged. We could therefore safely assume that this slowly evolving system will continue to exist for aeons to come if large scale infringements are not forced upon it, conclude Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995). However, according to them, the present day infringements are large enough to upset the world’s ecosystems and, worse still, human activity is mainly responsible for these infringements. The rapidity of the human-induced changes is particularly undesirable. For example, the development of modern technology has taken place in a very short period of time when compared with evolutionary time scales – within decades or centuries rather than thousands or millions of years. Their observations and concerns are shared by a number of other scholars. Roling (2009) warns that human activity is capable of making the collapse of web of life on which both humans and non-human life forms depend for their existence. For Laszlo (1989: 34), in Maiteny and Parker (2002), modern human is ‘a serious threat to the future of humankind’. As Raven (2002) observes, many life-support systems are deteriorating rapidly and visibly. Elaborating on human-induced large scale infringements, Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) warn that they can significantly alter the current patterns of energy transfer and materials recycling, posing grave problems to the entire biosphere. And climate change is just one of them! Turning to a key source of this crisis, Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995: 37) emphasise that, although we humans can mentally afford to step outside the biosphere, we are ‘animals among animals, organisms among organisms.’ Their perception on the place of humans in nature is resonated by several other scholars. For example, Maiteny (1999) stresses that we humans are part and parcel of the ecosphere. Hartmann (2001) observes that the modern stories (myths, beliefs and paradigms) that humans are not an integral part of nature but are separate from it are speeding our own demise. Funtowicz and Ravetz (2002), in Weaver and Jansen (2004: 7), criticise modern science’s model of human-nature relationship based on conquest and control of nature, and highlight a more desirable alternative of ‘respecting ecological limits, …. expecting surprises and adapting to these.’ 
Human rights violations cause extinction

HR Web 94 (Human Rights Web, “An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement”, 7-20, 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.

Diseases cause extinction

Sandberg 8 (Dr. Anders, Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Uehiro Centre for Practical Ethics – Oxford University, et al., “How Can We Reduce The Risk Of Human Extinction?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 9-9, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction)

The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We may face even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to become exponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law.
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Active South Korean leadership locks in East Asian regionalism – stops multiple scenarios for conflict

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 
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[Choi Continues – No Text Removed]

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.  

Global nuclear war

Landay 00 (Jonathan S., National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, 3-10, Lexis)

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia, with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources, indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.

U – No SK SP Now

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

Robertson, 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. 

Link – U.S. Alliance Kills SK SP
Alliance crushes South Korean diplomacy – 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.

Ending troop presence is key to South Korean soft power

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment”, Parameters, 33, Summer, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/PARAMETERS/03summer/bandow%20.pdf)

Ending America’s military presence would also be in South Korea’s interest. The relationship’s diminishing utility is most evident in the South. Seoul bears the cost of hosting foreign troops, having its security controlled by a self-centered great power, and lacking the respect due a country moving toward the first rank of nations. 

U.S. presence creates psychological dependence that crushes effective South Korean foreign policy

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. 30)

Intangible factors may also play a role. Melvyn Krauss of the Hoover Institution argues that because of Washington’s dominant role, the South Koreans suffer “from a psychological inferiority complex and inadequate political will because they are constantly reminded of their extraordinary dependence on a foreign power for their survival by the presence of American ground forces in their country.”9 Any such feelings are obviously hard to measure and probably have lessened as the ROK has achieved so much economically and diplomatically, and particularly since it has created a functioning democracy so quickly. 

Internal Link – Independence Key
-- Distance from the U.S. is critical to South Korean leadership in Asia

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. 

Impact – Nuclear Power

Korean Soft power is key to nuclear power development

Yim, Associate Professor of Nuclear Engineering, 4 – 2 - 10 [Man-sung, “Korea's nuclear technology ( 21 )] What determines success of nuclear program?” l/n] 

South Korea is also one of the few success stories of U.S. foreign policy. By receiving U.S. aid after the Korean War, South Korea grew out of complete devastation and poverty and has become an important strategic partner. Notice the rise of South Korea's soft power in the third world while U.S. influences is on the decline throughout the globe. An important bilateral agreement exists between the United States and South Korea to support civilian nuclear power development. It is the 1972 U.S.-ROK Atomic Agreement. The agreement is due for renewal in 2014. By carefully rewriting this agreement, the United States can benefit from collaboration. America is behind South Korea in terms of recent experiences in nuclear power plant construction. South Koreans know how to build nuclear power plants cost effectively. World-class capability South Korea features world class capabilities in nuclear power plant operation, nuclear fuel design and manufacturing, NSSS component manufacturing, and standardization of NSSS design. Even in nuclear fuel cycle research, South Korea leads the world with the DUPIC process development and is an important player in pyroprocessing research. Currently many experts in the United States do not believe in the commercial viability of pyroprocessing technology for used fuel treatment while South Koreans have to rely on the prospect of the technology to solve their nuclear waste management problem. Being able to process used nuclear fuels to separate and transmute key problem nuclides is an important component of South Korea's nuclear future. Aqueous reprocessing is not an alternative to South Koreans at this point due to political reasons. Experts believe that the current aqueous processing technologies are still more prone to nuclear materials diversion than the pyroprocessing approach. The United States can use South Korea to pave the way to demonstrate the feasibility of commercial utilization of pyroprocessing. 

Nuke power is key to solving high electricity prices

Spencer and Loris 8 [Jack is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy and Nick is Research Assistant in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. “Critics of Nuclear Power's Costs Miss the Point” ,http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1961.cfm] 

Carbon-capping legislation and recent studies[1] that conclude that a massive build-up of nuclear power is needed to minimize the negative economic impact of CO2 caps have spurred several high-profile articles on the costs of nuclear energy.[2] One such article notes that estimated construction costs for nuclear power plants and the overall costs of nuclear power have increased significantly since 2000 and espouses wind power, solar power, and energy efficiency as alternatives to new nuclear plants. What these articles do not recognize is that energy prices are increasing broadly. When considered properly, nuclear power is the only available technology that is adequate, affordable, reliable, safe, and environmentally clean. If the nation wants to limit CO2 emissions, then it must turn to nuclear power. Cost problems are not specific to the nuclear industry. Energy and construction prices are escalating across the board. Much of the increase is a result of rising commodity prices for products like cement, steel, and copper.[3] The truth is that coal, wind, and solar projects are all becoming increasingly expensive. If those sources were inexpensive, few would even consider building new nuclear plants, yet nearly 20 companies are pursuing construction and operating licenses for up to 30 new reactors. Renewable energy sources would not need mandates and subsidies to survive if they were affordable. The intermittent nature of wind and solar energy is important to the overall economics of energy and how these renewable sources relate to nuclear power. Given the low cost needed to operate a nuclear plant, lifetime costs are very low once the plant has been constructed.[8] It is therefore difficult to conclude that wind or solar power should be built at all. 
Impact – Nuclear Power 

High electricity prices cause economic collapse only nuclear power solves

Fox 1/5/09 [Michael R., Ph.D., is a nuclear scientist and a science and energy resource for Hawaii Reporter and a science analyst for the Grassroot Institute of Hawaii, " The World-Wide Advancement of Nuclear Energy, Hawaii Reporter. L/N]

It is time to remind our citizens and our decision makers that they need to better understand the energy situation around the world. Thanks to the 40 years of organized opposition to America’s primary sources of energy---fossil, nuclear, and hydro---our nation is headed for energy shortages and the economic troubles that closed plants will certainly bring. For example, 30 new coal plants have received recent stop work orders. Many nations have recognized that the US has been a lousy business partner when it comes to building energy facilities. Many Americans still believe that the US is the premium leader in nuclear technology, and that foreign nations cannot go forward without the support and concurrence of the US, or cannot build and operate the infrastructures needed to manufacture nuclear facilities. Many Americans fail to see connection between green hysteria, and the energy and economic damage that the US has incurred by such energy opposition. It’s as if America’s worst enemies were making our nation’s crippling energy policies. One of several consequences of this crippling energy policy is that the US transfers billions of dollars of its manufacturing capacity to several foreign countries. This in turn provides sophisticated high paying jobs for tens of thousands of foreign workers, and contributes in major ways to the economic health of these nations. They also provide them with some of the cleanest forms of bulk electricity known to man, since nuclear energy is one of the safest and environmentally friendly ways of generating huge quantities of low cost kw-hrs.  As a consequence of this crippling energy policy is that the US is being driven by politics unsympathetic to the economic and energy well-being of the US, foreign companies are teaming up all around the world to share resources, talents, markets, jobs, and profits. In the meantime the US busies itself by building heavily subsidized, inefficient, costly wind mills and solar farms, which many of these same nations have rejected after sound engineering analyses. Many international teams have been formed involving both foreign and domestic nuclear companies. However, the traditional American companies have either taken a backseat, been absorbed, or simply left the global market of nuclear power.  The opposition to American nuclear plants included many interests, including the well known environmental movement, but also the leaders of other competing energy industries, regulatory agencies, and advocate lawyers. Their weapons are well-known to be regulations, taxation, and litigation. Many nations provide for public input but often in much more effective ways. In some US utilities the regulatory compliance departments employ hundreds of people costing millions of dollars, and of course, don’t produce a single kw-hr. American scientists and engineers can only dream of a US government which makes its energy policies in concert with scientists and engineers, instead of those political forces having contempt for science and engineering.  Many of these countries do not allow antinukes to stop or delay construction and escalate costs. One of the best examples of how best to deal with public input from interveners before the construction of such plants came from England. There “interveners” were placed under oath and given the opportunity to testify, not to an unscientific judge, but to a battery of experts in the field. The threat of perjury under oath tended to minimize the scare stories.  If we as a nation are going to join the rest of the world in the pursuit of freedom and prosperity for our people, we must understand that we need large sources of low cost electricity. A nation which fails to develop substantial, low cost, and reliable sources of electricity is on its way to social and economic collapse. 

Impact – Nuclear Power

Economic decline triggers every major war 

Neuger, Chief staff writer at Bloomberg, 09 [James, “Capitalism freeze: world shivers in winter of discontent”

http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601109&sid=ai1qca78_ezs]


The disillusionment and spillover effects of the global recession “are not only likely to spark existing conflicts in the world and fuel terrorism, but also jeopardize global security in general,” says Louis Michel, 61, the European Union’s development aid commissioner in Brussels. Somewhere in the wreckage may lurk an unexpected test for U.S. President-elect Barack Obama, 47, one that upstages his international agenda just as Afghanistan’s backwardness and radicalism led to the Sept. 11 attacks that defined the era of George W. Bush only eight months into his term.  Among the possible outcomes: instability in Pakistan, a more aggressive if economically stricken Iran, a collapsing Somalia, civil disorder in copper-dependent Zambia, a strengthened, drug-financed insurgency in Colombia and a more warlike North Korea. The U.S. housing slump that began in 2007 has cascaded into a worldwide crisis that forced central bankers to cut interest rates to near zero to unlock credit markets, pushed governments to bail out their biggest banks amid a $1 trillion of writedowns, and sent titans like General Motors Corp. and American International Group Inc. begging for bailouts. Nuclear-armed Pakistan, once touted by Bush as the key U.S. ally in the war on terror, sits at the nexus between economic insecurity and extremism.  “Blood and tears” may be Pakistan’s fate, says Thaksin Shinawatra, 59, who as prime minister of Thailand fought rural poverty during a stormy five-year tenure until his ouster by a military coup in 2006. “That’s where I’m worried, and also about political stability, and the terrorist activities are there,” he said in an interview. Neighboring Iran is among the energy-exporting states afflicted by the 74 percent drop in oil prices from last July’s peak of $147.27. The government, reliant on oil income for more than half the budget, may pare subsidies for utility bills, adding to the pain of October’s 30 percent inflation rate. On a global scale, the spiral of economic distress and political radicalism has been at work throughout history, from the bread riots that stoked the French Revolution to the mass unemployment that brought the Nazis to power in Germany. Some dictators, like Hitler and Stalin, turned on their neighbors after disposing of internal enemies. Others, like Mao, walled off their societies, condemning millions to misery.  The increasingly lopsided world economy “provides fertile ground for extremism and violence,” French President Nicolas Sarkozy said at a conference last week in Paris. With globalization, he said, “we expected competition and abundance, and in the end we got scarcity, debt, speculation and dumping.” .  The frailest nations are those concentrated south of the Sahara desert, plagued by a legacy of despotism, corruption, disease and economic misfortune -- often all at once. The region accounts for seven of the top 10 countries in a ranking of “failed” states compiled by the Fund for Peace, a Washington- based research group. At stake is the endurance of the Chinese hybrid of an open economy and closed political system. During its two-decade rise that has increased gross domestic product almost 10 times to make China the world’s fourth-largest economy and engine of global growth, a buoyant economy provided insurance against political dissent.  In a worst-case scenario, U.S. intelligence agencies warn, the communist leadership would roll back China’s integration into the world economy. The crisis “could undermine the development momentum,” Liberian President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf said in an interview. “It would mean joblessness would increase, and that could undermine the stability of nations.” 

Impact – Taiwan

South Korea soft power stops Taiwanese push for independene

Ryu 06 [Jin, “Taiwan's Leader Promotes 'Soft Power'” L/N]

TAIPEI _ Taiwanese Vice President Annette Lu stressed that the future of the world would be determined by "Soft Power" and hoped South Korea and Taiwan would play constructive roles to achieve their common goals of peace and prosperity in the region.  In a face-to-face interview at her office in the Taiwanese capital, she also expressed a desire for a more friendly and cooperative relationship between Taipei and Seoul which, she said, share a lot of common areas including democracy and high-tech power.  "There are a number of similarities between your people and our people," Lu said during the one-hour interview, citing Confucian culture, advanced democracy and achievements in high-tech industries.  "Among the some 39 countries in Asia, more than 15 countries are still not democratic," she added. "So, Korea and Taiwan should play more active roles to help reform and democracy in this area.""I strongly advocate the philosophy of Soft Power, which includes human rights, democracy, peace, love and technological progress," she said softly but solemnly. In the journey toward a society backed by Soft Power, the Taiwanese leader stressed, women's role has become much more important than it was in the past. She also congratulated South Korea on the latest development in that regard.  Soft power distinguishes the subtle effects of culture, value and ideas on others' behavior compared to "hard" military or economic power. While reviewing the relations between South Korea and Taiwan over the past 100 years, Lu said she hopes the two sides can develop a special relationship again based on a number of similarities shared by the two sides. Despite its diplomatic isolation, she said, Taiwan would never give up its efforts to get more recognition from the international community, including from neighboring countries and international organizations such as the United Nations.  "I was deeply inspired by the fact that both South and North Korea were admitted to the United Nations (at the same time in 1991)," she said. "I read the news and all of a sudden I told myself `If Korea can, why can't Taiwan?"' 

Taiwanese independence will trigger nuclear holocaust

Hsiung 01 – [James is a Professor of Politics and International Law at NYU, “21st Century World Order and the Asia Pacific”, p. 359-360]
Admittedly, it is harmless for an analyst like Lind to be so oblivious of lessons from the past and of the reasons behind both the dogs barking and not barking. But decision-makers cannot afford such luxury. Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore’s Senior Minister, issued a grave warning presumably directed at all government leaders, including the United States, that the Taiwan powder keg could ignite a conflagration that will engulf the entire region. It might even embroil the United States in a nuclear holocaust that nobody wants. Oftentimes, well-meaning analysts raise the question whether China, with its present military capability and modest defense expenditures (about U.S. $15 billion annually), can or cannot take Taiwan by force. But this is the wrong question to pose. As the late patriarch Deng Xiapoing put it, “We’d rather have it proven that we tried but failed [to stop it] even by force, than be accused [by our disgruntled compatriots and posterity] of not trying to stop Taiwan from going independent.” Earlier, I raised the issue of stability within the U.S.-China-Japan triad, precisely with the U.S.-Japan alliance in view. Apparently, many in Japan have apprehensions about the stability. Japanese Nobel laureate (for literature) Ohe Kenzaburo, for instance, once told a pen pal that he was fearful of the outcome of a conflict between the United States and China over the question of Taiwan. Because of its alliance relationship, Japan would be embroiled in a conflict that it did not choose and that might escalate into a nuclear holocaust. From the ashes of such a nuclear conflict, he figured, some form of life may still be found in the combatant nuclear giants, China and the United States. But, Kenaburo rued, there would be absolutely nothing left in Japan or Taiwan in the conflict’s wake. By now, I hope it is clear why stability in the U.S.-China-Japan triadic relationship is a sine qua non for geopolitical peace in the Asia Pacific region.

Impact – Asian Prolif

South Korean Soft power is key to preventing Asian prolif

Nye 2 – 12 – 08 [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. 

Proliferation in Asia causes nuclear war.

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.

Impact – North Korea

South Korean Soft power is key to preventing North Korean Aggression

Nye 2 – 12 – 08 [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. 

Impact – Afghanistan
South Korean Soft power is key to Afghanistan Stability

Bluth 2 – 2 – 09 [Christoph is a Professor of International Studies at Leeds University “[Korea-U.S relations under Obama Seoul faces agonizing choice over Afghanistan” L/N] 

International peacekeeping has played an important role in international relations ever since the United Nations Security Council was entrusted with the power to maintain collective peace and internationalsecurity. Since 1945 some 130 countries have provided troops for such operations.  Peacekeeping operations are normally authorized after the parties in conflict have agreed terms for a cease-fire. The role of the "Blue Beret" troops, which are under U.N. command and provided by member states, is to assist the parties to the conflict to implement the agreements they have made.  Despite official denials, one reason for Roh's willingness to accede to the U.S. demand was the desire by his government for the United States to adopt greater flexibility in its approach to the North Korean nuclear issue. South Korea also sent a small contingent to Afghanistan, consisting of the Dongui Medical Unit and engineers from the Dasan engineering unit (210 personnel in all). Soldier Yoon Jang-ho died as the result a suicide attack, and Korean forces were withdrawn from Afghanistan in 2007 as their mandate expired. The withdrawal was linked to pledges made for the release of 21 South Korean missionaries kidnapped by the Taliban in July 2007. Those events demonstrated that any kind of deployment in Afghanistan is full of risk. Incoming U.S. President Barack Obama has made clear his intention that he intended to withdraw from Iraq as soon as practically feasible and devote more resources to resolving the conflict in Afghanistan. Initially the United States itself will double its forces in Afghanistan. The United States has 23,550 troops under the control of the International Security Assistance Force and another 10,000 under direct U.S. command with the primary mission to train the Afghan army. The ISAF is a security force lead by NATO and mandated by the United Nations Security Council to implement the Bonn agreement of December 2001 to provide for security and development in Afghanistan after the fall of the Taliban. The total number of troops available to ISAF is about 50,700 troops. The prospect that the Republic of Korea might once again send a military contingent to Afghanistan is generally viewed positively by ISAF. Such a move would be in line with the general policy of South Korea to assume greater responsibility in international affairs concomitant with its position as a country with the world's 13th largest GDP. Moreover, it would be an important component in the effort by the government of President Lee Myung-bak to improve relations with the United States and reconstitute the U.S.-ROK alliance as one of the principal planks of its national security policy. It would also send a message that Korea is not intimidated by the Taliban despite the withdrawal of its forces in 2007. While there are some hints from the Lee government that it is considering sending troops to Afghanistan, there is no indication yet of any details. The truth is that such a deployment would be contrary to the image that South Korea is trying to project abroad, as indicated by the new presidential committee to improve Korea's image abroad, of South Korea as a modern country committed to international cooperation and the use of soft power rather than confrontation. It is interesting to note, for example, that the Ministry of Defense characterizes its support for anti-terrorism operations on its official website as including humanitarian relief, medical treatment activities and peace reconstruction, but not participation in combat missions. 

Afghanistan instability leads to multiple scenarios of nuclear war.

Morgan 07[ Stephen J is a former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee. “Better Another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” L/N] 
When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.

Impact – Democracy

South Korean soft power enabled them to gain a democratic government – will spillover 

Nye, 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.

Democracy prevents nuclear warfare, ecosystem collapse, and extinction

Diamond, 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.

Impact – Warming

South Korean Soft power is key to combating global warming

Lee 2 – 8 – 10 [B.J is a Seoul-based Journalist, “Selling South Korea; Lee Myung-bak wants to move his country to the center of the world.” L/N] 

For or the first time in modern history, South Korea is laying claim to lead the club of rich nations. South Korea became the first member of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development--the group of 30 wealthy nations--to emerge from the global recession when it recorded 0.4 percent growth in the third quarter of last year. This year the OECD expects South Korea's GDP to expand by 4.4 percent, the highest growth rate of any of its members.  Now President Lee Myung-bak wants to turn the end of the economic crisis into an opportunity. He knows the crash has accelerated the decline of American might, as well as the rise of China and other emerging powers, and he aims to exploit the gap between them. His goal is to transform South Korea from a successful but self-involved economic power into a respected global soft power with the clout to mediate between rich and poor nations on global issues such as climate change and financial regulation. In particular, Lee is pushing to revive momentum on a global free-trade deal--stalled in large part due to hostility from poor nations--while defending the poor by pushing for more international supervision of the global financial system. At the same time, he is trying to establish South Korea as a leader in the fight against global warming by agreeing that the country will cut emissions by 30 percent by 2020--one of the most aggressive targets in the world--even though it is not obligated to do so because it is still considered a developing nation under the Kyoto Protocol. To many in South Korea, the selection of Seoul as the site of the November 2010 summit of the G20--the group of 20 leading economic powers--is an acknowledgment of how well it has managed the current economic and environmental crises. "The old order is being dismantled and replaced by the new order," Lee said from the Blue House in a televised New Year's speech. "We have to make our vision the world's vision."

Global Warming risks extinction of the planet

Tickell, 8-11-2008  , Climate Researcher

(Oliver, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

*** CHINA / SIX PARTY TALKS

China / Six Party Talks – 1AC

Troop withdrawalment is key for china to join in the six party talks. 
Korean Herald 10 (Korea’s Top English Paper, “China Won’t Tighten Screws on North Korea”, 3/30, http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20091105000072)

The following is a summary of a report on China's policy toward North Korea which was released by the Brussels-based International Crisis Group. Titled "Shades of Red: China's debated over North Korea," the report sheds light on the debate between "strategists" and traditionalists" in China over its neighboring ally. The report is posted on the group's website (www.crisisgroup.org). - Ed. Pyongyang's latest round of provocations has prompted Beijing to reconsider its North Korea policy. A rocket launch, the withdrawal from the six-party talks, and the May 25 nuclear test all deepened doubts in China about its policies towards its neighbor. This series of escalating gestures coincided with reports that Kim Jong-il was seriously ill, which set in train succession plans. Together, the nuclear tensions and succession worries drew out an unusually public, and critical, discussion in China about its ties with North Korea. The debate took place between those proposing a stronger line against North Korea ("strategists") and others advocating the continuation of substantial political and economic cover for China's traditional ally ("traditionalists"). The "strategists." represented mainly by American-educated scholars and liberals, argued that China should reassess its policy and work more closely with the United States on a coordinated and tough position. The "traditionalists," represented by conservatives and hawkish policymakers, believed that Chinese and American interests on the Korean Peninsula were fundamentally divergent and that China should prioritize relations with its long-time ally. The views of the strategists are not new; some have advocated for Beijing to take a firmer stance towards North Korea for several years. Many feel that China has consistently supported and provided assistance to North Korea, but has never received anything in return. They saw the May nuclear test as a "slap in the face of China" which underlined the validity of their concerns. Because the test site was so close to the border, it undermined China's security. Furthermore, it challenged China's regional security interests, particularly if South Korea and Japan were to respond by developing offensive military capabilities. Strategists also argue that China's security interests would be threatened by a North Korea that sought to become a de jure nuclear power. Zhang Liangui, a North Korea specialist at the International Strategic Studies Institute of the Central Party School, is representative of the strategists' position. His main arguments are that: - China is the immediate victim of North Korea's nuclear test, which put Chinese citizens at risk given the test location's proximity to the border. - North Korea ignores Chinese national interests and complains about China despite receiving its aid, thus becoming a strategic and economic liability for Beijing. - China should use its influence (aid) to change North Korea's policy. - China should continue talking to the other four parties in order to exert influence over North Korea. - A policy of trying to bribe Pyongyang amounts to appeasement. The conservative school rose up in response to a discourse advocating what some Chinese termed the virtual abandonment of North Korea. These scholars, policy analysts and retired diplomats, several of whom served in the DPRK, remain deeply mistrustful of the West and have a zero-sum view of the stakes on the Korean peninsula. They believe that despite opportunities for cooperation, the U.S. presents the largest potential challenge to Chinese national interests. They blame Washington for lack of progress on North Korea due to its failure to engage in bilateral talks, provide sufficient security assurances to North Korea and eventually normalize bilateral relations. They have been particularly critical of any characterization of the China-DPRK relationship as a mere "normal bilateral relationship," and of the Security Council presidential statement, which they believe to be a condemnation of North Korea's peaceful use of satellite technologies. The Chinese government's calculations have followed traditionalist lines throughout the debate. One of the most important institutions favoring a conservative approach to the DPRK is the PLA. The PLA's traditional bonds with North Korea and its distrust of U.S. military power and intentions mean that the Chinese military has little sympathy for the "strategist" arguments. The primary "traditionalist" arguments are: - China and North Korea fought a war together against the U.S. The relationship - "like lips and teeth" - was built on fire and the blood of hundreds of thousands of Chinese soldiers, so it will always be a special relationship. China cannot risk damaging the relationship with an important neighbor. - China has a key interest in preventing international pressure that might lead to provocative actions by Pyongyang. - China must continue to provide aid in order to avert instability. - North Korea, as a buffer zone between the U.S. presence on the Korean Peninsula and Chinese territory, is a strategic asset, not a strategic liability. Beijing ultimately supported a strongly worded U.N. Security Council presidential statement and a resolution mandating a substantial sanctions regime, albeit one focused on missile and defense programs that would not destabilize the economy. Those who read China's endorsement of Resolution 1874 and its sanctions regime as a signal of a policy shift underestimated Beijing's aversion to being diplomatically isolated. President Obama's ability to rein in his allies and forge a solid common position with Japan and South Korea helped corner China into accepting sanctions. Although many in the West have pointed to this debate as a sign of a policy shift, Beijing's strategic calculations remain unchanged. As one high-level Chinese diplomat said, "Our mindset has changed, but the length of our border has not." North Korea's attempted satellite launch and nuclear test generated significant domestic and international pressure on Beijing, while its withdrawal from the six-party talks stripped China of its primary strategy for dealing with the nuclear crisis. Beijing was angered by the latest escalation and was ready to reprimand the North, but in a controlled way that would protect Chinese interests. China prioritizes stability over denuclearization due to a vastly different perception than the United States and its allies of the threat posed by a nuclear North Korea. Beijing's largest worries are the possibility of military confrontation between North Korea and the United States, regime implosion, a flood of North Korean refugees into China, or precipitous reunification with South Korea leading to a United States military presence north of the 38th parallel. It therefore continues to shield North Korea from more punitive measures, including stronger economic sanctions, for its provocative behavior. China negotiated for over two weeks to ensure that U.N. Security Council Resolution 1874 was strong enough to satisfy the United States and its allies yet sufficiently restrained in its effects to mitigate any damage to the North Korean regime. It remains reluctant to tighten the screws on Pyongyang. Beijing learned a lesson when its strong reaction to the 2006 nuclear test damaged bilateral relations, and now attempts to deal with the bilateral relationship separately from the nuclear issue. Overall, North Korea has created a number of foreign policy dilemmas for China. The latest round of provocations makes Beijing's balancing act between supporting a traditional ally and responding to its dangerous brinkmanship more difficult, especially when combined with heightened international pressure. Pyongyang's behavior has the potential to undermine Chinese regional security interests, particularly if Japan and South Korea respond by developing offensive military capabilities. While there is an ongoing debate on North Korea policy within Beijing policy circles reflective of divergent views of U.S.-China relations, overall there remains significant aversion to any move which might destabilize China's periphery. Beijing therefore views the nuclear issue as a longer-term endeavor for which the United States is principally responsible, and continues to strengthen its bilateral relationship with North Korea. China is likely to continue navigating successfully between the United States and DPRK while trying to ensure overall stability on the Korean Peninsula. 

China / Six Party Talks – 1AC

China is key to bringing North Korea back on board. 

Na 8 (Jeong-ju, Staff Reporter for Korea Times, “PM Expresses Regret over N. Korea??s Nuclear Threat”, 9/24, Korea Times, Lexis) 

Prime Minister Han Seung-soo  expressed regret Wednesday over North Korea's demand for the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to remove seals and surveillance equipment from its Yongbyon nuclear reactor. "It is regrettable that North Korea has demanded that U.N. nuclear inspectors remove seals and surveillance equipment from the Yongbyon reactor," Han said in an interview with Bloomberg Television in New York. "We will urge the North to resume efforts to disable its nuclear facilities and completely abandon its nuclear program. South Korea will keep trying to achieve the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula through the framework of the six-party talks." Han arrived in New York Tuesday to attend the 63rd session of the U.N. General Assembly meeting today. He will give a keynote address at the session on the latest developments regarding the North Korean denuclearization effort and the Lee Myung-bak administration's official stance on the issue. The prime minister called for China to play a more active role in persuading North Korea to return to the negotiating table. "As the chair of the six-party talks, China has played a very important and constructive role so far," he said. "We hope that China will play another important role in trying to bring North Korea back to the table to settle this issue." The IAEA said Pyongyang had asked the U.N. nuclear watchdog to remove the seals at Yongbyon to "enable them to carry out tests at the reprocessing plant, which they say will not involve nuclear material." Han also had an interview with Reuters, in which he called for the international community to remain patient with North Korea. "It is not a good idea to overreact to North Korea's moves. We should deal with the regime very carefully," he said. Han had lunch with U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon at Ban's residence in Manhattan. Ban expressed gratitude for Korea's efforts to increase its contributions to the United Nations and its bold moves to become a "Low Carbon, Green Growth" society in line with U.N. guidelines. "I hope the Korean government will continue to play a leading role in global efforts to reduce pollution and create a greener world," Ban said. In response, Han reaffirmed that Korea will remain an active contributor to U.N. programs to maintain peace in conflict countries and help economic development in poor nations.

Six party talks are key to denuclearization

Hong 9, (Jun, “New IAEA Head Amano Hopes To Revive Six-Party Process”, 7/17, Japan Times, Lexis) 

Reviving the six-party talks remains a vital component of the effort to denuclearize North Korea, Yukiya Amano, the next director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, said Thursday in Tokyo.   But Amano, who earlier this month became the first Asian voted in as head of the nuclear watchdog, noted that the IAEA can only play its role once Pyongyang agrees to allow inspectors to enter its nuclear facilities. "There needs to be steps forward within the six-party talks on a process for denuclearization," he said in a news conference at the Foreign Ministry, adding that the IAEA is ready to do its job when called upon. Turning to Iran, Amano acknowledged that Tehran hasn't fully cooperated in the release of information on its nuclear programs and that the agency will continue to push the government for more transparency. Amano, who has served with the Permanent Mission of Japan to the International Organizations in Vienna since 2005, said nuclear nonproliferation and promoting the peaceful use of atomic energy are two key objectives for the IAEA today. He said he will continue to push for both with Japan, the only country to have experienced nuclear attacks. He added that Tokyo is ready to provide technological assistance to those who pursue the peaceful use of nuclear energy.  
China / Six Party Talks – 1AC

Nuclear weapons make war inevitable. The US would be drawn into any conflict. 

Koring 10 (Paul, Washington correspondant for The Globe and Mail, “Hans Kristensen; As U.S President Barack Obama Hosts a Nuclear Summit Beginning Today, the Director of the Nuclear Information Project Tells Paul Koring About the Perils of Proliferation, 4/12, The Globe and Mail, Lexis)
As 46 world leaders - including Canada's Stephen Harper   - gather in Washington today for a nuclear summit hosted by President Barack Obama,  the world faces risks of nuclear proliferation. Ever since the scientists who created the first nuclear weapons in the 1940s formed the Federation of American Scientists, the group has warned of the dangers and pressed for sound policy to curb the risks. Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at FAS, looked at progress and peril. President Obama   signed a new arms pact with Russia and unveiled a new Nuclear Posture Review just before the summit. Does that give him extra credibility in trying to press other leaders to move on non-proliferation? Absolutely! It demonstrates he's a leader who can get things done. In just one year in office he has changed the atmosphere and dynamic of the international community and returned the United States and Russia to the process of verifiable nuclear arms reductions. This gives him considerable leverage at the nuclear summit when trying to get support for new nonproliferation measures. But it is probably better to see this summit as a get-things-started meeting rather than a fix-everything. For 60-plus years, the world has lived with the specter of nuclear war. Although the threat of nuclear Armageddon between the superpowers has receded, what are the new and emerging dangers? New dangers include wars between smaller nuclear weapon states conflict that escalates to use of nuclear weapons, or that those countries transfer technology or even nuclear weapons to terrorists. There are already four small nuclear weapon states [India, Israel, North Korea, and Pakistan]. Any 'small' nuclear war could pull in the United States or other larger nuclear weapon states. Another emerging danger is that as weapons of mass destruction spread to more countries, existing nuclear weapon states begin to broaden the role of their nuclear weapons to deter the regional proliferators. Given the renewed interest in nuclear power generation as a "clean" energy source, does the prospect of scores of new reactors and perhaps many being built in countries with no previous nuclear experience create new proliferation problems? Yes, nuclear power industries create the materials, technologies, and expertise needed to make nuclear bombs. Nuclear safeguard arrangements are set up to prevent nuclear materials and technology from being diverted to military use, but those safeguards are often insufficient and no foolproof guarantee against proliferation. More nuclear power plants in more countries means more fissile material that could be lost, sold or stolen. Some countries with nuclear power or nuclear power aspirations are unstable or dictatorships where today's safeguards may be abandoned tomorrow leaving dangerous materials in the hands of dangerous people. How credible is the scenario of extremists managing to steal or buy a warhead and secret it into a target city or port in a truck or shipping container? It is impossible to quantify. Extremists stealing or buying a warhead is a worst-case scenario that countries fear because it is hard to predict and would have dramatic consequences. Because of the enormous focus on this issue, billions of dollars have been spent on increasing security at U.S., Russian, and Pakistani nuclear weapons storage facilities, and to track and collect fissile materials. However, it is important to keep in mind that no matter how terrible a nuclear terrorist attack would be, it is nothing compared to the devastation that would be inflicted if even a fraction of the arsenals of the nuclear weapon states were ever used. 

Withdrawal Causes Chinese Support

China wants troop withdrawal before they will help with denuclearization in North Korea 
Shim 9 (Jae Hoon, Seoul-based journalist and commentator writing for a variety of international publications, “[KOREA AND BEYOND] Wen's failure in Pyongyang “, 10/8, The Korea Herald, Lexis) 
China's Premier Wen Jiabao   has undoubtedly failed in his bid to bring North Korea back to the six-party denuclearization talks in Beijing. His three-day visit that ended on Oct. 5 was long on pomp and ceremony but certainly short on substance. Let's first discuss the Beijing process. According to North Korean state media, Kim Jong-il   declared he remained committed to reviving the stalled six-party denuclearization process he first agreed in August 2003. But he dangled an important caveat: Reviving it hinged on how one-on-one talks with the United States proceeded. In short, he places the success of bilateral talks with Washington ahead of a return to the existing multilateral format. He also leaves the question open of what exactly he means by "multilateral talks": the existing six-party format was "included" in his notion of what multilateral framework would be used. In other words, it may be different from what the existing participants - the United States, Russia, China, Japan and the two Koreas - want. That's double-speak, for which Kim has been notorious for the past six years since the Beijing process began. In his heart, he may want to exclude certain countries, such as Japan, which insists on getting information on its kidnapped nationals, or South Korea on the ridiculous logic that it is no party to the nuclear issue because it essentially pits the North against the United States. Nor is he clear about the subjects he wants to bring up during one-on-one talks with the United States. Is it going to be limited to denuclearization, or will it cover the whole gamut of what he calls the U.S. policy of hostility? More likely than not, it will be the latter, for he has long complained that U.S. hostility, not the North's, has stood in the way of security and peace on the peninsula. Presumably, he wants to bring up a host of worn-out topics like 1) the alleged storage of U.S. nuclear weapons in South Korea; 2) signing of a nonaggression pact with the United States and replacement of the 1953 armistice agreement with a permanent peace treaty ending the technical state of war; and 3) withdrawal of U.S. forces from the South. Is it conceivable any of these subjects could be discussed without South Korea's presence at the conference table? South Korea is home to 45 million people, almost twice that of the North's, with its economy more than ten times the North's size. It's also a thriving democratic, free-market nation as opposed to the North's totalitarian dynasty and crumbling economy. It's obvious Kim is day-dreaming. But the point is that he's still obsessed with the notion that once U.S. troops leave, his highly regimented army can take over the South by subversion. That's the Vietnam-inspired hallucination he has yet to recover from. This is clear from reports that his army has lately taken to studying the use of improvised explosive devices - used by Taliban in Afghanistan and Iraqi insurgents - against the South. Kim's negotiating style has by now become familiar: he first raises absurd issues like U.S. nuclear weapons in South Korea, then uses talks to buy more time for his own nuclear program or extort more compensatory aids. As for what he calls Washington's "policy of hostility," that's another way of demanding the withdrawal of U.S. troops stationed under the U.S.-South Korea mutual defense treaty, signed during the war that his father Kim Il-sung had started. China is the only ally North Korea has today, but it shouldn't be naive enough to take Pyongyang's word without asking questions. To be a responsible regional power, China has to choose between a failing family dynasty like Kim's and a stable, rational neighbor on its border. At least on the six-party talks, the Chinese foreign ministry spokesman has indirectly rejected Kim's double-speak, saying bilateral talks with the United States will not replace the existing six-party format. In that regard, China isn't deviating from Washington's stand of keeping the six-party talks while leaving the door open for discussing procedural, not substantial, matters with the North. Essentially, Wen Jiabao   has returned home empty handed, but he has signed a raft of agreements covering many areas of economic cooperation, such as tourism and technological support. Reports say he has offered to build a new bridge over the Yalu River, linking the Chinese city of Dandong with the North Korean city of Sinuiju. There will be more food and oil supplies coming in the months ahead to keep North Korea's economy afloat. All these gifts show that despite its protests, China still remains the only power with political and economic influence over North Korea's behavior. The spectacular welcome that Premier Wen received on arriving in Pyongyang, with hundreds of thousands of hapless people lining the streets, is a proof of how badly Kim Jong-il   wants to retain China's goodwill. It also demonstrates the wisdom that China - and its economic support - is the only power that can press the North to move back to the six-party talks. The question hanging over China has never been whether or not it has the leverage to influence Kim. It's over whether or not it intends to use it. 

Withdrawal Causes Chinese Support

Bringing China to the Offering Table by troop withdrawal helps East Asian stability and denuclearizing Noko  

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,  “Engaging China to Maintain Peace in East Asia” 5/25/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11845]

How to maintain the peace in East Asia? Washington must engage the PRC on both issues. America's relationship with Beijing will have a critical impact on the development of the 21st century. Disagreements are inevitable; conflict is not. China is determined to take an increasingly important international role. It is entitled to do so. However, it should equally commit to acting responsibly. As the PRC grows economically, expands its military, and gains diplomatic influence, it will be able to greatly influence international events, especially in East Asia. If it does so for good rather than ill, its neighbors will be less likely to fear the emerging superpower. Most important, responsible Chinese policy will diminish the potential for military confrontation between Beijing and Asian states as well as the U.S. In return, Washington should welcome China into the global leadership circle if its rise remains peaceful and responsible. American analysts have expressed concern about a Chinese military build-up intended to prevent U.S. intervention along the PRC's border. But the U.S. cannot expect other states to accept American dominance forever. Any American attempt to contain Beijing is likely to spark — predictably — a hostile response from China. Instead, Washington policymakers should prepare for a world in which reciprocity replaces diktat. The U.S. could encourage Chinese responsibility by adopting policies that highlight the importance of the PRC's role in promoting regional peace and stability. Such an approach is most needed to deal with the Korean peninsula and Taiwan. For instance, Beijing could play a critical role in restraining and ultimately transforming the North. So far the PRC has declined to apply significant pressure on its long-time ally. In fact, North Korea's Kim Jong-il recently visited China, presumably in pursuit of additional economic aid and investment. His quid pro quo might have been a professed willingness to return to the Six-Party nuclear talks. But few analysts believe there is much chance of a nuclear deal whether or not these negotiations proceed — and almost certainly no chance unless the PRC is prepared to get tough with the North, including threatening to cut off generous food and energy shipments. To encourage Beijing, Washington should suggest that China would share the nightmare if an unstable North Korea expands its nuclear arsenal. The North's nuclear program would yield concern even in the best of cases. But the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea is no best case. The regime started a war in 1950 and engaged in terrorism into the 1980s. Pyongyang has cheerfully sold weapons to all comers. Worse, today it appears to be in the midst of an uncertain leadership transition. If North Korean forces sank the South Korean vessel, then either Kim Jong-il is ready to risk war or has lost control of the military, which is ready to risk war. The Obama administration should indicate to the PRC that Washington will face sustained pressure to take military action against the North — which obviously would not be in Beijing's interest. Should the DPRK amass a nuclear arsenal, the U.S. would have no more desire than China to be in the middle of a messy geopolitical confrontation, especially one that could go nuclear. Thus, Washington would not be inclined to block decisions by the ROK and Japan to create countervailing nuclear arsenals. Just as the prospect of a North Korean bomb worries the U.S., the possibility of a Japanese nuclear capacity would unsettle the PRC. Should China take the tough, even risky (from its standpoint) steps necessary to moderate or transform Pyongyang, Washington should promise to reciprocate. The DPRK poses the greatest threat to regional peace and security. Eliminate it, and eliminate the principal justification for a U.S. military presence in East Asia. Most obvious would be a promise not to maintain American bases or troops in the Korean peninsula, whether united or divided. Pulling back units from Japan would also be warranted. 

China Key – Talks

China is a necessary part of the six party talks, but they need to be more than just a mediator. 

Ta 09 (Kung Po, QUALS, “Beijing Urged To Change Role in Mediating North Korean Nuclear Issue”, 4/16, BBC World Wide, Lexis) 

Text of article by Shih Chun-yu entitled: "The six-party talks break down, China should change the part it plays", published Hong Kong newspaper Ta Kung Pao website on 15 April On 13 April the UN Security Council unanimously passed a presidential statement that condemns the Democratic People's Republic of Korea [DPRK] for its [rocket] launch. The passage of the statement triggered a strong response from the DPRK. The next day the DPRK declared that it would withdraw from the six-party talks, would no longer abide by the restraints of the accord that the six-party talks had reached, and would restore its disabled nuclear facilities. Thus the efforts made over a period of nearly six years will soon vanish like soap bubbles. It appears that the DPRK's nuclear issue has dramatically returned to its starting point, and that the tensions on the Korean Peninsula will continue. The DPRK move is expected because the DPRK Ministry of Foreign Affairs already served this warning in March. Although the development of the peninsula situation remains to be seen, it is for certain that the seventh round of the six-party talks will not take place in the next several months, the Korean Peninsula has now more factors of instability, and the situation in northeast Asia will become one with even greater tensions. We should say that the six-party talks, which are a product of history, have played a decisive role in safeguarding the security and stability on the Korean Peninsula. After the Cold War, the protracted confrontations between the "northern triangle" formed by the Soviet Union, China and the DPRK on the one hand and the "southern triangle" formed by the United States, Japan and the Republic of Korea [ROK] on the other became history. Then, the "two-party" mechanism of the DPRK and the United States, the "three-party" mechanism of the DPRK, the United States and the ROK, and the "four-party" mechanism of these three and Japan appeared in Northeast Asia; but they all failed to play their parts that they were meant to play. Along with the intensification of the DPRK's nuclear issue, the six-party talks held for coordinating the interests of the regional powers in Northeast Asia began. Many experts even started to plan for the creation of a mechanism governing the security in Northeast Asia on that basis. In fact, the DPRK needed the mechanism of the six-party talks more than any other country. Owing to historical causes, the DPRK remains one of the few isolated countries in the world, and the six-party talks were virtually the only platform through which it could have some contacts with the outside world and the only mechanism for ensuring its interests and security. While the DPRK has threatened to withdraw from the six-party talks on more than one occasion over the past several years, to be truly determined to completely withdraw from the talks, extraordinary bravado alone is not enough. China's involvement in the DPRK's nuclear issue also took time. When the first crisis of the DPRK nuclear issue took place in 1993, China basically was an "observer" who stood aloof. When it came to handling international affairs at that time, China most of the time stressed the need to "hide its capacities and bide its time." When the second crisis of the DPRK's nuclear issue took place in 2002, China began to get involved. On the basis of "hiding capacities and bidding time," China's stand became one of "doing something" and intended to "do something" on handling the DPRK issue that involved China's vital interests. As result of the efforts exerted, China successfully brought the stakeholders together and the six-party talks began in 2003. So far the six parties have held six rounds of talks. All parties concerned agree that China has played a crucial role in the talks. In retrospect, however, the role China played in this mechanism was mostly a passive one of being a "mediator" like a dutiful "firefighter" who appeared wherever there was a fire. Nevertheless, China was able to head off a disaster most of the time. On the Korean Peninsula, however, China has failed to safeguard its core interest and quest, which China often made them subservient to its overall "mediation" needs. During the six-party talks, China often acted gingerly like walking on thin ice with the apprehension that the talks might break down should it offend any party. China's highest national interests rest with ensuring a non-nuclear Korean Peninsula, settling disputes through dialogues and talks and safeguarding security and stability in Northeast Asia. China cannot accomplish more on the DPRK's nuclear issue unless it defines and safeguards its national interests, and justifiably safeguards its interests in the six-party talks as an active and constructive "mediator." 

China Key – Talks

China key to Six Party Talks effectiveness                                                                                                                         Chun-Yu ’09 – Writer in the Ta Kung Pao newspaper, the oldest newspaper organization in Hong Kong (Shih, “Beijing urged to change role in mediating North Korean nuclear issue”, 4/16, Lexis)

So far the six parties have held six rounds of talks. All parties concerned agree that China has played a crucial role in the talks. In retrospect, however, the role China played in this mechanism was mostly a passive one of being a "mediator" like a dutiful "firefighter" who appeared wherever there was a fire. Nevertheless, China was able to head off a disaster most of the time. On the Korean Peninsula, however, China has failed to safeguard its core interest and quest, which China often made them subservient to its overall "mediation" needs. During the six-party talks, China often acted gingerly like walking on thin ice with the apprehension that the talks might break down should it offend any party. China's highest national interests rest with ensuring a non-nuclear Korean Peninsula, settling disputes through dialogues and talks and safeguarding security and stability in Northeast Asia. China cannot accomplish more on the DPRK's nuclear issue unless it defines and safeguards its national interests, and justifiably safeguards its interests in the six-party talks as an active and constructive "mediator." 

China Key – North Korean Relations
China has the best rels with North Korea, that’s key to success. 

Gorbachev 9 (Mikhail, QUALS, “North Korea: Don’t Make It Worse”, 6/5, The International Herald Tribune, Lexis) 

Then, suddenly, came the U-turn late last year. Inspectors were denied access and the deactivation of the reactor was suspended. This spring, North Korea withdrew from six-partytalks with the United States, China, Russia, Japan and South Korea. Now it has conducted its second nuclear test - the first was in October 2006 - and test-fired at least six missiles in less than a week. Experts differ in their assessments of what is behind this turnaround. Some regard North Korea's actions as irrational; others see an attempt to pressure the international community into giving more aid; still others suggest that a succession struggle is heating up. In South Korea, some believe that the tougher line taken by their new president toward the North has been counterproductive. In rethinking the situation, we must be very clear about the goal: It is to find a way toward resuming the diplomatic dialogue, in particular the six-party talks. Calls for switching to a military track should be resisted. Such calls have already been heard in Japan, where North Korea's nuclear test has given the proponents of remilitarization a new card to play. A U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Wallace Gregson, has said that the U.S. would be ready to support Japan's acquiring a capability for preemptive strikes at enemy bases. Even the main taboo of post-war Japan - acquiring nuclear weapons - may be in jeopardy. Such steps would only make the situation worse. They would push the North Koreans to even more recklessness and undermine the unanimity of the world's reaction to the nuclear test, as seen in the strong statement made by the U.N. Security Council. The Security Council is devising more concrete actions to underline its members' firm stance. What is the right mix of measures here? Certainly it must be made clear to the North Koreans that their behavior has consequences. But those who pin all hopes on tougher sanctions should keep two things in mind. First, the suffering people of North Korea must not be held hostage to the nuclear problem. Second, the collapse of a nuclear-weapons state could be catastrophic. We need to seek the keys to a political solution. Much will depend on those members of the six-party talks who still have channels of communication with and leverage over North Korea. China maintains relations with the North on both governmental and party levels and provides vital economic aid. It has the right and every reason to tell Pyongyang that continuing the present course could bring a hard fall. China could also ask questions: Where is the "threat to the country's sovereignty," so often invoked by North Korea to justify nuclear tests? The latest news from the region is alarming. North Korea has said it no longer considers itself bound by the armistice that ended the fighting between North and South Korea. It has launched at least six missiles since the second nuclear test. It may now be preparing to test an intercontinental missile. 

Impact – Economy
Denuclearization is key to global economic stability 

Kim 9 (Ji-hyun, “ Lee seeks U.S. Support for N.K. Denuclearization”, Korea Herald, 6/19, Lexis) 

President Lee Myung- bak  enlisted international support on Wednesday to cope with the ongoing global financial crisis and North Korean security threats during a meeting with U.S. opinon leaders. The president called, in particular, for the cooperation of China and Russia to help end North Korea's nuclear programs. He also said it was imperative that the five nations in the six-party talks speak in unison for denuclearization, and that such coordination should be based on a robust South Korea-U.S. alliance. Lee's comments come amid growing speculation that the five nations may gather for such discussions should Pyongyang continue to boycott the negotiations. Lee raised the issue during his summit with U.S. President Barack Obama  on Tuesday. "President Lee said the summit was an important opportunity to further develop their countries' relationship and called for increased cooperation between the two in pursuing the complete and verifiable denuclearization of North Korea," the presidential office said in a statement. Almost a dozen officials and experts including former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and Defense Secretary William Cohen attended the Wednesday session, which was the president's final official engagement before his return home. The participants welcomed the outcome of the Lee-obama  summit, heralding the two leaders' agreement to strengthen and develop the Korea-U.S. alliance into a strategic partnership. They said such a commitment would serve to meet the mutual interests of the two allies, in addition to contributing to regional and global peace and stability. Lee and the experts also expressed hope for the ratification of the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement which was signed in 2007. The deal remains unratified due to concerns of possible cross-impact to respective sectors of each others' economies. The participants said that increased economic exchanges and cooperation will help the two nations create jobs as they seek to overcome the global financial crisis. Lee returned to Seoul last night, wrapping up his three-day visit to Washington.  

Impact – Asian War
Chinese involvement is key to preventing North Korean collapse and 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” ,5/3/10

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11739]

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.

Impact – Terrorism
If North Korea proliferates, terrorists will be able to get their hands on the same technology.

Uchiyama 9 (Kiyoyuki,  deputy chief of the political news division and senior editor at the Nihon Keizai Shimbun, “N, Korea Nuke Test Imperils Nonproliferation Regime”, 6/1, The Nikkei Weekly, Lexis) 

Less than two months after it test-fired a long-range ballistic missile that it claimed carried a space satellite, North Korea conducted its second nuclear test on May 25, seriously undermining global nuclear nonproliferation efforts. Indeed, North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's   gambit aimed at ensuring his regime's survival could make a nightmare scenario of nuclear proliferation more likely than ever before. There had been speculation since the missile launch in April that Pyongyang would test a nuclear device again soon, as it needs to develop the technology to make a nuclear warhead that can be mounted on a ballistic missile if it wants to become a nuclear-armed nation. The missile launch and nuclear test are two essential components of this strategy. Why does North Korea want to become a nuclear-armed state in the first place? It wants security guarantees from the American government that the U.S. will never try to topple the current regime in Pyongyang. And the North Korean dictatorship cannot conduct diplomatic negotiations unless it is backed by military might. Although North Korea promised to abandon its nuclear weapons program under the six-party framework launched in 2003, it has been obsessed with the idea of obtaining a nuclear deterrent. As Motohiro Ono, a senior research fellow at the government-affiliated Middle East Research Institute of Japan, put it, this stems from a crucial lesson it drew from the Iraq War, which began that same year. The U.S. administration of George W. Bush launched the war against Saddam Hussein, apparently suspecting that it had built up an arsenal of weapons of mass destruction. But Kim and his lieutenants appear to have come to a different conclusion - namely, that the late Iraqi dictator was vulnerable to U.S. attack precisely because he did not possess a nuclear capability. This line of thinking has led North Korea down a dangerous path, however, because it flies in the face of the current nuclear nonproliferation regime underpinned by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency. India and Pakistan already developed their own nuclear weapons capabilities, defying and seriously undermining the nonproliferation regime. If North Korea's actions further reinforce the impression that developing nuclear weapons provides a decided advantage in subsequent diplomatic negotiations, this will have an incalculably adverse impact on the situation surrounding Iran - also suspected of seeking to develop nuclear weapons. Under the circumstances, nuclear weapons technology could become widely available around the globe, making it possible even for international terrorist groups to obtain nuclear devices. Last week's nuclear test has further increased instability on the Korean Peninsula, which is experiencing a period of uncertainty due to Kim's reported poor health and the resulting succession questions. This could seriously dampen widely-held expectations for high growth in Northeast Asia. As a key member of the region, Japan has a responsibility to prevent a full-blown crisis from developing. 

Impact- Chinese Soft Power
Six party talks are key to Chinese soft power 

Desker 8 (Barry, Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Jurong Port Pte Ltd and Singapore Technologies Marine Ltd., “Sight of Pax Pacifica”, Dec. 17, Straight Times- Singapore, Lexis)
THE impact of the American recession on the world reminds us of the dramatic shifts in global power and influence which can be expected over the next two decades. We are on the cusp of a new age. Attention has focused on the rise of China and India, but we are really at the beginning of the Pacific century. The sharp US recession has been a wake-up call for proponents of unfettered financial liberalisation. There will now be a greater willingness to recognise other models of capitalism. This is likely to lead to greater acceptance of East Asia's openness to international trade amid its continued regulation of financial markets. Over the next 20 years, East Asia is likely to be the fastest-growing region in the world, outstripping Europe and the United States. Trans-Pacific trade and investments for the US are already more significant than trans-Atlantic commerce. Although its economy is slowing, China is still likely to achieve 5 per cent growth next year, according to International Monetary Fund forecasts. It is moving up the value chain, with a capacity to handle labour-intensive manufacturing and high-end, high-skills requirements. There is increasing intra-East Asian trade because of the continuing trend towards distributed manufacturing, especially in the electronics sector. Parts and components are manufactured in several East Asian countries before assembly into final products, often in low-cost centres such as China and Vietnam. Increasing intra-regional economic interactions have provided the impetus for a growing sense of regional solidarity. Nevertheless an emerging regional economic divide may be discerned between outward-looking economies and autarkic economies such as North Korea. One risk is that such laggard states may see the promotion of regional and international conflict as a means of distracting domestic malcontents and securing foreign aid intended to buy their acquiescence. The economic rise of China will lead to a commensurate increase in its political influence. The holding of the six-party talks on North Korea's denuclearisation in Beijing reflects China's increasing influence in the region. While the US has been most vocal about the dangers posed by the North's nuclear capabilities, it is China that has had the greatest leverage on the hermit state.The transformation of Chinese cities, the emergence of Chinese technocratic elites, the increasing interest in learning Chinese, the growing numbers from the region and beyond who are being educated or work in China - all these will shape perceptions of China. Chinese 'soft power' will grow and regional memories of conflict with China will decline. This development will be significant. Although the rise of new powers has historically been accompanied by conflict, current trends suggest that East Asia is likely to be a region of managed competition. While regional governments have been closely aligned with the US since the Cold War ended, a rising China will be increasingly influential in the region. We are likely to see a stable relationship between the US and China, enabling states in the region to engage both powers without the need to identify themselves as allies or enemies of either. While a Pax Americana facilitated economic growth, a Pax Pacifica could be the basis for regional economic development. 

*** JAPAN / SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS

Japan / South Korea Relations – 1AC

Contention _______________ : Japan / South Korea Relations

Japan-South Korean tensions are inevitable

Qatar News Agency, 10 (“S Korea PM Calls Japan's Territorial Claim "Foolish".” 4/13, lexis)

South Korean Prime Minister Chung Un-chan on Tuesday called Japan's renewed territorial claim over a set of disputed islets "foolish".

"Damaging sovereignty and self-esteem of a neighboring country to cover up its shameful past is a foolish act," Chung said in a speech commemorating the 91th anniversary of the establishment of the interim government on the Korean peninsula, with his barbs directed at Tokyo.

"The South Korean government will resolutely deal with any provocations against Dokdo," Chung added in his speech carried by the chinese Xinhua news agency today.

His remark is the latest in a series of similar denunciations coming after the Japanese government recently reaffirmed its claim to a set of outcroppings lying halfway between the two countries, known as Dokdo in South Korea and Takeshima in Japan, by listing them as Japan's territory in its annual foreign policy report.

In a similar move that met with much public outcry here, Tokyo also recently approved elementary school textbooks that argue South Korea, which has maintained an effective control of the islets, "illegally occupies" them.

South Korea immediately protested what it sees as the latest display of Japan's territorial ambition, summoning a Japanese diplomat and warning negative influences it would have not only on bilateral relations but on Japan's future. (QNA)
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Consolidating Japan-South Korea relations is key to regional democratization and stability through a multilateral regional order. Specifically in China and Myanmar.

Auslin ‘5  (Michael, Teaches Japanese History – Yale and Dir. Project on Japan-U.S. Relations, Orbis, “Japan and South Korea: The New East Asian Core”, 49:3, Summer, ScienceDirect)

A roadmap for Tokyo and Seoul's security cooperation exists in their current participation in regional multilateral forums. Both Seoul and Tokyo are members of the Asia-Pacific Economic Community and the asean Regional Forum. The latter in particular provides the only ministerial-level opportunity for discussing Asian security issues.15 Yet the wide political, economic, and social disparities among its member nations prevent it from forming any type of durable communal identity. As for Chinese attempts to recast multilateral organizations, these gain traction only because of concerns over China's future strength and not due to any natural formation of international bonds.  Moreover, at the International Institute of Strategic Studies’ 2003 Asian security conference held in Singapore, then-jda chief Ishiba agreed with then-U.S. Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz that East Asia did not need a nato-type self-defense organization for now. nato, of course, was a self-defense organization, and creating one in East Asia would mean identifying an enemy and dividing the region into two blocs. Such a move would serve simply to exacerbate tensions and suspicions, China would undoubtedly feel targeted, and it is inconceivable in any case that East Asian nations today trust one another enough to create such an organization. If the ultimate goal of the area's governments is to create some type of all-inclusive multilateral organization, East Asia, then, must leapfrog the European experience to begin forging a region-wide mechanism. But no such community of interests currently exists to allow for that type of evolution.  Precisely the kind of shared interests that mark the Japan-South Korea relationship, however, can lead those two to forming the core of a new security architecture in East Asia in ways that asean and Chinese initiatives are unable to imitate. Despite limitations on broader initiatives, Japan and Korea can take the first substantive steps towards recasting the regional security environment. They can adopt the asean Regional Forum's planned three-stage evolution of confidence-building measures, preventive diplomacy, and conflict resolution to East Asian problems, working in cooperation with both the United States and asean, and perhaps even with states such as China. Although the tcog and other initiatives noted above have already built confidence in the Japan-South Korea relationship, a viable conflict resolution mechanism will take years to build. That, however, is no reason not to capitalize on the improvements already in place.  Similarly, a true Japan-Korea fta would not only be an enormous stimulus toward regional free trade, it would further bind the two nations together on security issues. Negotiating the agreement will be difficult, and inequalities in production will make a long lead-time necessary for it to be workable, but there is already the political will to start exploring the concept. With that will come a clearer recognition of the common interests linking the two states. Indeed, the specter of such an agreement has already spurred calls from Beijing for a China-Japan-Korea fta, which would have to include strict provisions for transparency, juridical mechanisms, and confidence-building measures. The emergence of such a relationship, and the potential participation of China, will likely spill over to larger issues of human rights and security. The Broader Face of Security  The Japan-South Korea relationship could influence East Asian politics in yet another way. The two represent powerful examples of the liberal democratic system. Their undeniable social and economic advances should be leveraged into a regional role encouraging the spread of the rule of law, market liberalization, and social progressiveness—in short, a joint program to strengthen civil society in Asia. The expansion of democracy in Thailand, Mongolia, Taiwan, and other states offers a historic opportunity for Japan and South Korea to shape the future.  In particular, the two can identify liberalizing and at-risk nations, targeting aid and expanded relations. They can increase the number of academic, intellectual, and artistic exchanges and grassroots programs with those countries; negotiate more favorable loan packages; and serve as a repository of technical and legal expertise. Cultural exchange organizations such as the Japan and Korea Foundations can provide initial funding, and established venues such as the Japan Center for International Exchange (jcie) and the International House of Tokyo offer the infrastructure and expertise for running meaningful exchange programs. Not least important, this perhaps is the most attractive way to interact with China, seeking to integrate it more fully into a new set of regional norms defined by the success of Japan and Korea.  In the same way, the Japan-South Korea relationship can serve as the nucleus of a liberal bloc in East Asia designed to project a common political front against failing or rogue states. The case of North Korea is obvious, and perhaps unique, but regional pressure on Myanmar could also be more effective with a push led by Japan and South Korea. The Japan-South Korea relationship can also help manage the transition to a peaceful reunification of the Korean peninsula. The necessary human and financial capital can come largely from those two countries, and a clear Japanese commitment to helping produce a liberal, democratic, stable, one-Korea will go a long way toward dispelling the lingering resentments of colonialism and war.  Taiwan, of course, is the biggest wildcard in all of this. By rights, it should be part of the Japan-South Korea relationship, as another liberal, democratic, free-market state. The unique problem of Sino-Taiwanese relations, the longstanding U.S. position against Taiwanese independence, and the effective diplomatic isolation of Taiwan due to Chinese pressure make it an extremely sensitive issue. Yet the trends discussed in this article affect Taiwan just as much as they affect Japan and South Korea. If the Japan-South Korea relationship strengthens and evolves to play a role like the one envisioned here, then the course of events in East Asia may make it unavoidable that Taiwan will be seen as a natural partner of the new East Asian core. In that case, Beijing will have to decide the direction it wants to go, and it will be up to the coalition of liberal states in East Asia to make it clear that there is only one path that will benefit all players in the region.  Tokyo and Seoul's ultimate goal in strengthening their bonds is maintaining peace and stability in Northeast Asia. The combined economic, military, and cultural power of the two nations is enough to start the process of forming a durable security architecture centered on these two democratic, free-market states. A conscious bilateral policy to work for stability and to spread political and economic norms in the region would naturally attract other states sharing those values, particularly Taiwan and the Philippines.
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That’s key to reverse a global authoritarian tide and preserve global democracy.

Friedman ‘9  (Edward, Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Wisconsin, Dissent, “China: A Threat to or Threatened by Democracy?” Winter, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=1318)

THESE CCP antidemocratic policies are significant. Democratization tends to occur regionally—for example, after 1974–1975 in Southern Europe, subsequently in Latin America, in the late 1980s in East Asia (the Philippines, South Korea, and Taiwan), and after November 1989 in Eastern and Central Europe. The CCP regime, in contrast, aims to create an Asian region where its authoritarian ruling groups are unchallenged, in which regional institutions are inoculated against democratization. China’s successes in that direction make it hard to imagine Asia, in any foreseeable future, becoming defined by a democratic ethos that makes authoritarian China seem the odd nation out.  An exception is democratic Taiwan. Starting in the 1990s, Beijing has portrayed Taiwan as a trouble-making polity and a chaotic society. But the basic interests of China’s economic modernizers are to move as quickly as possible into advanced technology and Information Technology (IT). This requires improving economic relations with Taiwan, a world leader in IT. Good relations between Beijing and Taipei would increase exchanges of students, tourists, families, and entrepreneurs across the Taiwan Strait. Democratic Taiwan, over time, could come to seem to Chinese victims of a repressive, greedy, corrupt, and arbitrary political system to be China’s better future.  If Singapore, in a post–Lee Kuan Yew era, would then democratize, that, too, could help make democracy seem a natural regional alternative to politically conscious Chinese. For the CCP is trying to solve its governance problems, in part, by evolving into a Singapore-type authoritarianism, a technocratic, professional, minimally corrupt, minimally cruel, one-party, administrative state. In sum, although the CCP’s foreign policy works against the spread of democracy, there are some ways in which regional forces could yet initiate a regional democratization. The future is contingent on unknowable factors.  One key is Indonesia. There are political forces in Jakarta that oppose Beijing’s efforts in Southeast Asia to roll back the advance of democracy. If Indonesia were to succeed, and if nations in South Asia, Pakistan, and Bangladesh, were also to democratize, it is possible to imagine politically conscious Chinese seeking to ride a wave of regional democratization, especially if Taiwan and Singapore were both admirable democratic alternatives. Although regional factors make all this unlikely, enough wild cards are in play that China’s democratization is not impossible.  HAVING EXAMINED regional forces, we must then ask about the political possibilities inherent in the way economic forces create new social groups that interact with the different interests of state institutions. First, China’s growth patterns have polarized the division of wealth such that China may soon surpass Brazil as the most unequal (but stable) major country in the world. All students of democratic transitions agree that great economic inequality makes ruling groups resistant to a democratization that they believe would put their ill-gotten gains at risk. This consensus hypothesis, that democratic transitions are more likely where economic polarization is limited, is formalized in a rational-choice model in Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson’s Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy.  Too much economic inequality is a huge obstacle blocking a democratic transition. The rising urban middle classes prefer to be defended by the authoritarian state rather than risk their status and fortunes in a democratic vote, where the majority is imagined as poor, rural, and vengeful against economic winners, imagined as an undeserving and traitorous upper stratum.  To be sure, there are democratic tendencies that result from the move from collective farming to household agriculture and from the rise of property rights, a new middle class, literacy, wealth, and so on—as Seymour Martin Lipset long ago argued. But an adaptable and resilient CCP regime that continues to deliver rapid economic growth is not going to be abandoned by rising classes worried about vengeance by the losers in a polarized society.  Still, China is combining rapid industrialization with a climb into postmodern service and high-technology-based growth in which industrial workers can seem a dying breed, an albatross to further growth. Core areas of industrialization are beginning to hollow out. It is possible to imagine the losers from China’s continuing rapid growth—for example, sixty million laid-off former State Owned Enterprise (SOE) workers—turning against the regime. Should a global financial shock cause China to lose its export markets, instability might threaten the regime. As Haleb’s Black Swan suggests, a full exploration of democratic possibilities should look into all the wild-card factors. The regime’s economic reformers, however, could be portrayed as having sold the nation’s better future to Western imperialism if Chinese lost their jobs because of an economic virus spreading from New York and London to Shanghai. And then, opponents of the government would not back a move to democracy.  The West would be seen as a fount of evil, and then both the people and the ruling groups might choose a transition to a more chauvinistic and militarist order that would renounce China’s global openness as a betrayal of the nation’s essence. History suggests that left nationalists within the regime, who largely control the security and propaganda apparatuses, would be militantly against any opening to democracy.  Such a neofascist ruling coalition might turn to military adventures or close China’s doors in order to appeal to nativists—in ways, however, that would lose China the sources of continuing high growth. That is, neofascist hardliners might implement policies that would alienate many people in China and in Asia, and thereby create a counterforce that might find democracy attractive. But such imaginings rest too much on long-term speculations about concatenating factors leading to distant futures. Such meanderings of the mind should not be confused with confident predictions about a democratic outcome.  Still, it is clear that much depends on how the post-Mao right-authoritarian populist system relates to social contradictions. The CCP is moving toward presidential succession rules similar to what Mexico institutionalized in its earlier era of a one-party dominant presidential populism. Mexico had a one-term president for six years who chose his successor; China has a president who serves two five-year terms and chooses his successor at the close of the first. Chinese analysts fear that as economic stagnation, corruption, and debt delegitimated Mexico’s presidential populism, so the same could happen with China. The danger is dubbed Latin Americanization.  Anxious analysts worry about the entrenchment of greedy local interests that resist the many adaptations required for the continuing rapid growth that wins legitimacy and stability for the regime. Ever less charismatic and weaker presidents in China will lack the clout to defeat the vested interests who will act much as landed elites acted in the days of the ancien régime to block the changes required for economic growth. Resultant stagnation would create a regime crisis, as occurred in Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s, leading there to a wave of military coups, but also, in the 1980s, to a democratic opening in Mexico—because, among other things, Mexico uniquely abutted the United States and wished to benefit from greater access to the U.S. market. China has no similarly large and attractive democratic neighbor, unless globalization so reduces distance that the two sides of the Pacific seem no further apart than the English Channel did in the eighteenth century. This is a real possibility in our age of transportation and communication revolutions.  The internal Chinese analysis of a future crisis brought on by Latin Americanization should be treated seriously. But East Asian economic growth seems to me to be of a different order than Latin America’s. Region is decisive. In addition, household agriculture and physical mobility in China make it likely that Kuznets curve factors, in which the economic gap narrows after an initial widening as a country develops, will operate in China in the future. That is, the forces of polarization will be reversed. Chinese household agriculture is very different from the world of the landed elites that emerged out of slave-plantation Latin America. Perhaps there will turn out to be truth to the analogy of a feudal-like CCP-type system rooted in Russian czarist feudal institutions with the repressed labor relations of plantation slavery and its aftermath. My own hunch, however, is that anxiety about Latin Americanization in China is an indicator that the regime remains preemptive, flexible, and responsive to threats and will, therefore, head off dangers to the regime, nipping them in the bud. It is a resilient regime, not a fragile one.  ALTHOUGH WE may be seeing through a glass darkly to try to locate forces of regime instability or democratization in China, what is clear is how to analyze the forces at work that will decide whether it is more or less likely that China will democratize. An analyst should try to understand how the forces of region, of groups and interests fostered by the economic moment globally and at home, and of the state, comprehended in terms of the strength and weakness of its diverse and conflicting elements, interact. My own reading of this interaction is that democracy is not impossible, but that a far more likely outcome is either continuity, that is, evolutionary change toward a dominant-party populist presidentialism imagining itself as becoming more like authoritarian Singapore, or a transition in a more chauvinistic and militaristic direction. China is not likely to democratize in any immediate future, but it is not inconceivable.  China is a superpower probing, pushing, and pulling the world in its authoritarian direction. Japan is out of touch in imagining a superior Japan leading China into an East Asian Community, with Japan showing China the way in everything from environmentalism to shared high standards of living. For Confucian China, China is the core, apex, and leader of an Asian community. The CCP intends for authoritarian China to establish itself as a global pole.  China will similarly experience it as a threatening American arrogance for the U.S. government to assume that an incredibly successful China, imagining itself as a moral global pole leading humanity in a better direction, needs to be saved by American missionaries of democracy. The democracies might be able to promote an end to systemic abuses of human rights in China, but Americans will not be heard in Chinese ruling circles unless they abandon a democratization agenda in which change for the better in China presupposes ending the leadership role of the CCP. Appeasement is the price of long-term good relations. The alternatives seem too costly.  There is no other long-lasting basis for trustful cooperation with the government in Beijing than to accept the regime’s legitimacy. CCP ruling groups imagine foreign democracy-promotion as a threat to China’s—and the world’s—better future, identified, of course, as at one with the interests of CCP ruling groups. Can the world afford not to treat China as the superpower it is? The CCP imagines a chaotic and war-prone world disorder of American-led democracy-promotion being replaced by a beneficent Chinese world order of authoritarian growth with stability. There may be far less of a challenge to China from democracy than there is a challenge to democracy from China.  Democracy-promoter Larry Diamond concludes in his recent book The Spirit of Democracy that democracy is in trouble across the world because of the rise of China, an authoritarian superpower that has the economic clout to back and bail out authoritarian regimes around the globe. “Singapore . . . could foreshadow a resilient form of capitalist-authoritarianism by China, Vietnam, and elsewhere in Asia,” which delivers “booming development, political stability, low levels of corruption, affordable housing, and a secure pension system.” Joined by ever richer and more influential petro powers leveraging the enormous wealth of Sovereign Investment Funds, “Asia will determine the fate of democracy,” at least in the foreseeable future. Authoritarian China, joined by its authoritarian friends, is well on the way to defeating the global forces of democracy.
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Democracy solves extinction.

Diamond ’95  (Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”, December, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html) 

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.

Myanmar democracy is key to stability.

Myint-U ‘6  (Thant, Author of “The River of Lost Footsteps: Histories of Burma”, NYT, “Don’t Force Democracy in Burma”, 9-29, L/N)

For many on the outside, the story of Myanmar's last 20 years has been one of a pro-democracy movement held down by repression. But the generals see it as a civil war finally coming to an end with the collapse of the communist insurgency in 1989 and the cease-fire agreements, in the late 1980's and early 1990's, between the army and 17 of its remaining battlefield opponents. For the generals, the near conclusion of the war is the very beginning of a long state-building exercise (on their terms), rather than a time to hand over power to the politicians they distrust.  We incorrectly see Myanmar as a ''democracy transition'' problem, sort of a Velvet Revolution gone wrong. But it actually represents a post-conflict challenge, more like Afghanistan or the war-torn societies of sub-Saharan Africa -- and therefore incredibly complex.  And what of sanctions? In 1962, the military's chief, Gen. Ne Win, and his Revolutionary Council sealed off the country, banning almost all external trade and investment, kicking out foreign aid programs, nationalizing businesses, expelling ethnic Indian communities and shutting the door to all tourism. The result was disaster for an already impoverished economy.  And then, in the early 1990's, a new generation of army officers, while shunning meaningful democratic change, wanted an end to the country's international isolation and allowed market-oriented economic reforms, hoping to attract tourism and foreign investment for the first time in decades.  But this was a hesitant move. Some believed the market-oriented reforms were going too far, that the country was opening up too fast. In this context, Western sanctions and boycotts have strengthened the hand of those who oppose even these tentative measures, rather than acting as pressure for more basic political change.  Myanmar is also a country emerging only cautiously from more than 30 years of self-imposed isolation, with a tough military machine and a society brutalized from generations of war. The cease-fires could still unravel, state structures (other than the armed forces) are nearly nonexistent and millions of poor people, long denied access to foreign aid, might soon face more dire conditions. Only the army will do well with more international isolation.  This is all not to say that Myanmar shouldn't be a democracy. Far from it. Only liberal democracy can bring long-term stability to a country as ethnically and culturally diverse as Myanmar. The question is how to go from here to there, leave behind the rhetoric and look for practical measures based on a better understanding of the country's past. As the Security Council takes up Myanmar for the very first time, it would be good to be mindful of Burmese history.
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Myanmar collapse causes India-China war and massive instability.

Straits Times ‘7  (Janadas Devan, Senior Writer, “Wedged between a rock and a hard place”, 10-26, L/N)

Prevent Myanmar from breaking apart. This is not an unlikely possibility, given that it is a multi-ethnic country, with the Burmese constituting no more than 60 per cent of the population, perhaps less (nobody knows, for a census has not been conducted for decades). If the central authority, however incompetent and dumb, were to collapse precipitously, the country could descend into civil war. China, India and Thailand will probably get drawn into the ensuing maelstrom, for Myanmar's restive ethnic minorities live mostly along the country's borders with its neighbours.  'The last thing we want is a Yugoslavia or an Iraqi situation at our doorstep,' said Mr Yeo. The last thing we want is China and India jostling for advantage in this theatre, one might add.

The impact is nuclear world war III.

Dyer ‘5  (Gwynne, Independent Journalist, St. John’s Telegram, “India and China: avoiding the past”, 4-17, L/N)

It wasn't the sort of statement that sets the blood racing: "We have more or less reached agreement with regard to the political parameters and the guiding principles for the settlement of the boundary dispute." But Indian National Security Adviser M.K. Narayanan's announcement on April 10 during Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's four-day visit to India, is good news for those who hope that their children or grandchildren will not die in the Third World War. More negotiations There will have to be further talks before India and China actually start demarcating their long Himalayan frontier, where the existing uncertainties led to a brief border war between the two Asian giants in 1962. More things also need to happen if China and India are to avoid confrontation as both countries take their place in the front rank of the great powers over the next generation - a free-trade area would help, and a mutual security pact wouldn't hurt either - but this is definitely a step in the right direction. And not a moment too soon. It has become urgent because the Bush administration is trying to lure India into an alliance with the United States that would implicitly define China as the enemy. When U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice visited New Delhi last month, she told Prime Minister Manmohan Singh that it is now America's policy to "help India become a major world power in the 21st century," and the State Department briefer emphasized that Washington "understands fully the implications, including the military implications of that statement." The biggest American bribe on the table is the recent announcement that India would be allowed to buy the next generation of advanced combat aircraft from the U.S., which would give it definitive air superiority over China (and Pakistan) in a single bound. Other inducements will be deployed in coming months, and the White House hopes that by the time U.S. President George W. Bush visits India later this year, the two countries can reach an understanding - it won't actually be called an alliance - on military co-operation in Asia. The neo-conservatives in the Bush administration have a high opinion of their own strategic abilities, and they imagine that they are replaying the Nixon-Kissinger strategy of 30 years ago. Then, America's great strategic adversary was the Soviet Union, and Nixon's rapprochement with China gave the Russians something else to worry about by completing their encirclement. Now, the neo- conservatives see China as the emerging strategic rival, and want to draw India into a military alliance against it. China may increase weapons Except that the U.S. strategy of encircling China is more likely to convince Beijing that it must build up its military power in order to protect itself. The right analogy for what is happening now is not Nixon's China policy of the early 1970s. It is the period before 1914, when the traditional great powers who were facing a future of relative decline, Britain and France, sought to contain the rapid growth of German industrial power by making an alliance with the other rising power, Russia. And that led to the First World War. Nobody was actually to blame for the First World War. Germany's rapid industrial growth after unification in 1870 triggered the old balance-of-power reflex in the existing top dogs, Britain and France, who got together to "contain" it. That persuaded the Germans that they were encircled - as indeed they were, once Russia, the other rising industrial power, had been drawn into an alliance with the western great powers. No analogy is perfect, but this one feels pretty convincing. America is playing the role of Britain and France, China is being cast in the role of Germany, and India gets to play Russia. We have seen this movie before, and it did not even end well last time, when we were only playing with machine-guns and trenches. This time around, we are playing with nuclear weapons. If China were hell- bent on conquering the planet, other countries might have to accept the risk that a "containment" policy entails, but it isn't. Even under the current communist regime, China has not been expansionist. The various border quarrels that led to brief outbreaks of shooting 30 or 40 years ago with the Soviet Union, India and Vietnam were driven by genuine boundary disputes and prickly Chinese nationalism, but the territories at issue were not large or important. China's forces never pushed past the specific territories they claimed, and in most cases they were withdrawn again after making their point. China's occupation of Tibet and its claim to Taiwan are both contentious issues, but they are seen in Beijing essentially as domestic issues having to do with the country's historic territorial integrity. They do not constitute proof of a more general Chinese expansionism - which would be, in any case, pretty pointless in the current era of the global economy. Behind the times The master strategists in Washington are trapped in an old paradigm that no longer served the true interests of the great powers even 100 years ago, and certainly will not make America or anybody else safer now. If India falls for their blandishments, they will drive China into a needless military confrontation with its neighbours and destroy the fragile hope of reconciliation between India and Pakistan. The good news out of New Delhi last week is that the Indian government seems not to be falling for the neo-conservative strategy. There is a lot of work still to be done on Sino-Indian relations, but at least the trend is away from confrontation, not towards it
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The plan solves – it creates sustainable, longterm cooperation between Japan and South Korea by forcing regional security cooperation 

Bandow, 08 - Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author and editor of several books (Doug, “Time to Tell Irresponsible Allies No Thanks,” 9/20, 

http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2008/09/19/time-to-tell-irresponsible-allies-no-thanks/

Six decades have passed since World War II ended, but you wouldn’t know it from relations between South Korea and Japan. The two leading democratic, capitalist powers in East Asia – both close US allies – have been blustering over the status of 33 barren but contested blocks of rock. Cooperation over truly important issues, such as denuclearizing North Korea and channeling Chinese ambitions in a positive direction, has taken a back seat to immature political posturing. This irresponsible behavior is made possible by Washington’s continued defense of both nations.
Imperial Japan gained dominant influence in the peninsular kingdom in the late 1800s and formally annexed Korea as a colony in 1910. Tokyo’s policies were characteristically brutal: Korean culture was suppressed, Korean names were outlawed, and Korean labor was conscripted. During World War II the Japanese took Koreans as "comfort women" for Japanese soldiers on break from conquering East Asia and the Pacific.

It’s no wonder that anti-Japanese feeling, strong throughout most of the region, was especially intense in Korea. Indeed, it was one of the few unifying features of a peninsula divided by the US and Soviet Union in 1945.

These feelings were understandable, but the statute of limitations has run out. Japan’s wartime leaders all died long ago. Even most of the "grunts" are dead. The militaristic imperial order, devastated by Tokyo’s defeat, died along with them.

The US disarmed Japan and imposed a "peace constitution," which technically outlaws any military. Tokyo’s neighbors applauded, but American policymakers soon reconsidered. After the Chinese Revolution, Washington faced two large communist rivals in East Asia. In contrast, America’s allies were marginal: Australia and New Zealand small and distant, the Republic of Korea an economic and political wreck, the Philippines a third world state. Japan was America’s only potential powerful friend in Asia during the Cold War’s early years.

Anti-Japanese taunts became a useful political tactic for political elites in the ROK and elsewhere, such as Singapore. Secure beneath America’s protective umbrella, these countries demanded that Tokyo eschew even the ability to defend itself. Japan didn’t help matters, with assorted politicians periodically sounding off on the alleged benefits of colonialism in Korea and visiting the Yasukuni Shrine, at which more than a thousand convicted war criminals are interred.

Relations between South Korea and Japan have improved in recent years. Dissident Kim Dae-jung took refuge in Japan decades ago; he encouraged more positive bilateral ties after he was elected ROK president in 1997. Moreover, the horrifying brutality and criminality of the North Korean government eroded the support, financial as well as political, of Pyongyang by many ethnic Koreans living in Japan, most of whom had come from the North. Kim’s successor, Roh Moo-hyun, attempted to use anti-Japanese feeling to bolster his fading popularity, but President Lee Myun-bak, elected last December, advocated improving relations.

Alas, the controversy over the Takeshima (Japanese name)/Dokdo (Korean name) Islands (or Liancourt Rocks in the West) has pushed relations backwards. (The surrounding waters are commonly known as the Sea of Japan, except in Korea, which calls them the East Sea. Just two Koreans, an octopus fisherman and his wife, live permanently on the assorted outcroppings – 56 acres in all – but every day hundreds of South Koreans visit. The voyage takes several hours and the unpredictable waves often prevent anyone from landing. Even when the sea cooperates, the visitors typically stay only 20 minutes. Nevertheless, 80,000 South Koreans have made the trek so far this year, a testament to the frivolous petulance which sometimes captures the popular psyche of the Republic of Korea.

The competing claims are tied up with Tokyo’s military victory over Russia and – the cause of the issue’s emotional sensitivity in Korea – Japan’s subsequent takeover of the Korean peninsula. America occupied both the ROK and Japan at the end of World War II, but left the issue unresolved. South Korea installed a small police garrison in the 1950s to stake its claim and rejected Tokyo’s offer to bring the issue to the International Court of Justice. The two countries set the issue aside when they normalized relations in 1965, but controversy flared in 2005 when the government of Shimane prefecture in Japan declared Takeshima Day, celebrating Tokyo’s claim.

In July the Japanese Ministry of Education issued a new manual for teachers and textbook publishers asserting Tokyo’s rightful ownership. Seoul called it "an intolerable act," temporarily recalled its ambassador from Japan, canceled a scheduled meeting between the two countries’ foreign ministers, and sent Prime Minister Han Seung-soo to the islands. South Korean citizens demonstrated. The South even conducted military exercises nearby – to prepare for any Japanese provocation, noted Defense Minister Lee Sang-hee. North Korea, which has largely ignored the issue (the islands are much closer to the South), added its angry voice.

The US was drawn into the controversy. The US Board on Geographic Names changed its listing of the islands from South Korean to "undesignated sovereignty." The ROK predictably protested and, faced with the threat of popular protests during President George W. Bush’s planned visit to Seoul in early August, the White House ordered the Board to reverse itself. (A similar controversy enveloped the Library of Congress, which planned on listing the islets as Liancourt Rocks, before backing down under pressure.)

In August Seoul arranged an international press delegation to Dokdo/Takeshima to build public support. South Korea says it may construct a marine science research station and village on the rocks next year. Hong Joon-pyo, an official in the ruling Grand National Party, sought to rally the ROK against "the Japanese ambition for territorial aggression." Twenty-four-year-old Kim Eun-taek, a police conscript stationed on the islands, spoke for many of his countrymen when he told the New York Times: "I feel immensely proud. Not every South Korean gets a chance to guard the easternmost territory of our nation. Besides, I never liked the Japanese."

It seems inconceivable that either nation would ever use military force to advance its claim, but both send naval patrols into the surrounding waters. Still, the more practical consequence of the controversy is to poison relations between the two countries. During abortive negotiations between the two states, one official observed: "We would be better off if we just blow up the islands." He was right.
The advantages of cooperation between Japan and South Korea are obvious. Economic ties are strong and the two are important trading partners. There is perhaps even greater cause to work together to promote their mutual security. North Korea remains an unpredictable and hostile force, especially with the status of dictator "Dear Leader" Kim Jong-il in question. China’s influence is growing, and while Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive so far, both South Korea and Japan would be more secure if they acted in tandem on geopolitical issues.
However, neither feels much pressure to do so as long as Washington provides both security guarantees and military garrisons. Indeed, Seoul cheerfully subsidizes North Korea, as it constructs a nuclear arsenal, while lobbying America to maintain its troop presence – and treating Japan as a potential threat.

The US should say no more. With the end of the Cold War the case for continued American military domination of East Asia disappeared. That policy no longer serves US security interests, since its allies are well able to defend themselves, and to cooperate with each other in doing so. Moreover, attempting to maintain Washington’s military hegemony along China’s border is unsustainable, as Beijing grows wealthier and more influential.

Escaping disputes like the South Korean-Japanese quarrel over who owns 33 worthless bits of rock a world away from America would be an added benefit of disengagement. It’s time for Tokyo and especially Seoul to behave like serious members of the international community rather than spoiled teenagers, and provide responsible leadership in East Asia.

U – Relations Low

Relations stable but not solidified.

Kang and Lee ’10  (David, USC and Ji-Young, Georgetown U., “Japan-Korea Relations: Small Signs of Progress?” Jan, http://csis.org/files/publication/0904qjapan_korea.pdf)

Relations between Japan and the two Koreas were relatively uneventful in the final quarter of 2009. The new Hatoyama government quickly began to show more attention to its relations with its East Asian neighbors and hinted at a small change in priorities with respect to North Korea. South Korea and Japan said mostly all the right things, even while substantively it seemed fairly clear that they continued to have very different opinions about territorial and historical disputes. However, no real movement or dramatic changes came about during the quarter, setting the stage for 2010 – the 100th “anniversary” of Japan’s annexation of Korea.

Ties are strained now.

AP, 10 – 10  (Elaine Kuirtenbach, “China, Japan, SKorea discuss North Korea nukes”, L/N)

Apart from their shared desire for a denuclearized Korean peninsula, China, Japan and South Korea are key trading partners.  Relations between Tokyo and its neighbors have been strained, however, by comments and acts by Hatoyama's conservative predecessors that were seen as glorifying Japan's wartime past.

Teaching disputes are straining relations now.

AP Worldstream, 12 – 25  (“SKorea-Japan territorial dispute flares anew”, L/N)

South Korea said Friday its relations with Japan could suffer because of a newly published teaching manual that asserts Japanese claims over a group of islets under Seoul's control.  The new manual, released Friday as a guide for high school history teachers, says students should be given a deeper understanding of territorial issues, based on Japan's fair claim to certain geographic regions.  It does not specifically mention the disputed islets, which lie about halfway between the two countries and are known as Dokdo in Korean and Takeshima in Japanese. But it references a middle school teaching manual that directly names them, which Seoul says is effectively reiterating Japan's claims.  South Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman Moon Tae-young said the new manual "could cause negative effect on developing future-oriented relations between South Korea and Japan by infusing wrong territorial perceptions into Japan's future generations."

U – Relations Low

Relations are trapped in a vicious cycle. No long-term constructive ties.

Daily Yomiuri ‘8  (“Tokyo, Seoul both duty-bound to mend ties”, 3-13, L/N)

Since its launch last month, South Korea's new administration has shown enthusiasm for rebuilding ties with Japan, emphasizing the bilateral relationship should be future-oriented.  South Korean President Lee Myung Bak mentioned Japan ties in his speech on March 1, the anniversary of the 1919 uprising against Japanese colonial rule of the Korean Peninsula.  "South Korea and Japan should pragmatically build a future-oriented relationship," Lee said in the speech.  The phrase was to reconfirm his intention to begin mending ties with Japan that were soured over so-called historical issues during the administration of his predecessor, Roh Moo-hyun.  When Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda attended Lee's inauguration ceremony on Feb. 25, the two leaders met and agreed to resume regular visits to each other's nation.  Delegations from Japan's ruling and opposition parties have visited South Korea since the year started, indicating Tokyo's desire to improve ties with Seoul.  Most South Korean presidents in the past strongly urged future-oriented relations with Japan at their inaugurations.  But a set of three disputes rooted in history between the two countries has surfaced repeatedly--over territorial claims on the Takeshima islets (known as Dokdo in South Korea), Japanese prime ministers' visits to Yasukuni Shrine and descriptions in Japanese history textbooks.  Japan and South Korea have repeated a vicious cycle in which ties have deteriorated in the latter half of each South Korean president's term as a result of these disputes.  At a press conference in January before taking office, Lee said he did not want to ask Japan to apologize nor express remorse over the two countries' shared history.  Though Roh launched his administration with a similar attitude of trying to shelve such contentious issues, he adopted a more confrontational stance toward Japan in the wake of a series of incidents, including the Shimane prefectural government's passage of an ordinance establishing a Takeshima Day and former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's visit to Yasukuni Shrine. As a result, bilateral visits by national leaders came to a halt.  Past South Korean administrations had placed importance on ties with Japan, but could not assuage public opinion when historical issues were disputed and eventually hardened diplomatic stances toward Japan.

Ties remain tense.

Yonhap ‘8  (“Lee meets top delegates from four superpowers”, 2-26, L/N)

Japanese and South Korean leaders began one-on-one shuttle diplomacy in July 2004, but the exchanges stopped a year later due to South Korea's anger over then Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's repeated visits to the Yasukuni Shrine in Tokyo, which venerates Japan's war criminals. Relations between Seoul and Tokyo have often been marred by disputes over history and territory, in part a legacy of Japan's colonial rule of Korea from 1910-45.

Democracy Good – Global War
Democracy key to global nuclear peace. Peace theory has robust support.

Muravchik ‘1  (Josh, Resident Schoalr – AEI, “Democracy and Nuclear Peace”, July, http://www.npec-web.org/Syllabus/Muravchik.pdf)

The greatest impetus for world peace -- and perforce of nuclear peace -- is the spread of democracy. In a famous article,  and subsequent book, Francis Fukuyama argued that democracy's extension was leading to "the end of history." By this  he meant the conclusion of man's quest for the right social order, but he also meant the "diminution of the likelihood of  large-scale conflict between states."  1  Fukuyama's phrase was intentionally provocative, even tongue-in-cheek, but he was  pointing to two down-to-earth historical observations: that democracies are more peaceful than other kinds of government  and that the world is growing more democratic. Neither point has gone unchallenged.  Only a few decades ago, as distinguished an observer of international relations as George Kennan made a claim quite  contrary to the first of these assertions. Democracies, he said, were slow to anger, but once aroused "a democracy …  fights in anger … to the bitter end."  2  Kennan's view was strongly influenced by the policy of "unconditional surrender"  pursued in World War II. But subsequent experience, such as the negotiated settlements America sought in Korea and  Vietnam proved him wrong. Democracies are not only slow to anger but also quick to compromise. And to forgive.  Notwithstanding the insistence on unconditional surrender, America treated Japan and that part of Germany that it  occupied with extraordinary generosity.  In recent years a burgeoning literature has discussed the peacefulness of democracies. Indeed the proposition that  democracies do not go to war with one another has been described by one political scientist as being "as close as  anything we have to an empirical law in international relations."  3  Some of those who find enthusiasm for democracy off-  putting have challenged this proposition, but their challenges have only served as empirical tests that have confirmed its  robustness. For example, the academic Paul Gottfried and the columnist-turned-politician Patrick J. Buchanan have both  instanced democratic England's declaration of war against democratic Finland during World War II.  4  In fact, after much  procrastination, England did accede to the pressure of its Soviet ally to declare war against Finland which was allied with  Germany. But the declaration was purely formal: no fighting ensued between England and Finland. Surely this is an  exception that proves the rule.  The strongest exception I can think of is the war between the nascent state of Israel and the Arabs in 1948. Israel was an  embryonic democracy and Lebanon, one of the Arab belligerents, was also democratic within the confines of its peculiar  confessional division of power. Lebanon, however, was a reluctant party to the fight. Within the councils of the Arab  League, it opposed the war but went along with its larger confreres when they opted to attack. Even so, Lebanon did little  fighting and soon sued for peace. Thus, in the case of Lebanon against Israel, as in the case of England against Finland,  democracies nominally went to war against democracies when they were dragged into conflicts by authoritarian allies.  The political scientist Bruce Russett offers a different challenge to the notion that democracies are more peaceful. "That  democracies are in general, in dealing with all kinds of states, more peaceful than are authoritarian or other non-  democratically constituted states … is a much more controversial proposition than 'merely' that democracies are peaceful  in their dealings with each other, and one for which there is little systematic evidence," he says.  5  Russett cites his own  and other statistical explorations which show that while democracies rarely fight one another they often fight against  others.  The trouble with such studies, however, is that they rarely examine the question of who started or caused a war. To  reduce the data to a form that is quantitatively measurable, it is easier to determine whether a conflict has occurred  between two states than whose fault it was. But the latter question is all important. Democracies may often go to war  against dictatorships because the dictators see them as prey or underestimate their resolve. Indeed, such examples  abound. Germany might have behaved more cautiously in the summer of 1914 had it realized that England would fight to  vindicate Belgian neutrality and to support France. Later, Hitler was emboldened by his notorious contempt for the  flabbiness of the democracies. North Korea almost surely discounted the likelihood of an American military response to its  Page 2  invasion of the South after Secretary of State Dean Acheson publicly defined America's defense perimeter to exclude the  Korean peninsula (a declaration which merely confirmed existing U.S. policy). In 1990, Saddam Hussein's decision to  swallow Kuwait was probably encouraged by the inference he must have taken from the statements and actions of  American officials that Washington would offer no forceful resistance.  Russett says that those who claim democracies are in general more peaceful "would have us believe that the United  States was regularly on the defensive, rarely on the offensive, during the Cold War."  6  But that is not quite right: the word  "regularly" distorts the issue. A victim can sometimes turn the tables on an aggressor, but that does not make the victim  equally bellicose. None would dispute that Napoleon was responsible for the Napoleonic wars or Hitler for World War II in  Europe, but after a time their victims seized the offensive. So in the Cold War, the United States may have initiated some  skirmishes (although in fact it rarely did), but the struggle as a whole was driven one-sidedly. The Soviet policy was "class  warfare"; the American policy was "containment." The so-called revisionist historians argued that America bore an equal  or larger share of responsibility for the conflict. But Mikhail Gorbachev made nonsense of their theories when, in the name  of glasnost and perestroika, he turned the Soviet Union away from its historic course. The Cold War ended almost  instantly--as he no doubt knew it would. "We would have been able to avoid many … difficulties if the democratic process  had developed normally in our country," he wrote.  7  To render judgment about the relative peacefulness of states or systems, we must ask not only who  started a war but why. In particular we should consider what in Catholic Just War doctrine is called "right  intention," which means roughly: what did they hope to get out of it? In the few cases in recent times in  which wars were initiated by democracies, there were often motives other than aggrandizement, for  example, when America invaded Grenada. To be sure, Washington was impelled by self-interest more  than altruism, primarily its concern for the well-being of American nationals and its desire to remove a  chip, however tiny, from the Soviet game board. But America had no designs upon Grenada, and the  invaders were greeted with joy by the Grenadan citizenry. After organizing an election, America pulled  out. In other cases, democracies have turned to war in the face of provocation, such as Israel's invasion  of Lebanon in 1982 to root out an enemy sworn to its destruction or Turkey's invasion of Cyprus to rebuff  a power-grab by Greek nationalists. In contrast, the wars launched by dictators, such as Iraq's invasion of  Kuwait, North Korea's of South Korea, the Soviet Union's of Hungary and Afghanistan, often have aimed  at conquest or subjugation.  The big exception to this rule is colonialism. The European powers conquered most of Africa and Asia, and continued to  hold their prizes as Europe democratized. No doubt many of the instances of democracies at war that enter into the  statistical calculations of researchers like Russett stem from the colonial era. But colonialism was a legacy of Europe's  pre-democratic times, and it was abandoned after World War II. Since then, I know of no case where a democracy has  initiated warfare without significant provocation or for reasons of sheer aggrandizement, but there are several cases  where dictators have done so.  One interesting piece of Russett's research should help to point him away from his doubts that democracies are more  peaceful in general. He aimed to explain why democracies are more peaceful toward each other. Immanuel Kant was the  first to observe, or rather to forecast, the pacific inclination of democracies. He reasoned that "citizens … will have a great  hesitation in … calling down on themselves all the miseries of war."  8  But this valid insight is incomplete. There is a deeper  explanation. Democracy is not just a mechanism; it entails a spirit of compromise and self-restraint. At bottom, democracy  is the willingness to resolve civil disputes without recourse to violence. Nations that embrace this ethos in the conduct of  their domestic affairs are naturally more predisposed to embrace it in their dealings with other nations.  Russett aimed to explain why democracies are more peaceful toward one another. To do this, he constructed two models.  One hypothesized that the cause lay in the mechanics of democratic decision-making (the "structural/institutional model"),  the other that it lay in the democratic ethos (the "cultural/normative model"). His statistical assessments led him to  conclude that: "almost always the cultural/normative model shows a consistent effect on conflict occurrence and war. The  structural/institutional model sometimes provides a significant relationship but often does not."  9  If it is the ethos that makes democratic states more peaceful toward each other, would not that ethos also make them  more peaceful in general? Russett implies that the answer is no, because to his mind a critical element in the peaceful  behavior of democracies toward other democracies is their anticipation of a conciliatory attitude by their counterpart. But  this is too pat. The attitude of live-and-let-live cannot be turned on and off like a spigot. The citizens and officials of  democracies recognize that other states, however governed, have legitimate interests, and they are disposed to try to  accommodate those interests except when the other party's behavior seems threatening or outrageous.

Myanmar Democracy Good

Democracy and human rights protection is key to Myanmar stability.

M2 Presswire ‘7  (“United Nations: Speed Up Myanmar Reconciliation Process, Urges Secretary-General As His Special Adviser Briefs Security Council On Recent Visit; Deeply Concerned over Rights Violations, Members Call for End to Repression, Immediate Release of Political Prisoners”, 10-8, L/N)

JORGE VOTO-BERNALES ( Peru) said he was concerned at the violations of human rights and the serious humanitarian crisis, as the situation had deteriorated over the last year.  Peru condemned the repression of peaceful demonstrations, the restraints on human freedom and the detention of peaceful demonstrators, and rejected as well the arbitrary detention of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and other opposition leaders.  He said the increase in the number of internally displaced persons was creating a situation of instability that could affect the region. There was an urgent need to promote dialogue in order to seek political solutions that would lead to a democratic transition and national reconciliation.  Countries in the region had an important role to play in that regard.  Council President LESLIE KOJO CHRISTIAN ( Ghana), speaking in his national capacity, strongly supported the Secretary-General's positive interventions in Myanmar. Mr.  Gambari's recent visit to the country underscored the continuing importance of the special envoy's role as a vital link, not only between the Government and people of Myanmar, but also with the international community at large.  He said recent events in Myanmar had introduced a new dynamicin the political situation. The country's long-term peace and stability would depend on the fulfilment of the legitimate aspirations of the people for democracy and a better quality of life. The special envoy's contribution in that regard was of the utmost importance.

China Democracy Good – Japan War

Chinese democracy solves Sino-Japan war

Friedman ’00  (Edward, Hawkins Chair Prof. Pol. Sci. – University of Wisconsin, in “What if China Doesn’t Democratize? Implications for War and Peace, Ed. Edward Friedman and Barrett L. McCormick, p. 99-105)

If China does not democratize, Beijing's hostility to Tokyo could facilitate a war in the twenty-first century. In the section on "Sino-Japanese Relations" in his 1997 study of Asia 's Deadly Triangle, Kent Calder, a senior adviser to the U.S. State Department for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, foresees arms races, tensions, and flashpoints for war.2 The dynamics of these dangerous forces lie deep inside China's authoritarian nationalism.  Even during the May 1999 Chinese riots sparked by the murderous NATO bombing of China's embassy in Belgrade, many angry Chinese still focused on Japan. Web postings included, "The Americans are the enemy of the Chinese Communist Party. The Japanese are the enemy of the Chinese people. Which is more dangerous?" "Let me predict that in thirty years the U.S. embassy in Japan will be attacked by ten Chinese guided missiles." "China should take care of Japan first." "Right! China should take care of the Japanese devils first. It should start with a boycott of Japanese goods!" "Some say don't forget June 4 [the crushing of the 1989 democracy movement]. If you can't remember September 18 [1931 Japanese invasion], then you are not a true Chinese." "Where will the Chinese people find their living space in the future? In the ocean! We need to move toward the east, toward the east, toward the east!"   Except for the era from 1972 to 1982, a special moment when Mao Zedong's policy line of allying with any nation possible against a threatening Soviet Union dominated Chinese politics, making for a momentary Tokyo-Beijing entente, Japan has been treated by the People's Republic of China as a real or potential enemy. In the original Valentine's Day 1950 military treaty with Stalin, Mao took as China's adversary "aggression on the part of Japan or any other state that may collaborate in any way with Japan." 3 As Moscow worried after World War II about German revanchism, so Beijing naturally worried about Japanese revanchism. There should be no doubt that what the two Axis powers did to people they conquered was evil, absolute evil. China's foreign minister, however, declared on August 15, 1951, "The United States Government and the Yoshida government are conspiring to rearm Japan, to enslave the Japanese people, and to drive Japan once again onto the path of aggression." 4 Leninist ideology had imperialism as expansionist and impoverishing. But obviously China's first getting it wrong and then later abandoning Leninism have changed little in Beijing's attitude toward Tokyo. Throughout, China views Japan as tomorrow's military threat. Entering the twenty-first century, even cosmopolitan Chinese intellectuals tend to see Japan as dynamized by right-wing super patriots, as a government and people which are unrepentant for World War II atrocities in China. Chinese patriotism is dangerously out of touch with core Japanese political realities.  When Kishi Nobuske became Japan's prime minister, China's foreign minister in 1958 denounced the U.S.-Japan security treaty, claiming, "Under the name of `mutual defense,' the United States could despatch Japanese troops to China's Taiwan and to any place in the West Pacific." 5 Obviously the charges were untrue. No such thing, or anything close, ever occurred. But China kept drumming up fear of and hate toward Japan. That deadly anger pervades Chinese society. On December 7, 1958 the New China News Agency announced that Japan's arms expansion plans took "nuclear armament as the core" and made Japan the "arsenal for Southeast Asia." 6 Actually, there were no such plans. Nonetheless, the security treaty that Prime Minister Kishi renegotiated in 1960 was again erroneously denounced by China in 1960: "This treaty not only provides for Japan's unlimited arms expansion and accelerated nuclear armament but also its dispatch of troops to foreign lands." 7 Obviously, this is a lie. Ruling groups in China, for the first twenty years of the People's Republic, continually revved up indignation toward an alleged revival of Japanese militarism, not informing the Chinese people about the actual attitudes of Japan's people in Japan's antiwar constitutional democracy in opposing nuclear weapons or resisting military involvement in the Cold War. Beijing has successfully kept burning and fomenting in China hate for Japan.

A 1984 book noted that, "The political relationship between Beijing and Tokyo reached an all-time low during 1969 and 1970 when the Chinese assailed the revival of Japanese militarism."8 Just prior to a brief and transient 1972—82 era of good relations, Beijing again launched massive campaigns against Japan, claiming that the result of President Nixon's Guam doctrine of no longer having America fighting ground wars on the continent of Asia would be that Japan would replace America in Asia, that is, Japan would go nuclear and have its military take over for the American military in Southeast Asia. Early in 1972, when Nixon and Kissinger discussed removing the American military from Taiwan, Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai asked, "Can the U.S. control the `wild horse' of Japan?" 9 China was especially worried that the United States, while withdrawing its own troops from Taiwan, might encourage its Japanese allies to station their forces on the island." Hanoi leader Pham Van Dong told Mao in November 1968 that Vietnamese "were very much afraid that Japan would ... participate in the Vietnam war." 10 During a visit to North Korea in spring 1970, "Zhou [Enlai] argued vigorously that 'Japanese militarism has revived and has become a dangerous force of aggression in Asia.' "" Vietnam's Communist Party Chief Le Duan agreed with Zhou in 1971 that "Japan has a plan for Southeast Asia. It wants to control the region." 12

[He Continues…]

As Benito Lim put it in September 1996 in Beijing at the Twenty- First Century Forum, "China may become a superpower ... with a proud 5,000 year history. China currently is already more than a nation; it is a civilization, a cultural force that has influenced her neighbors throughout history. . . . It can shape regional politics."22 That shaping influence includes the use of force. A former top U.S. official, Charles W. Freeman Jr., after talking with leaders in Beijing, reported that "China's leaders have always said they would go to war to prevent the permanent division of China. They now believe that they are likely to have to do so. China's armed forces have begun a decade-long effort to acquire the capabilities and do the planning required to have a serious chance of overwhelming Taiwan's formidable defenses." 23 Aware of China's vision of its future and its willingness to use force, former Japanese Prime Minister Morihiro Hosokawa told the U.S.-Japan Society in Seattle on March 12, 1996 24 that "the most serious issues Japan may confront in the future may well be those related to China." In China, "nationalistic impulses haven't been entirely fulfilled.... Neighboring countries are aware of a `big China' and must inevitably have strong concerns." Indeed, "the other newly industrializing countries of Asia along with Japan would not feel comfortable being influenced heavily by China. This is why a continued American presence in the Pacific is necessary." Most directly worrisome as a cause of war, the Japanese prime minister found, were China's military actions aimed against Taiwan. "The issue of Taiwan for Japan is similar to that of Calais in relations between France and England, or Gibraltar during the Napoleonic wars, or the issue of Iceland or the Azores during World War II. . . . For maritime nations, they are vital lifelines of support." Actually, the problem has been intensified by post-Mao reform. As Soviet Russian reformer Khrushchev's government was legitimated by the Great Patriotic War against Nazi Germany and made opposition to purported military revanchism in an actually democratic and antiwar Germany central to Moscow's expansionism in East Europe, 25 so unfounded concerns about and against a democratic Japan inflame nationalist passions and war potential even for reformers in post-Mao China 26 The Chinese people continually remind themselves of their suffering at the hands of Japanese aggressors, supposedly from 1874-1945, that is, the entire modern era, and swear that it shall never be allowed to happen again, interpreting virtually every Japanese gesture as if Japanese militarism might soon be on the march all over Asia. Japan is treated as inherently evil. Actions premised on such worst case readings readily create security dilemmas because defensive efforts by Tokyo are taken in Beijing to be threats that must be met in a tit-for-tat way. A vicious spiral has been unleashed. Consequently, peace and prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region in the twenty-first century require a major change in Beijing-Tokyo relations, a move toward genuine reconciliation. This large change may be impossible unless China democratizes. Analogous transitions which illuminate what is at stake include initial efforts at democratization in Russia allowing, at least momentarily, an end to Cold War tensions, and, more clearly, post World War II German-French reconciliation after Germany democratized. Prior to Germany's democratization, from Napoleon's invasion of Germany to Hitler's invasion of France, France and Germany were regularly at war with each other. Mistrust, hate, and desires for vengeance suffused the relationship. Only the trust, transparency, and cooperation facilitated by democratization could, over time, reduce the hates and angers that provided the tinder that could be ignited into war by unfortunate incidents and domestically needed maneuvers. So I believe it is with China and Japan. Democratization, and getting past the passions of early democratization, are required for genuine China-Japan reconciliation. As French and Poles both decided to treat the post-Nazi German democracy as not responsible for Nazi crimes, so Chinese will have to change their view of democratic Japan if peace is to prevail.
China Democracy Good – Japan War

That goes nuclear

Lim ‘5  (Robyn, Prof. IR – Nanzan U. in Japan, “Geostrategic Trends in Asia”, 1-6, http://www.icasinc.org/2005/2005l/2005lrxl.html)

For example, the hubris on display in Beijing may lead Russia and Japan to sink their differences in order to align against a "rising" China that threatens them both. It would not be the first time Russia and Japan have resolved their differences, the precedent having been set in the period from 1907 to 1916. Indeed, recent visits by senior Japanese army officers to the Russian Far East would have any old geopolitiker sniffing the breeze.   As noted, the history of Whales 3: Elephants 0 stands as a warning of the difficulties that China faces in managing its "peaceful" rise. It is all starting to look redolent of what happened in Germany early last century when an arrogant and foolish young Kaiser sacked that great helmsman Bismarck. Wanting too much too soon, the Kaiser soon provoked the formation of the very coalition of the flanking powers (France and Russia) that Bismarck had laboured so hard to prevent. That soon led into a disastrous war.   Currently, those advising Deng's successors are said to be studying this history. But are they learning the right lessons? If not, it will be a familiar story of greed, hubris and miscalculation leading to war. And this time with nuclear weapons as part of the equation. 

Ext – China Demo Solves Japan War
Chinese democratization is key to reducing the risk of war with Japan.

Friedman ’00  (Edward, Hawkins Chair Prof. Pol. Sci. – University of Wisconsin, in “What if China Doesn’t Democratize? Implications for War and Peace, Ed. Edward Friedman and Barrett L. McCormick, p. 109)

To be sure, China's military might should not be exaggerated. But, ignoring the regional facts, places where China already is bullying neighbors is also a mistake. Illusions protect war-prone forces. Were China a democracy, there could be voices in a debate calling attention to millennia of Chinese wars of incorporation and expansion. A democratic debate in China might somewhat puncture virtually genetic notions of Japanese evil, Chinese purity, and an aggrieved China as the eternal victim. In a democracy, supporters of China-Japan reconciliation as more important than demands for endless Japanese apologies could ask, "Should Vietnam demand that China apologize and face history for the Ming [dynasty] invasion of Dai Viet in the fifteenth century, when Chinese commanders claimed 7 million killed and that the plains were turned red?" And should China apologize for any of the subsequent Chinese attacks on the Vietnamese state over the next four centuries. What should reparations be? 32 It might be possible in a Chinese democracy to get the viewpoints of China's anxious neighbors into China's policy debate. As in its 1999 view of war in Yugoslavia which brackets Kosovo victims of Serbian policy, Beijing sees no neighbors or minorities as victims of China.

Democratization in China would cool anti-Japanese sentiment.

Friedman ’00  (Edward, Hawkins Chair Prof. Pol. Sci. – University of Wisconsin, in “What if China Doesn’t Democratize? Implications for War and Peace, Ed. Edward Friedman and Barrett L. McCormick, p. 113)

Were China a democracy, its anti-Japan passion might be cooled by the complexities of openness and transparency. Chinese specialists in Japanese history could add to the public debate large facts which Beijing's authoritarian censors suppress. 37 Japanese do not imagine themselves as eternal aggressors against China. Through much of Japanese history, as one Japanese analyst noted, "Japan tried to maintain diplomatic relations with China on an equal basis. China, however, never recognized Japan or any other nation under heaven as an equal, viewing the rest of the world as below itself." 38 That is, much of Japanese history is an attempt to end subordination to China. Chinese are not taught that China's neighbors have historic grievances toward an unwelcome Chinese hegemony.

Only Chinese democratization allows the conditions of stable peaceful Sino-Japanese relations.

Friedman ’00  (Edward, Hawkins Chair Prof. Pol. Sci. – University of Wisconsin, in “What if China Doesn’t Democratize? Implications for War and Peace, Ed. Edward Friedman and Barrett L. McCormick, p. 124)

Both Tokyo and Washington should be committed to full engagement with Beijing, to an equivalent of NATO member Germany's 1969 Ostpolitik. But that enlightened Germany policy that meant to enrich Germany's Communist neighbors and help them appreciate the virtues of peaceful cooperation (engagement) did not prevent the crushing of Solidarity in Poland in 1980 or block an intensification of a second Cold War in the 1970s caused by Brezhnev's militarism. It is worth recalling the tensions in Europe in the early 1980s as Pershing missiles were deployed to match Soviet Russia's SS-20 missiles. Engagement with vigilance has to be a long-term commitment despite nasty bumps along the way. Demagogues in Washington or Beijing could easily derail it. The road to peace and prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region will not be smooth. Growth will not by itself reverse the nasty chauvinistic dynamics pulsating in China. American policymakers, if they wish to preserve peace and prosperity, will have to face up to the real dangers that lie within resurgent Chinese anti-Japanese, Sinocentric chauvinism. Yet outsiders cannot change China. Only Chinese can do that. Only with a democratization of China by Chinese can Chinese develop the critical self-understanding that can facilitate a reimagining of Japan, thereby creating a peace-oriented foundation for genuine China-Japan reconciliation.

Impact – East Asian Stability
Relations key to Northeast Asian stability.

Yonhap ‘8  (“Lee sends congratulatory message to new Japanese leader”, 9-25, L/N)

President Lee Myung-bak on Wednesday sent a congratulatory message to Japan's new Prime Minister Taro Aso, saying that future-oriented development of relations between South Korea and Japan is essential to prosperity and stability in Northeast Asia.  Aso, the president of the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, was elected as Japan's new prime minister at the Diet on Wednesday, replacing Yasuo Fukuda.  "I wish South Korea and Japan would further improve their neighborhood relations following the election of Aso as the new Japanese prime minister," Lee said in the message.  "Bilateral relations must be developed in a future-oriented direction and with history in mind. That will be essential to the stability and prosperity of Northeast Asia," said Lee.

Relations are still cool. Maintaining positive ties is vital to regional stability.

Japan Times ‘8  (“Warming up Tokyo-Seoul ties”, 4-24, L/N)

Although Japan and South Korea need to carefully manage their relationship, the joint press statement shows that both countries are determined to warm up a relationship that grew cool when Mr. Koizumi and Mr. Roh were in office.  The chilly ties were partly caused by then-Prime Minister Koizumi's repeated visits to Yasukuni Shrine, Japan's war shrine, and President Roh's harsh attitude toward the so-called historical issues and the territorial issue over Takeshima (Dokdo in Korean). Mr. Roh's conciliatory attitude toward North Korea and policy of distancing his country from both Japan and the United States also cooled South Korea's relationship with Japan and the U.S.   In his first overseas trip since taking office in February, Mr. Lee first went to the United States to hold talks with U.S. President George W. Bush. In his talks in Camp David, the presidential retreat, Mr. Lee and Mr. Bush agreed to scrap plans that would have withdrawn 3,500 U.S. troops from South Korea by the end of this year.  President Lee then came to Japan, where he and Mr. Fukuda agreed to deepen bilateral cooperation between Japan and South Korea, and trilateral cooperation among Japan, South Korea and the U.S. to bring about denuclearization of North Korea and normalization of the North's relationship with Japan and the U.S. In particular, the two leaders agreed on the necessity of the North making a complete and accurate declaration of its nuclear programs. Japan and South Korea, however, still need to minimize differences in their perception of the threat posed by the North's nuclear programs.  In addition, President Lee also offered to cooperate in solving the issue of North Korea's abduction of Japanese citizens, and he and Prime Minister Fukuda agreed that their countries plus the  U.S. should exchange opinions and expand cooperation on a wide range of international issues. Furthermore, it was decided that Japan and South Korea would closely cooperate and participate in efforts to create a post-Kyoto Protocol framework to fight global warming in and after 2013.  Japan, South Korea and China will also hold a meeting in Japan this year to bolster cooperation on pressing issues in Northeast Asia. North Korea's nuclear development is the most serious diplomatic issue Japan and South Korea face. Since China serves as the chair of the six-party talks, it is reasonable for Tokyo and Seoul to seek closer cooperation with Beijing in resolving the North Korean nuclear problem.  In their meeting, Mr. Fukuda and Mr. Lee avoided substantive discussions on bilateral historical issues. After the meeting, Mr. Lee said that although the South Koreans cannot forget "past history," it should not hinder bilateral efforts oriented toward the future. But the Japanese government and people should not use his statement as an excuse to disregard South Korea's perception of history. In this sense, pushing the second round of joint history studies by scholars from both countries, an item mentioned by the press statement, is important.  In discussions focused on bilateral economic ties, the two leaders agreed to open working-level talks in June to resume negotiations for signing an economic partnership agreement. The EPA faces strong opposition in both Japan and South Korea, but despite expected difficulties in the EPA talks, it was agreed that experts from both countries will launch joint research programs on international politics and economics. It is hoped that they will facilitate bilateral cooperation in tackling international issues.  Mr. Fukuda and Mr. Lee also agreed to double the maximum annual number of youths participating in the bilateral working holiday system to 7,200 from each side in 2009, and increase the figure to 10,000 by 2012. This meaningful approach will accelerate grassroots exchanges between the two countries and deepen mutual understanding.  Given how close Japan and South Korea are geographically and the need for bilateral cooperation to improve regional stability, frequent meetings between Japanese and South Korean leaders are indispensable. Mr. Lee's visit to Japan and Mr. Fukuda's reciprocal trip to South Korea in the latter half of this year will help to reinvigorate bilateral dialogue.

Impact – East Asian Stability

Key to East Asian stability.

JEN ‘7  (Japan Economic Newswire, “Fukuda seeks Roh's help on N. Korean abductions, better two-way ties”, 9-28, L/N)

Japan's new Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda, in a telephone conversation on Friday, asked for South Korean President Roh Moo Hyun's cooperation on pressing North Korea to resolve its past abductions of Japanese nationals, the premier said.  In the 15-minute phone call, their first since Fukuda officially took office Wednesday, the two leaders agreed to closely cooperate in furthering "future-oriented" bilateral ties and both expressed hopes to meet at the East Asia Summit slated for late November in Singapore, Japanese Foreign Ministry officials said.  "I am convinced that further developing friendly and cooperative relations between Japan and South Korea will lead to the stability and prosperity of East Asia and the rest of the world," Fukuda was quoted as telling Roh.

Japan-ROK relations key to stability, solves asymmetric threats.

Pasicolan and Hwang ‘2  (Paolo and Balbina, Policy Analysts, Asian Studies Center – Heritage Foundation, Backgrounder #1607, “The Vital Role of Alliances in the Global War on Terrorism”, 10-24, http://www.heritage.org/Research/HomelandSecurity/bg1607.cfm)

Strengthen relations among U.S. alliance partners. The future of stability and prosperity in Asia will continue to depend on the structure of alliances that exists between the United States and key players in the region, such as Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Nevertheless, the United States should not rely solely on its formal bilateral relationships. Rather, it should work to broaden this network by pursuing a hub-and-spokes system of alliances. It should encourage the strengthening of relations between and among its varied allied partners. For example, Japan and South Korea should be encouraged to cooperate with each other, as should Japan and Australia, and Australia and South Korea. Such a networked system is the only reliable weapon with which the United States and its allies can successfully deter or do battle with the asymmetric threats of the future.

Relations key to East Asian stability.

Jiji Press Ticker Service ‘5  (“ROK Envoy Pins Hopes on Aso-Ban Meeting”, 11-1, L/N)

Ra pointed out that there are "weighty" history issues lying between South Korea and Japan, including those regarding Yasukuni Shrine, a war-related Tokyo shrine that honors Japanese Class-A war criminals among the war dead.  But he also indicated the importance of the two countries building future-oriented relations.  In reply, Aso said he will strive to help improve bilateral relations. It is necessary for Japan and South Korea to have friendly ties for the stability of East Asia.  Relations between Japan and South Korea have been deteriorating due to Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's repeated visits to Yasukuni Shrine, which is regarded as a symbol of Japan's past militarism by its Asian neighbors such as South Korea and China.

Solves stability.

Nikkei Weekly ‘5  (“Experts debate forging community in Northeast Asia”, 9-12, L/N)

Ahn also said that cooperation between Japan and South Korea, both of which have nurtured democratic civil societies, would be crucial to promote the stability and prosperity of the Northeast Asian region. The professor called on Japan to demonstrate leadership in the matter, saying Tokyo can take the first step in this direction by offering concessions on the farm product trade issue, over which bilateral FTA negotiations have become deadlocked.

*** US/SOUTH KOREAN RELATIONS

US/South Korean Relations Answers

-- Turn – burden-sharing – plan boosts ROK defense spending, key to balanced cooperation – that’s Bandow. Vital to overall relations.

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf)

Cutting the U.S. security commitment to South Korea does not mean ending close cooperation and friendship between the two countries. Intelligence sharing and port access rights would be beneficial for both nations. Depending on the direction inter- Korean relations take, the ROK might become interested in cooperating with Washington in developing a missile defense and possibly nuclear weapons. Cultural ties between the two states would remain strong. Family and friends span the Pacific, as a result of the millions of Americans who have served in South Korea and the hundreds of thousands of Koreans who have immigrated to America. More than 1.2 million Americans identified themselves as Korean in the 2000 census.117 Indeed, Americans are likely to receive a warmer welcome if our fractious military relationship is replaced by one based on commerce. An equal, cooperative relationship between the governments is more likely once the ROK is no longer dependent on America for its defense. Finally, economic ties will remain strong after an American troop withdrawal. Korea is America’s seventh largest trading partner, with two-way trade totaling $57.4 billion in 2001.118 An obvious step forward would be a free trade agreement. In May 2001, even before congressional approval of President Bush’s Trade Promotion Authority, Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont.), then chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, introduced legislation authorizing the U.S. Trade Representative to negotiate such an agreement.119 The ROK has already inked a trade accord with Chile and is discussing the possibility of doing so with Japan.120 Investment flows both ways. The United States is a leading source of foreign direct investment in South Korea. At the same time, total Korean investment in America rose above $3.1 billion, 40 percent of the ROK’s total. The United States competes with China as the leading destination for Korean overseas investment and is ahead of all other nations.121 That trend is likely to continue as South Korean businesses grow in size, expertise, and resources. In sum, South Koreans have built a vital, powerful, and growing nation. The best way for America and the ROK to achieve the sort of “equal” relationship desired by so many Koreans is to eliminate the ROK’s status as an American defense protectorate. 

-- Plan solves anti-Americanism that will collapse relations –key to sustainable cooperation

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. 322)

*Note – USFK = United States Forces, Korea

Such a major overhaul of the alliance would be a positive development in bridging the current divide in the US-South Korea alliance. For both Seoul and Washington, the dramatic scaling down of the USFK and the termination of the CFC would help to defuse a dangerous and growing anti-American nationalism in South Korea and would deny North Korea important points of contention that it has manipulated to win sympathy in South Korea. If the result of the earlier ‘separation’ of the United States and the Philippines is a useful indicator, the ‘strategic distancing’ being contemplated could have a salutary effect on the long-term bilateral relationship as less familiarity and intimacy seem to foster more respect and better cooperation on common security concerns. 

US/South Korean Relations Answers

Increasing ROK defense spending is key to interoperability – relations will collapse without it

Treverton 3 (Gregory F., Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Center for Terrorism Risk Management Policy, “Bridging the ‘Open Water’ in the US-South Korea Military Alliance”, Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, XV(2), Fall, p. 173-174, 176)

Near - Term Challenges: Pulling Together on Strategy and Policy In the near-term, ROK and US officials will need to continue their efforts to put relations between the two countries back on track: • Reaffirming and elaborating or refining, at the strategic level, common interests and values, and threat perceptions. At the same time, leaders of the two nations will need to undertake the hard work of developing a shared perception of the threat and a better understanding of how each side evaluates the tradeoffs associated with various policy options, especially with respect to North Korea. The goal of this dialogue over North Korea is not easily ‘captured in a bumper sticker’ but its essence is combining peacetime deterrence and persuasion—containing North Korea’s most threatening excesses while also seeking to draw it out diplomatically. • Establishing, at the strategic and operational level, a set of shared objectives for dealing with Northeast Asian security that might have a cautionary impact on North Korea. Four such objectives that might serve as the basis for a joint approach are: (1) peacetime deterrence and containment of North Korea; (2) crisis stability or, failing that, crisis escalation dominance; (3) early termination of conflict with minimal loss of life; and (4) prevailing in conflict. These objectives each can be decomposed into a set of operational tasks and military capabilities that should be the focus of near-term US and ROK enhancements of military capability. • Budgeting and programming for the beginning of a real transformation of the ROK military. For ROK and US forces to operate together in the future, especially in the face of America’s overall transformation effort and the $11 billion committed to improve USFK capabilities over the next three years, the ROK will need to begin investing in a broad range of capabilities that can improve its ability to support the broader shared strategic and operational objectives. These include C3ISR (command, control and communications, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance), as well as strike capabilities and long-range fires that can quickly neutralize North Korean artillery, and enable operational maneuver by fires. 

[CONTINUES]

Ultimately, however, the long-term vigor and viability of the alliance will hinge on the breadth and depth of the overall alignment of ROK and US values, interests, and policies, and sympathetic bonds between the two governments, militaries, and populations. Alliances are like bridges or other pieces of major infrastructure. They are easily taken for granted, and if untended, there may be little visible effect for a long time. They will fall into disrepair without anyone much noticing, but then risk collapsing when they are put under stress. Put simply, success in anticipating and meeting the future challenges and looming uncertainties in Northeast Asia necessitate that South Korea and the United States continue to harmonize their diplomatic, economic, and security policies—and in the process to dramatically reshape their alliances—while explaining to their own publics why that reshaped alliance continues to be vital. Otherwise, anti-American sentiment in Korea will continue to grow, and so too will the American backlash to them. Unlike bridges, alliances are not just human creations but ongoing human activities in which language, sentiment, and reaction play a critical role. 

-- Conflict turns this

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 35-36)

Even if the military action remained limited and did not escalate to full- scale war, the alliance would be dead. The perception that South Koreans died because the United States acted against the wishes of the ROK government would create a divisive, and probably decisive, split between Seoul and Wash​ington. North Korea's siren song of the two Koreas uniting against America would sound more plausible if Washington initiated a conflict that left Seoul in rubble: for instance, in January 2003 the North declared that the two Ko​reas should "pool their efforts and condemn and frustrate the U.S. nuclear pol​icy for aggression."23°

US/South Korean Relations Answers
-- Alliance collapse inevitable – multiple reasons

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment”, Parameters, 33, Summer, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/PARAMETERS/03summer/bandow%20.pdf)

The United States established a permanent troop presence in the Korean peninsula with the onset of the Korean War. But changing perceptions of the threat posed by the North, combined with increasing national self-confidence in South Korea, are challenging bilateral relations. South Korean frustrations are not new, but they have gained greater force than ever before. Explains Kim Sung-han of the Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, “Anti-Americanism is getting intense. It used to be widespread and not so deep. Now it’s getting widespread and deep.”9 Although polls show that a majority of South Koreans still supports the US troop presence, a majority also pronounces its dislike of America. Some Americans hope that the sentiments will recede and everything will go back to normal. However, the generation grateful for American aid in the Korean War is passing from the scene. Younger people associate the United States more with US support for various military regimes and the indignities (and tragedies) of a foreign troop presence. Policy differences between Seoul and Washington also will likely worsen as the nuclear crisis proceeds. In late January, President Kim Dae-jung offered veiled criticism of the United States: “Sometimes we need to talk to the other party, even if we dislike the other party.”10 At the same time, Washington was pushing the issue toward the UN Security Council, which, in Seoul’s view, would short-circuit the diplomatic process. Shortly thereafter the Bush Administration pointedly observed that military action remained an option, generating a near hysterical response from Seoul. Indeed, Roh Moo-hyun, who once called for the withdrawal of US forces, ran on an explicit peace platform that sharply diverged from US policy: “We have to choose between war and peace,” he told one rally.11 He owes his narrow election victory to rising popular antagonism against the United States and particularly the presence of American troops. Of course, he later tried to moderate his position and called for strengthening the alliance. Yet he complained that “so far, all changes in the size of US troop strength here have been determined by the United States based on its strategic consideration, without South Korea’s consent.”12 Moreover, proposed “reforms” of the relationship—adjusting the Status of Forces Agreement, moving America’s Yongsan base out of Seoul, withdrawing a small unit or two, changing the joint command (which envisions an American general commanding Korean troops in war)—are mere Band-Aids. President Roh has called for a more “equal” relationship and promised not to “kowtow” to Washington. 13 But the relationship between the two countries will never be equal so long as South Korea is dependent on Washington for its defense. The United States cannot be expected to risk war on another nation’s terms. 

A2: Consultation Link

-- Empirically denied

Forrester 7 (Jason W., Visiting Fellow – CSIS International Security Program and M.A.L.D. – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship”, CSIS Report, May, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf)

Most interlocutors affirmed that the U.S. military presence in South Korea should be maintained. A number of congressional staff members expressed concerns that the Rumsfeld-led Pentagon14 had cut U.S. forces in South Korea without sufficient consultation with ROK officials. In the words of one Democratic source: “The Congress has basically left military/realignment issues up to the Pentagon, and it is not a big focus of discussion on the Hill. Congress would have oversight over any realignment arrangement but would not legislatively enshrine it.” 
A2: Alliance Good – Asian War

-- Alliance doesn’t stop Asian war

Bandow 8 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the U.S.-Korea Alliance”, National Interest, 6-9, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=17812)

The pro-alliance mantra includes promoting regional stability, but the contention that East Asia would dissolve into chaos and war without Uncle Sam’s restraining hand is both arrogant and presumptuous. Everyone in the region has an interest in preserving peace and promoting prosperity. North Korea remains a problem state but the threat of war on the Korean peninsula has diminished dramatically; the result of the recent Taiwanese election has moderated fears about potential conflict in the Taiwan Strait. Beyond these two cases, there are no obvious bilateral controversies with much likelihood of flaring into violence. 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. America’s interests would be best served by the development of a regional balance of power, in which friendly nations act to protect their own interests and constrain the PRC. In 1950 the ROK would have been swallowed had the United States not intervened. In the early succeeding years South Korea could not have defended itself. But those days are long over. So it is with other countries in the region. Japan is the second-ranking economic power on earth. Australia has taken an active military role in Southeast Asia and the south Pacific. Vietnam has developed a friendly relationship with the United States. India’s political influence and military forces now reach into Southeast Asia. All of this makes for a more-complicated world, but also almost certainly a safer one for America. Yet Washington is locked in the past. We are told that U.S. troops must remain in South Korea to defend that nation from ever-diminishing threats, threats which the ROK is capable of handling. As the world changes, so should American security commitments and military deployments. Much of Washington’s global security structure is outdated. Nowhere is that more obvious than on the Korean peninsula. The only way to create a “twenty-first century strategic alliance” with the South is to end today’s outmoded twentieth-century alliance.
-- Alliance doesn’t prevent any credible scenario for Asian war

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment”, Parameters, 33, Summer, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/PARAMETERS/03summer/bandow%20.pdf)

Advocates of a permanent US occupation talk grandly of regional stability. However, it would be a miraculous coincidence if a commitment forged in the Cold War and created to deter a ground invasion from a contiguous neighbor turned out to be the perfect arrangement to meet completely different contingencies in a completely different security environment. In fact, there are no secondary “dual-use” functions for America’s soldiers to perform. For instance, US and Chinese interests might eventually collide, but America’s deployments in Korea would provide little value in that scenario. No US administration would initiate a ground invasion against the PRC. And South Korea, like Japan for that matter, is unlikely to allow itself to become the staging ground for such a conflict. To do so would turn itself into China’s permanent enemy. Containing a resurgent Tokyo is an even more fanciful role. The greatest threats to regional stability are internal—insurgency and corruption in the Philippines, democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma, economic, ethnic, nationalistic, and religious division in Indonesia. But they impinge no vital American interests and are not susceptible to solution by the US military.18 Even more distant are “such transnational threats as terrorism, piracy, drug- trafficking, and infectious diseases,” cited in a recent article by Marine Corps Lieutenant Colonel Carl Haselden.19 What, one wonders, would troops in Korea do to combat AIDS? In sum, without any connection to the larger Cold War and global hegemonic struggle, Korea is relatively unimportant to the United States. So some American policymakers make an entirely different argument: outposts in the ROK allow the United States to base soldiers overseas at someone else’s cost. But such security guarantees require Washington to create additional units, a cost that America’s allies do not cover.20 Moreover, friendly states are not likely to long accept a foreign occupation carried out solely to save money for Americans. 

A2: Alliance Good – Taiwan War

South Korea won’t help in a Taiwan crisis

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 5)

What some Washington policymakers really hope to do is encircle and contain China. As noted earlier, some South Koreans desire a continued U.S. presence to deter Japanese aggression (which is about as likely as an invasion from Mars) or Chinese pressure (economic influence is inevitable, while mili​tary invasion is hardly imaginable), but America has little cause to station a permanent garrison in East Asia to protect a small client state from such un​likely threats—which are of little concern to Washington in any case. Instead, the United States is interested in permanent bases for use in other, more likely contingencies, such as a Sino-American conflict over Taiwan. However, offi​cials in Seoul respond with horror when questioned about their potential in​volvement in such a conflict: they have no interest in turning their nation into a permanent enemy of China over an issue about which they have no concern. Yet they cannot expect Washington to promise to make war only on their terms.

A2: Alliance Good – Regional Intervention

-- U.S. won’t use the alliance for regional intervention – and it fails

Bandow 5 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Seoul Searching”, National Interest, Fall, Lexis)

In response, some supporters of America's position in South Korea suggest using forces stationed there to intervene in local conflicts and civil wars. However, a commitment to defend "stability" in East Asia implies a willingness to intervene in a score of local conflicts revolving around border disputes, ethnic divisions and other parochial squabbles. Of course, Washington refused to use force against Indonesia over East Timor; it is not likely to intervene in inter-communal strife in the Moluccas or independence demands in Aceh or Irian Jaya. The greatest threats to regional stability come from within weak if not outright failed states: insurgency and corruption in the Philippines, democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma, economic, ethnic, nationalistic and religious division in Indonesia. Most of these problems are not susceptible to solution via U.S. military intervention--nor is it clear why the Mutual Defense Pact between Seoul and Washington is required.

A2: Alliance Good – Heg

-- Alliance isn’t key to heg

Bandow 98 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Free Rider: South Korea’s Dual Dependence on America”, Cato Policy Analysis, 308, 5-19, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-308.html)

Such an adjustment would not be a retreat to "isolationism," the usual term of opprobrium thrown at anyone who advocates the slightest change in America's current foreign policy.(98) The United States would retain interests in East Asia sufficient to warrant a continuing active cultural, economic, and political role. Militarily, the United States would retain a mid-Pacific presence with the capability of intervening in East Asia to thwart a hegemonic power, if necessary.(99)
-- Stronger South Korea would fill-in – solves the impact

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 130-131)

William Cohen worries that a conventional pull-out from South Korea would spark Japan to develop nuclear weapons.53 This suggests a long, dubious daisy chain of events. Moreover, the end result, as discussed earlier, is still likely to be better than the alternative of American involvement in a regional con‑ frontation involving North Korea, or even worse, the People's Republic of China. If Washington backs away from defending Japan and the ROK, worries Haselden, "a power vacuum" might ensue, and "the instability between nations with combined strong economies and militaries could lead to an arms race having detrimental effects on regional stability and the global economy."54 In fact, this was a constant refrain before the collapse of the Soviet Union. Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke went so far as to contend that the loss of Korea "would be the end of our position in the entire Pacific."55 Ambassador William Gleysteen Jr. said the alliance contributes "importantly to the regional balance of power."56 Similarly, Heritage Foundation president Edwin Feulner once called the Mutual Defense Treaty "a linchpin for stability in the entire Northeast Asian region."57 In 1990 Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney warned that a U.S. with​drawal would be followed by a vacuum. As a result, "There almost surely would be a series of destabilizing regional arms races, an increase in regional tensions, and possibly confiict."58 In early 1995 the Department of Defense made much the same pitch, promising to maintain the alliance "even after the North Korean threat passes . .. in the interest of regional security."59 Yet in 1997, when no one was questioning the U.S. commitment, mili​tary analyst Michael Klare reported: "Throughout East Asia, countries are spending more on their military forces, making this the only region in the world where military expenditures have been rising since the end of the Cold War."6° The regional economic crisis, not the American military commitment, temporarily reversed this process. In any case, it is difficult to develop a scenario involving real war between real countries, with or without an arms race: no general East Asian conflict seems to be threatening to break out. The region is no longer the focus of global hegemonic competition. All of the major regional powers benefit from peace; none has significant and growing differences with other major powers. Potential sources of discord are mostly within small states—Burma, Cambo​dia, and the Philippines, in particular. (The only major state with serious in​ternal instability is Indonesia.) The United States might have been the key to regional stability 40, 30, and even 20 years ago. That it was the key 10 years ago is doubtful and that it is the key today is very unlikely. In the end, the issue again seems to come down to the ROK's preference to free-ride on the United States. For instance, Kim Sung-han of IFANS com​plains about a "vacuum" in the absence of American troops, which might force the ROK and then Japan to develop nuclear weapons.6' Perhaps. But even if regional political frictions increased, a stronger ROK and Japan would help contain, not exacerbate, those problems. Both countries would be forces for regional stability, not disruption. Nor is it clear how unexplained regional "instability," as opposed to wide​spread conflict, would harm the global economy. Only if the nations through​out East Asia essentially collapsed would there be substantial harm to America and other countries, and, again, it is hard to build a plausible scenario leading to such a result. Moreover, subsidizing the defense of populous and prosperous allies involves a substantial redistribution of wealth from Americans to, in this case, Koreans. Their economy may gain from that process; not so ours, which bears the added military burden. The end of America's defense commitment to the ROK would not termi​nate U.S. influence in the region. With the world's largest and most produc​tive economy and dominant culture, a stable constitutional system and attractive entrepreneurial environment, and the globe's most powerful mili​tary, America would remain influential. A willingness to station an infantry di​vision that has little practical to do in Northeast Asia is unlikely to augment Washington's authority. 
A2: Alliance Good – Balances China

-- Alliance doesn’t balance China

Kang 9 (David, Associate Professor of Government – Dartmouth College, “Between Balancing and Bandwagoning: South Korea's Response to China”, Journal of East Asian Studies, 1-1, Lexis)
Yet South Korea has drawn closer to China over the past two decades, not farther away. Furthermore, South Korea has had increasing friction with Japan, a capitalist democracy that shares an alliance with the United States. Indeed, South Korea appears more worried about potential Japanese militarization than it is worried about actual Chinese militarization. Although the US-ROK alliance remains strong, the key point for this article is that the alliance is not a balancing alliance against China, and the recent adjustments in the alliance were neither aimed at nor the result of China. In sum, there is little evidence that South Korea will attempt to balance China, and even less evidence that South Korea fears China.

-- Won’t stop China’s rise

Kang 9 (David, Associate Professor of Government – Dartmouth College, “Between Balancing and Bandwagoning: South Korea's Response to China”, Journal of East Asian Studies, 1-1, Lexis)
However, the US-ROK alliance is directed more fundamentally to the North and to other contingencies, and the alliance is not a balancing exercise against China. Furthermore, there appears little evidence that the alliance has changed to accommodate rising Chinese power, and agreements on out-of-area operations do not appear to relate to China. The military aspect of the alliance has undergone fairly major changes in the past few years; but this was driven by US out-of-area needs (particularly the "war on terror") and South Korean domestic considerations, not China. The two allies signed a base-restructuring agreement that includes the return of over sixty US camps to the South Koreans, as well as the relocation of the US Army headquarters from downtown Seoul to the countryside. By 2012, wartime operational control will return to South Korea, and the United States is reducing its South Korean deployments from 37,000 to 25,000 troops (US Department of Defense 2000). US power on the peninsula is thus actually decreasing,    and as a result, it has been noted that "the U.S. will emphasize the ROK's primary leading role in defending itself. Physically, the U.S. seems not to have sufficient augmentation forces, especially ground troops" (Choi and Park 2007, 18).

A2: Alliance Good – Econ

-- South Korea isn’t key to the U.S. economy

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 126)

America's cultural and economic ties with South Korea are valuable, but not critical. For instance, two-way trade in 2003 exceeded $60 billion (it peaked at almost $67 billion in 2000), real money but small change for Amer​ica's $10 trillion economy.26 Moreover, notes Stephen W. Bosworth, dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University, "The relative weights of the United States and South Korea in the increasingly global economic interests of the other are shrinking in relative terms."27 

-- No impact – even in the worst-case scenario

Bandow 92 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The U.S.-South Korean Alliance, p. 4)

The belief that the Republic of Korea (ROK) is vital to America's security is more a product of obsolete Cold War assumptions combined with an emotional commitment resulting from the sacri​fice of American blood and treasure during the Korean War than it is a rational assessment of current U.S. security interests or re​quirements. Neither South Korea's economic nor strategic impor​tance to the United States is sufficient to justify the costs and risks entailed by Washington's security commitment, especially the con​tinued presence of U.S. forces on the peninsula.

True, the ROK is a significant trading partner; U.S.–South Ko​rean trade came to nearly $32 billion in 1988.5 Disruption of that commerce would be costly and unpleasant, but even a worst-case scenario involving the total loss of trade with South Korea would hardly devastate America's $5.5 trillion-a-year economy.

-- No chance of complete trade disruption

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. 57)

Although economic ties are among the strongest aspects of the existing relationship between America and the ROK, Washington's security promise provides the United States with no tangible eco​nomic advantages. After all, U.S.-South Korean trade is valuable but not critical, accounting for about 3 percent of America's total trade and only a bit more than one-half a percent of its gross domestic product. Bilateral trade would be affected by the removal of U.S. troops only if the ROK was overrun, an exceedingly unlikely pros​pect for a nation so much more advanced than its adversary.

A2: Alliance Good – South Korean FDI

-- Foreign investment effect is tiny – stability outweighs

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)

A third pro-argument says that we need to consider the stabilizing effect on the economy by hosting American forces. The scenario of U.S. troops leaving South Korea will discourage foreign investors, and will likely spawn economic instability, including the slide of Korea's credit standing abroad.  According to a 2003 internal report by the Federation of Korean Industries (FKI), the presence of U.S. troops offers 1.2 percent of an economic stabilizing effect on the Korean economy. However, this is in essence more of a psychological factor. This concern can be eased depending on how South Korea will deal with the very uneasy feeling resulting from a U.S. troop withdrawal. On the other hand, if a peaceful regime is established by the time of a U.S. troop departure, it will dispel the same anxiety and Korea's credit standing abroad will instead rise.

-- Korean economy resilient

SNS 9 (States News Service, “Korea's Economic Recovery Well Noted Internationally”, 9-11, Lexis)


The Korean economy recorded the highest level of GDP growth out of all OECD members in the second quarter. Leading economic dailies are closely monitoring the Asia's fourth largest economy.  Asia Times Online said in a Sep. 11 story "South Korea shows recovery skills" that the Korean economy, which had shown fast regenerative ability in the wake of the 1997-98 Asia financial crisis, grew 2.6 percent in the second quarter of 2009, outperforming an earlier estimate of 2.3 percent.   July saw the first increase in industrial production in 10 months, following the second quarter's phenomenal 8.2% growth over the first quarter in manufacturing production, the online magazine added, referring to data released by Korea's central bank.  Regarding the revision of growth predictions for the Korean economy from earlier this month, Kwon Young Sun, a Hong Kong-based economist at Nomura Holdings Inc. said to Bloomberg, "The revision shows private demand is actually picking up, and growth is not just driven by government support ... I believe the current upswing will continue as there's room for more factory output amid lean inventory."  Korea's Ministry of Strategy and Finance reported on Sep. 2 that the international ratings agency Fitch had revised Korea's sovereign rating outlook from "Negative" to "Stable."  "South Korea's sovereign credit fundamentals have regained ground against the 'A' peer group, warranting an outlook revision to stable,'" Fitch's director for Asia sovereigns, Ai Ling Ngiam, wrote in the statement.  Korea's finance ministry expected that the revised outlook would bring more favorable foreign borrowing conditions to domestic financial institutions, positively affect credit ratings or ratings outlooks of domestic financial institutions, and improve foreign investor sentiment, which in turn would positively influence Korea's stock and bond markets.  Meanwhile, Reuters looked at the latest decision on Korean financial market's key rates announced by the governor of the Bank of Korea. It reported on Sep. 10 that Korea's could be one of the first major central banks to shift toward credit tightening, pointing out the governor's remarks that the central bank might raise interest rates in the near future.  "The remarks, made after his bank left the policy rate unchanged as expected at a record low of 2.0 percent for the seventh straight month, surprised many analysts who had said the central bank would not be able to resist domestic and global pressure to keep policy stimulus intact for quite some time," the Reuters said.  There have been a good many analyses and forecasts about Korea's economy since August.  Early in August, the International Monetary Fund raised Korea's growth forecast for 2009. The organization said Korea's economy would contract by 1.8 percent for the year, which is a sharp turnaround from the July estimate of a 3 percent contraction. The IMF attributed the revision to the Korean government's timely fiscal policies and the massive foreign exchange reserves set aside by Seoul through international swap deals.  The IMF further gave an assessment of Korea's housing market on Aug. 27. It said that a sharp rise in Korea's housing prices since the foreign exchange crisis in the late 1990s was not abnormal and in line with the fundamentals of the Korean economy. It added it had looked at Korea's housing prices based upon disposable income levels and growth in the country's workforce.  Nomura International Limited said in a research note released to Reuters on Sep. 10 that it was upgrading its forecast for South Korea's gross domestic product this year to zero growth from a previous prediction of a 1 percent decline.  The Wall Street Journal quoted the International Energy Agency (IEA) on Sep. 10 as saying that South Korea could well be the only large country in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development to avoid recession this year as its fiscal stimulus package has taken effect, boosting industrial production. The IEA said in a monthly report that the Korean economy had continued to show remarkable resilience and looked set to expand without interruption through all of 2009, according to WSJ.
A2: Alliance Good – Disease / Piracy

-- Alliance doesn’t stop it

Bandow 5 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Seoul Searching”, National Interest, Fall, Lexis)

Advocates also fall back on a familiar litany of transnational threats such as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking and infectious diseases to justify the continued existence of the alliance. One wonders, however, how stationing troops in Korea helps to combat the spread of AIDS, or whether the Air Force is preparing to bomb opium fields in Burma. Piracy is a major problem, but not only is there no reason that the regional powers--including South Korea, Singapore, Australia, Japan and Indonesia--cannot deploy more ships and other assets to cope with this threat, U.S. ground forces based in Korea cannot patrol the Malacca Strait. Terrorism, meanwhile, is best combated by accurate intelligence and special forces, not thousands of conventional forces configured to repel a land assault.

A2: Alliance Good – Immigration

-- Immigration will continue without the alliance

Kang 6 (David, Associate Professor of Government – Dartmouth College, “The Cause of Strife in the U.S.-ROK Alliance”, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs Journal, Summer, 30 Fletcher F. World Aff. 23, Lexis)


In order to find the best path forward for the United States and Korea, policymakers in both countries need to focus on the real issues. In this essay, I argue that although South Korea desires to remain a firm ally of the United States, the two countries' interests in the region are diverging. The U.S.-ROK relationship comprises much more than just the military alliance. Extensive economic ties, cultural flows, and immigration will endure regardless of what form the alliance takes in the future. Nevertheless, while the more apocalyptic concern about the end of the U.S.-ROK alliance is far-fetched, the United States and South Korea must find a new basis for their relationship.

*** DETERRENCE ANSWERS

Deterrence DA Answers

South Korea can deter without the U.S.

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 127)

Moreover, even if the security of the South was vital to the United States, Washington's treaty and troops are not necessary to achieve that end. Nearly a decade ago the Department of Defense declared that "our security relationship with the Republic of Korea continues to be central to the stability of the Ko​rean Peninsula and Northeast Asia, as it has been for over forty years."29 Al​though America's presence probably was central to the maintenance of peace 50 years ago, it is not so today. After all, the raison d'être for Washington's de​fense of the ROK, a weak South Korea vulnerable to communist aggression orchestrated by Beijing or Moscow, has disappeared. That America's presence undoubtedly still helps deter the DPRK from military adventurism does not mean that it is necessary to do so •30 As noted earlier, the South can stand on its own. A recent report from the Center for Strategic and International Stud​ies conceded: "Without U.S. help, South Korea is capable today of defending itself against an invasion from the North."3' An invasion that would be sup​ported by no other nation, and certainly not by the DPRK's old allies, China and Russia. 

Can’t deter North Korea

Bennett 9 (Bruce, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “No Surprise in Failure to Deter N. Korea”, 6-2, Lexis)

North Korea's latest misbehavior highlights an uncomfortable truth: the failure of the United States and the international community to deter North Korean actions.  Unfortunately, this failure was predictable. Deterrence is based on the costs a country perceives it will face versus the benefits it expects to obtain. In this case, it is pretty easy to see why North Korea has not been deterred.  Consider the benefits:   The appearance of power: North Korea's leaders are trying to overcome their appearance of weakness. Kim Jong Il's health has been poor. He allowed the development of markets to help distribute food -- markets that have undermined the regime's ability to control who gets fed. North Korea's recent nuclear test and "space launch," in contrast, make Kim appear empowered. Indeed, in some ways they make North Korea appear to be a peer of the U.S.  Military deterrence: North Korea fears the U.S. and other outside intervention, including military attacks. Demonstrating a capability to launch intercontinental ballistic missiles and detonate a more powerful nuclear weapon raises North Korean deterrence against outside threats.  Prospect of more aid: North Korea's economy has largely failed and its people go hungry. The missile and nuclear tests provide North Korea with a basis for extorting aid (such as the oil promised in 2007) from its neighbors and the U.S.  New earning possibilities: Contrary to press speculation, Kim really does want a space-launch capability (largely identical to intercontinental missiles). He has seen China sell low-cost space launches to earn hard currency and "acquire" foreign technology. North Korea would like to reap similar benefits.  Diplomatic wiggle room: North Korea has had to give up a little of its nuclear program to get some foreign aid. But Kim is clearly not prepared to forfeit his nukes altogether. Now he can claim that the UN reaction to his space launch is hostile and reset the six-party nuclear talks, seeking new aid.  And consider the costs:  Not a lot: There have been financial sanctions. These affect trade, and North Korea's main trade partner, China, has been reluctant to impose sanctions. So North Korea has paid little cost. Sanctions may actually harm the markets that worry Kim, meaning sanctions could even be viewed as a benefit.

Deterrence fails – miscalc or accidents are more likely
Mitchell 2 (Derek, Senior Fellow and Director of Asian Strategy – Center for Strategic and International Studies, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward A Unified North Korea”, http://www.nautilus.org/DPRKBriefingBook/uspolicy/CSIS-blueprint.pdf)

Unification by war, nevertheless, is still plausible as an outcome. History has shown that war occurs more often through miscalculation or accident during a period of high tension as through cold, rational calculation. A more likely scenario, if Pyongyang is rationally deterred from invasion, is one where limited acts of DPRK violence and brinkmanship escalate out of control. This is particularly possible if Pyongyang reaches a point where the peaceful status quo presents such unbearable losses to it that Kim Jong-il lashes out in a desperate attempt to change or negotiate a new status quo. Characteristics of the unification by war outcome may include: 􀂍 Mass Korean and American civilian casualties, including both Korean and U.S. (and others); large-scale industrial devastation in Seoul and other major urban centers. North Korea in ruins. 􀂍 Potential chemical weapons environment in the South. 􀂍 Massive destruction in Japan due to DPRK missile attack to forestall U.S. and Japanese intervention. 􀂍 ROK or U.S. postwar occupation and administration of former DPRK (rather than humanitarian intervention as in outcome 2). 

Deterrence DA Answers

-- U.S. just gave North Korea unilateral concessions

Lewis 9 (Julie, Staff Writer – SMH, “US, North Korea Nuclear Talks Back on the Table”, Sydney Morning Herald, 11-6, http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/world/us-north-korea-nuclear-talks-back-on-the-table-20091106-i25o.html)

In a shift in policy towards North Korea, the US has agreed to hold two bilateral meetings with North Korea as a carrot to bring the nation back to six-party nuclear disarmament talks, a Seoul academic and long-time observer of North Korea has told the Herald. North Korea's No.2 nuclear negotiator, Ri Gun, hammered out the deal with his US counterparts in New York last month, Professor Kyudok Hong, the dean of the college of social sciences at Sookmyung University, said. But Professor Hong warned that getting North Korea back to the negotiating table was just the start of the process. ''Returning to six-party talks is not the end state,'' he said. North Korea had to give up its nuclear weapons before there could be any improvement in relations with the US or South Korea, he said.

-- Multiple concessions in the past year

GSN 9 (Global Security Newswire, “North Korean Envoy Expected in U.S.”, 10-9, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20091009_5530.php)

Pyongyang has already received energy assistance and diplomatic concessions for its on-again, off-again moves to give up its nuclear ambitions, which have been off again for the better part of a year. The regime has also conducted its second nuclear test and launched several missiles this year.

Deterrence DA Answers

-- Turn – flexible deterrence – 

Plan frees-up nuclear assets for redeployment – boosts global military effectiveness

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. 

Key to overall deterrence

Korea Herald 10 (“Changes to Alliance”, 2-9, Lexis)

At a time when close cooperation is most needed in the efforts to denuclearize North Korea through the six-party talks, South Korea and the United States are entering a sensitive phase of important changes to their six-decade-old military alliance. First of all, the U.S. emphasis on "strategic flexibility" applied to Korea prompts an uncomfortable look into an unpredictable future, with the WMD-armed North Korea falling into an economic catastrophe. The U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review released last week indicated that the Obama administration would develop a more adaptive and flexible U.S. and combined forces posture on the Korean Peninsula to strengthen the alliance's deterrent and defense capabilities.

Deterrence DA Answers

-- QDR and missile defense trigger the link

Shearer 10 (Andrew, Director Of Studies and Senior Research Fellow – Australia's Lowy Institute for International Policy, “Will America Defend Its Asian Allies?”, Wall Street Journal, 2-4, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB100014 24052748704259304575044354072896096.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines)
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton used a visit to Hawaii last month to proclaim that, under the Obama administration, the United States is back in Asia to stay. Yet the fine details of the Pentagon's 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, released this week, may not convince Asian partners that America will retain both the resolve and the capacity to maintain a decisive military edge in the region.  Superficially, there is much in the report that's reassuring. It reinforces the importance of alliances. It commits the U.S. to maintaining a forward military presence in Asia and a strong extended nuclear deterrent, while paying lip-service to the pipedream of a nuclear-free world. It focuses on rising threats in domains such as the oceans, space and cyberspace where—at least until recently—the U.S. has become used to uncontested dominance.  On specific countries, too, the QDR looks solid. Its treatment of China is measured and realistic. It recognizes the growing strategic importance of the Indian Ocean and that India's democratic values and growing military power make it an increasingly valuable strategic partner; likewise with Indonesia. And it is hard to argue against the proposition that the U.S. needs to prevail in the wars it is in: U.S. defeat in Afghanistan or Iraq would send shockwaves through Asia and beyond.  However, the devil is in the details. Commitments to maintain dominant U.S. power-projection capabilities, including new long-range strike and intelligence systems, and to make key facilities less vulnerable to attack are welcome—but there are few details about how this will be done. Welcome, too, is the focus on defeating new weapons that aim to restrict U.S. freedom of action—under development not only by Iran and North Korea but on a much more ambitious scale by Beijing. The report also highlights the importance of missile defense. Yet this does not really jibe with the Obama administration's $1.4 billion cuts to U.S. missile-defense programs. It is difficult to see how all these capabilities will be funded given the other pressing demands on the defense budget.  There are also question marks surrounding how the U.S. is transforming its fighting forces. It makes sense to provide additional helicopters and other resources for U.S. ground forces still battling in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that the U.S. military should be prepared for a broader range of contingencies. Yet there is a risk that downplaying the traditional goal of being able to defeat two major conventional opponents simultaneously in favor of a force optimized for prevailing now in irregular warfare will see America fall short against sophisticated conventional opponents in the future. Asian allies want the U.S. to win the next war too, particularly if it is in their neighborhood.  Then there's the nuclear issue. Recognition in the report that nuclear deterrence will remain a core mission is reassuring, but it will lack credibility should the forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review err by moving to an unequivocal no-first-use doctrine, cutting the U.S. nuclear arsenal below 1,000 warheads or balking from replacing ageing U.S. warheads with a new, safe and reliable design.  America's Asian partners worry too about the rhetoric coming out of the White House, and how that matches up with the promises in the QDR. In its first year the administration leaned too far in the direction of appeasing China, soft-pedaling on human rights and other difficult issues in the hope of securing Beijing's cooperation on global warming and sanctions against Iran. The scales may be dropping from some eyes following Beijing's truculent behavior in Copenhagen and its splenetic reactions to the modest Taiwan arms package and Mr. Obama's deferred intention to meet with the Dalai Lama. But the signals are mixed.  It is hard to square the report's legitimate concern about the "lack of transparency and the nature of China's military development and decision-making processes" with reports that the administration has downgraded China as a U.S. intelligence priority. Any rolling back of U.S. surveillance operations around China's maritime periphery in response to Beijing's bluster should also be of concern to U.S. allies.  An even bigger question, though, is whether the U.S. will be able to afford the force outlined in the report: one capable of conducting stabilization operations when necessary and continuing to keep the peace in Asia into the future. Asian governments are nervous that this time around America's decline is real, and they are hedging in response. Both Australia and South Korea are building up their naval forces, for instance. It is no bad thing for U.S. allies to contribute more to international security, but a fundamental loss of confidence in the durability of American military dominance in Asia would be profoundly destabilizing.  The report will only reassure U.S. allies if they are convinced Washington will deliver on the capabilities it promises and can project power, deter aggression and come to their aid. With little evident appetite in the White House or Congress to rein in rampant domestic spending, pressures on the defense budget will only increase. Asian governments will have little option but to divert resources to acquire more sophisticated weapons. That's not good news for anyone, including America. 

Deterrence DA Answers
Turn – Korean crisis is crushing U.S. global credibility and creating tensions with allies

Bandow, 03 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan (Summer 2003, Doug, Parameters, “Ending the Anachronistic Korea Commitment,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/03summer/bandow.htm)
Given the risks of war and problems with sanctions, negotiations are the obvious place to start. The United States could offer security guarantees, political recognition, and economic aid in exchange for the verifiable termination of the North’s nuclear and missile programs. Some analysts would add demobilization and withdrawal of conventional units from their advanced positions to the agenda. A few even want to include human rights guarantees.

Given the stakes, South Korea and the other neighboring states are likely to insist on being involved in shaping policy. Involving them is in America’s interest. Argues Shi Yinhong, a professor at China’s People’s University, it “is highly doubtful” that Washington alone can end the North’s nuclear ambitions—peacefully, anyway.29

But the United States cannot take the support of regional states for granted. For instance, China could play the most important role in dissuading the North from its nuclear course. Yet so far Beijing has been disinclined to solve what is seen as primarily America’s problem. China lacks the North’s full trust and is suspicious of Washington’s willingness to assert its power globally. Concludes analyst Stephen Richter: “The North Korean crisis is helping to chip away at US credibility in the world, and it is even leading to tensions between the United States and its allies in Asia, such as South Korea and Japan. All that suits China just fine.”30

The key to enlisting China (and Russia) is to convince them that doing so would help them. One tactic would be to tell them “that by failing to support us they put their relations with us at risk,” writes Stephen Sestanovich of the Council on Foreign Relations.31 That might or might not work, but only at great cost, given the many other issues also at stake in those relationships. It would be better to point out the adverse consequences to them, as well as to America, if Pyongyang does not desist.
A2: Invasion DA

Plan won’t affect North Korean perceptions of resolve

Henriksen 3 (Thomas H., Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, “Time to Leave South Korea”, Hoover Policy Review, 3, http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/3057531.html)

Obviously, there are risks. A sudden transformation could cause instability in Asia. North Korea could interpret American withdrawal as a lack of resolve. But this seems unlikely given that an attack across the DMZ, with or without our small Maginot-line force, would be seen as an act of war by Washington, triggering a counterattack and imperiling the Pyongyang regime itself. In one sense, the absence of a U.S. force on the DMZ would make a massive U.S. retaliation easier; otherwise American troops would no doubt be overrun by the world’s fifth-largest army and face the danger of errant friendly fire.

North Korea will never invade – they aren’t stupid

Snyder 7 (Joshua, Professor – Pohang University of Science and Technology, “America’s Entangling East Asian Alliances”, 10-17, http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig8/snyder-joshua3.html)

It could be argued that Kim Jong-il might launch an invasion of the South in order to cement his place in power, after which ruling over a reunified Korea with all the South's resources in his control. But he is no moron, and realizes that there is no Soviet Bloc to support him or even trade with him after such an invasion. An invasion would simply make him the leader of a larger, war-devastated, and even more isolated pariah state. Kim Jong-il has witnessed first-hand the market successes of China and his children have been educated abroad, in Switzerland. While he has a genius for brinkmanship, he realizes that further isolation will only weaken his hold on power, which is why he has been scurrying to further economic cooperation with the South. And even if this North-South cooperation were but a ruse, South Korea has the means to protect itself; its high-tech juggernaut economy is the world's twelfth largest and is forty times larger than that of the North.

No invasion – zero international support

Levkowitz 8 (Dr. Alon – Not Roy, Lecturer at the Department of East Asian Studies – Tel-Aviv University, “The Seventh Withdrawal: Has The US Forces’ Journey Back Home from Korea Begun?”, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, 8(2), p. 143)

The continued wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and possibly the eruption of a new conflict might stretch the capabilities of the US army and lead to an additional withdrawal plan for at least some, if not all, of the remaining US forces in Korea. The geostrategic situation in North-East Asia and in the Korean Peninsula also reinforces the possibility that another withdrawal plan is imminent. The normalization of diplomatic and economic relations between South Korea and Russia and China, veteran allies of North Korea, significantly reduced the tension in the region and actually nullifies the possibility of a surprise North Korean attack, backed by its major allies. The deep and important changes in the inter-Korean relations stemming from the Sunshine Policy will probably continue during President Lee Myung-bak’s term, although in a much more conservative manner, i.e. more critical of North Korean behavior and based more on demand for DPRK reciprocity. These local considerations will affect U.S global plans – regardless of who will be occupying the White House after the next presidential elections. 

A2: Global Spillover Link

-- Plan will be coupled with global reassurances – maintains alliance confidence

Huisken 9 (Dr. Ron, Visiting Fellow – Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University, “North East Asia: A Nuclear Gordian Knot?”, April, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Huisken_NEA_Final.pdf)

To extend this discussion is to engage in speculation. This is rarely helpful, but a peek into the possibilities can usefully illustrate the sensitivities that nuclear diminution and disarmament can expose. It should probably be taken for granted that the termination of END assurances will become a formal part of the DPRK’s negotiating position. This will not necessarily be a show-stopper for Washington, although the US will take particular care to ensure that the arrangements it agrees to on the Korean peninsula will not undermine the confidence of other partners in an alliance relationship with the US. If the US and the ROK are prepared to consider terminating END assurances, it can be expected to be subject to two conditions. Firstly, under its extant negative security assurance, the US undertakes not to use or threaten to use nuclear force against states that do not have nuclear weapons and which do not conduct military operations in association or alliance with a nuclear weapon state. The DPRK has formal security ties with Russia and China, both nuclear weapon states. One condition, therefore, is likely to be that both Russia and China take steps with the DPRK that match the formal withdrawal of END by the US in respect of the ROK. Secondly, it is likely that the US will require that the two Koreas agree to reconfigure and/or redeploy their conventional forces to reduce the risk of short-warning offensives (or surprise attacks), along the lines of the 1989 agreement on conventional forces in Europe. 

Ext – Flexible Deterrence Turn
-- Keeping forces in Korea crushes quick redeployment – plan key a flexible deterrent

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 268)

Third, and most important, U.S. planners believe that American forces may be needed much more elsewhere, especially given the expec​tation of open-ended demands on U.S. forces deployed to Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere in the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia. In this view, American forces must become much more flexible and agile, able to redeploy on very short notice to distant theaters. Under prevailing cir​cumstances, the Second Infantry Division remains a fixed asset, commit​ted exclusively to deterrence and defense on the peninsula. The redeployment and reconfiguration of U.S. forces would enable their transformation into far more mobile combat units geared to a much wider array of prospective contingencies, not simply to peninsular mis​sions. The United States therefore envisions a much less singular U.S. security role in Korea and (very likely) appreciable reductions in the American military presence on the peninsula over the coming decade. Although a reduced U.S. footprint will also reduce public resentment in the ROK of a highly visible U.S. security presence, ROK security planners express growing unease, since they fear that they will be left exposed and ill prepared to deal with future military threats. They also fear that a major withdrawal of U.S. forces will leave South Korea surrounded by more powerful neighboring states.

-- Pentagon will redeploy assets freed up by the plan

Kuzar 6 (Vladimir, “The Pentagon’s Rearrangement”, Defense and Security (Russia), 6-9, Lexis)


The matter of reduction of the US troops in Japan was resolved in May. It had already happened in South Korea from which some units were moved to Guam and Australia. All of that is being done within the framework of the same redeployment. Reducing its military presence in these countries, the Pentagon boosts these countries' responsibility for fulfillment of the tasks stipulated by their commitments as allies. Moreover, all of that permits the Pentagon to concentrate on penetration of other countries - countries like Vietnam and India. An alliance with these countries will give the Americans additional trump cards in the geopolitical games in the Middle East, Central Asia, South Asia, and Southeast Asia. Neither has Washington failed to notice strategic importance of New Delhi as a future counterweight to China in the brave new world. This latter is not something Washington likes to admit in public, but that it is certainly thinking along these lines is clear. Particularly since the relations between New Delhi and Washington have already progressed from the condition of "alienation" to the status of "natural allies" (as the leaders of the two countries proclaimed in 2000). When Bush was visiting New Delhi in March, a great deal was said about how the United States was ready to assist India in boosting its defense potential through supplying vital technologies and potentials this country needed. It was even emphasized that the United States and India would soon sign an accord on mutual back support in preparations for joint exercises and in joint post-catastrophe operations.

Ext – Flexible Deterrence Turn

Flexibility is key to effective deterrence

Shapiro 2 (Jeremy, Research Director – United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution, “United States Air and Space Power in the 21st Century”, Ed. Khalilzad and Shapiro, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1314/MR131 4.pdf)

Buchan presents many conceivable solutions to this dilemma, from eliminating nuclear weapons altogether to incorporating them fully into U.S. warfighting doctrine. Each solution has its individual advantages and disadvantages, but all require the U.S. national military strategy to have the courage of its convictions: If the U.S. military wishes to retain such weapons over the long term, it must make a plausible case that these weapons serve a purpose that justifies the moral indignation they arouse and must ensure that the weapons are well maintained and deployed consistently with their purpose. The clearest role for U.S. nuclear forces is to continue to provide a deterrent force but against a wider variety of threats than during the Cold War. This implies maintaining survivable forces and command and control, a force of almost any reasonable size, and an adequate mix of forces to hedge against technical or operational failures. It also implies de-emphasizing rigid targeting plans aimed at specific adversaries and building flexibility into the force. The second area of stability is access to bases. As David Shlapak’s short history of access issues in Chapter Nine demonstrates, the ability to base assets abroad and to secure overflight rights has always been a critical element of U.S. power projection. Even in the Cold War, with a known adversary and reliable allies on its periphery, basing issues became a critical enabler of USAF actions. This reality reflected the fact that the Cold War was ultimately a global struggle that required the United States to exert influence in a variety of far flung regions. In that struggle, the capacity to project and sustain military power over great distances formed the glue that bound the U.S. alliance structure and therefore became a critical element of U.S. influence in the world. One lesson of that conflict was that a single adversary could capitalize on an increasingly small world to convert an argument over Europe into a global struggle with many fronts. In the future, as information and communication technologies render that world even smaller, a variety of adversaries will effectively perform the same task but in even less-predictable ways. Thus, the capacity to project and sustain military power, and therefore the issue of access, will become still more central to U.S. military power. Indeed, as Shlapak demonstrates, the types of contingencies that are likely to crop up in the next decade or two will most likely occur in areas where the United States faces significant basing uncertainties, particularly the Middle East and East Asia. At the same time, the proliferation of missile and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) technologies has rendered many existing close-in USAF bases less secure. Despite the achievement of staging bombing raids on Yugoslavia from the continental United States during Operation Allied Force in 1999, current technology will not allow the United States to respond to this problem by relying exclusively, or even mainly, on extended range operations from U.S. territory. Rather, the United States needs a diversified portfolio of strategies and relationships that mirrors and expands on its Cold War experience in worldwide struggle. This portfolio would include not only maintaining the current main operating bases overseas but also planning for uncertainty in access by means of flexible deployment and employment plans. 

Capability outweighs structure – plan boosts deterrence

Flake 6 (L. Gordon, Executive Director – Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, “U.S.-South Korean Relations”, CQ Congressional Testimony, 9-27, Lexis)

In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad.

A2: Japan Proliferation
-- U.S. would assure Japan – solves prolif

Halloran 5 (Richard, Former NYT Military Correspondent, “Time for U.S. to Disengage Itself from Korea”, Korea Herald, 2-18, Lexis)
Complete U.S. disengagement would mean:- Walking away from the six-party talks in Beijing, cutting off all communication with Pyongyang, strengthening economic sanctions, and warning North Korea that any military threat to the United States, to U.S. forces in Asia, and to U.S. allies would be met with terrible retribution.  - Withdrawing all U.S. forces from the peninsula and abrogating the U.S.-South Korea mutual security treaty because of rampant anti-Americanism in Seoul, a rising tendency to appease North Korea, and a penchant for blaming the United States for blocking reunification.  On the future of Korea, the United States would tell South Korea and North Korea that they themselves must resolve the question of reconciliation or reunification but not to expect American political or economic help. As the United Nations Command in Seoul would be dissolved, the United Nations would be advised that its Security Council would be responsible for executing whatever policies were decided for Korea.  Elsewhere, the United States would assure the Japanese that the withdrawal applied only to Korea and that it would fulfill all of its security obligations to Japan. In addition, the United States would pledge full support to Japan in dealing with North Korea on the issue of abducted Japanese citizens and would back Japan on whatever economic sanctions it decided to apply to Pyongyang. Similarly, Washington would reassure Taiwan that the United States would continue to meet its obligations to help defend that island nation under the Taiwan Relations Act. The United States would reassure treaty allies in the Philippines, Thailand, and Australia, and friends such as Singapore, that the United States was not pulling out of Asia. Further, the United States would tell the Chinese, who have been hosts of the six-party talks intended to dissuade North Korea from its nuclear ambitions, that the United States would quietly support Beijing's efforts to contain North Korea. Just as the United States does not want North Korean missiles aimed at Okinawa or Hawaii, so the Chinese do not want North Korean nuclear arms facing them across the Yalu River. The consequences of the U.S. disengagement from Korea would be several. Perhaps most telling would be a more intense isolation of Pyongyang from the outside world. That, in turn, might well increase the internal pressures for reform and even a regime change within North Korea. North Korea's economic disasters resulting from mismanagement and natural causes are well known. Now, even though it is a hermit kingdom, hints are leaking out that not all is well politically and that dissent has begun to rumble through Kim Jong-il's government. Perhaps the regime of the "Dear Leader" will collapse of its own misdeeds. An American disengagement from Korea would most likely nudge Japan to accelerate its already steady move toward a more assertive security posture, which the United States would welcome. There is no reason to believe, however, that this would push Japan to acquire nuclear arms China would be faced with a critical decision. Some years ago, Chinese leaders quietly told American officials that they would do whatever was necessary to keep North Korea afloat and that they have the foreign exchange reserves, which are the world's largest, to do it. Chinese leaders may have since changed their minds and would see Kim Jong-il's departure as advantageous.

Plan causes U.S. to increase ties with Japan

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)

For the ROK, which heavily depends on foreign trade for its economy and imports 100 percent of its oil from abroad, securing sea passages is a life-or-death concern. To deal with all these matters, the argument goes, the ROK-U.S. alliance is essential. If the alliance breaks up, it will naturally lead to strengthening the U.S.-Japan alliance. Then, Japan, confident of American support, might attempt to further aggravate the Dokdo issue to declare it as a dispute zone. We also don't clearly know the full intentions of the Chinese Northeast Project. So, this argument appears to have its due merits. However, it seems a bit too far fetched to link the ROK-U.S. alliance with a view to securing seaways.

A2: Japan Proliferation

-- Withdrawal from South Korea won’t cause Japanese prolif

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf)

Some argue that maybe American troops should be withdrawn, only just not now. “Talk of withdrawal could send the wrong signal to both friend and foe alike,” worries syndicated columnist Donald Lambro.102 Former New York Times correspondent Richard Halloran says such a step “would be tantamount to surrender” but doesn’t explain why.103 That old refrain, however, was sung even before President Jimmy Carter moved in early 1977 to fulfill a campaign promise to bring most of the troops home.104 For some analysts and policymakers, there will never be a good time to update U.S. policy. However, even the hawkish Robyn Lim, a professor of international politics at Nanzan University in Nagoya, Japan, dismisses the argument that a U.S. withdrawal would be interpreted as a strategic reversal. Lim argues: “Some might think that such a policy would play into the hands of Pyongyang’s Dear Leader, Kim Jong Il. But keeping U.S. forces in South Korea against the wishes of the government in Seoul would also further Pyongyang’s agenda.”105 Richard V. Allen, national security adviser to President Ronald Reagan, argues that the South “can plan to assume eventual responsibility for its own frontline defense” and that doing so would “be neither destabilizing nor provocative.”106 Some supporters of the U.S. troop presence imagine retaining bases even after reunification. 107 Advocates of a permanent U.S. occupation talk grandly of regional stability and preparedness for regional contingencies. However, it would be a miraculous coincidence if a commitment forged during the Cold War and created to deter a ground invasion from a contiguous neighbor would function equally well—or perhaps even better— without adjustment to meet future contingencies, despite the collapse of the potential aggressor and the disappearance of its hegemonic allies. One cannot help but suspect that the means has become the end, to be preserved irrespective of changes in the regional and global security environment. Observers commonly argue that the U.S. presence in Korea is designed to achieve multiple geopolitical goals.108 But that argument is also outmoded. In fact, there is nothing left for America’s soldiers to do. The future course of Chinese-U.S. relations is uncertain, but Beijing is not an inevitable enemy. Moreover, China’s defense buildup remains modest and poses no threat to America’s survival. 109 America’s deployments in Korea would be of little use in any case. It is highly unlikely that ground forces would be used in a conflict with China; no U.S. administration would initiate a ground invasion of that state. The suggestion that U.S. troops in Korea could help contain a resurgent Tokyo is even more fanciful. Tokyo should be doing more militarily, despite disquiet among its neighbors, but to argue that Japan is about to embark on another imperialist rampage is to engage in scaremongering. Cohen’s worry that a conventional pullout from South Korea would spark Japan to develop nuclear weapons is equally implausible because it is predicated on a long daisy chain of events with all of the intermediate steps removed.110 Moreover, the hypothetical end result of a nuclear-armed Japan is still likely to be better than the alternative of American involvement in a regional confrontation involving the PRC. 

-- No chance Japan goes nuclear

Glosserman 9 (Brad, Executive Director – Pacific Forum, CSIS, “U.S.-Japan Alliance is Better Than it Looks”, Korea Herald, 11-20, Lexis)


In theory, there is another Japanese option: an independent, self-reliant defense posture, which is usually code for going nuclear. That will not happen. Japanese strategists understand that the nuclear option does not serve their country's national interest. The public remains allergic to nuclear weapons. Japan would only go nuclear as a last resort, as an act of desperation if the alliance with the U.S. were to dissolve. And Tokyo knows well that going nuclear would end its alliance.

A2: Taiwan Proliferation

No Taiwan proliferation --- resources 

Mitchell 4 (Derek J., Senior Fellow and Director – Asia Center for Strategic and International Studies – International Security Program, “Taiwan’s Hsin Chu Program: Deterrence, Abandonment, and Honor”, Chapter 11, The Nuclear Tipping Point, p301-2)

That said, despite its clear nuclear weapons ambitions and capabilities of the past, Taiwan has several technical and practical obstacles to quickly becoming a nuclear power today. First, according to experts, Taiwan is in far worse shape today in terms of materials and processing capability than it was fifteen years ago when it renounced its nuclear pro-gram and shut down its largest research reactor and its reprocessing facilities. The research reactor is now reported by outside sources to be entirely clean, a hollow shell disassembled in the presence of U.S. and IAEA observers, with key components buried and only the fuel pond—and spent fuel—remaining inside under keen IAEA observation. All Taiwan power reactors are dutifully inspected quarterly. An informed U.S. source confirms that Taiwan possesses less than two kilograms of plutonium and less than two tons of uranium, leftovers from 1988 that are closely monitored by the United States and the IAEA. The island today lacks uranium enrichment or spent fuel reprocessing capabilities. Its facility for handling plutonium has been dismantled. Observers confirm that INER itself is out of the fuel cycle business, does not do nuclear material handling, has ended its nuclear research programs and light-water reactor fuel development work, and focuses today instead on the job of developing alternative energy sources. Second, the scientists who led Taiwan's nuclear program have retired or passed away, reportedly including the two most capable nuclear engineers of their day. While technical know-how has assuredly been pre-served for a new generation of Chungshan Institute scientists and technicians, they have not had the opportunity to engage in practical training in the field. Indeed, Taiwan observers note that young engineers are not interested in pursuing such work, viewing it as irrelevant and not "career-enhancing." Taiwan scientists claim that a whole new generation of nuclear scientists would need to be "nourished," requiring a substantial investment of money and time." U.S. monitors note that technicians have not been maintaining their expertise in the relevant areas of nuclear physics, including solvent extraction chemistry, uranium fuel fabrication and reprocessing, uranium purification, and related aspects of chemical engineering, for example. Were technicians indeed pursuing such training, these monitors contend, it would be detectable.

*** POLITICS ANSWERS

Obama Good Link Turns

*Plan’s popular – Congress and the Pentagon are massively anti-Korea

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf)

For years it was hard to find a single American analyst, let alone policymaker, who did not recoil in horror at the suggestion that American forces be brought home from Korea. Defenders of the commitment rushed to the barricades in the midst of Kim Daejung’s visit to Pyongyang. For instance, Robert Manning of the Council on Foreign Relations warned against the “loose talk about the future of the U.S.–South Korean alliance and the U.S. military presence in Korea.”81 Even after Roh’s election, U.S. Department of Defense consultant Richard Weitz advocates a continued U.S. presence for the purpose of “rapidly halting any North Korean invasion,” as if South Korea’s 700,000-man military didn’t exist.82 Former secretary of defense William J. Perry, Ashton B. Carter, and Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, leading figures in the Clinton administration, offer the cliché of America’s and South Korea’s troops standing “shoulder to shoulder to deter North Korean aggression.”83 Left unanswered is the question of why American shoulders are necessary in the first place. Some analysts would move to strengthen and expand the U.S. commitment to South Korea. Ralph Cossa, president of the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ Pacific Forum, wants a force buildup.84 So does the Heritage Foundation.85 The Weekly Standard’s Bill Kristol wants efforts aimed at “shoring up the defense capabilities of South Korea.”86 The Bush administration seems to be taking those recommendations to heart: in early February 2003 Washington announced that it was supplementing its forces in Asia in response to a request from Adm. Thomas Fargo, Pacific commander of U.S. forces.87 But now a growing number of commentators, including some resolute hawks, are saying that the United States need not remain in Korea, and certainly not if our forces are unwanted.88 The message has hit home even at the Pentagon. More broadly, notes Scott Snyder, the Asia Foundation’s representative in Korea, “In Washington, within the U.S. government and Congress, there is a distinct, anti-Korean backlash.”89 

Defense lobbies love the plan – support for South Korea has evaporated

Flake 6 (L. Gordon, Executive Director – Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, “U.S.-South Korean Relations”, CQ Congressional Testimony, 9-27, Lexis)

In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad. It would be a mistake, however, to assume that this process is only being driven by the civilian leadership of the Defense Department. Traditionally the bastion of support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, the defense establishment both in Washington and in Korea now arguably gives Capitol Hill a run for its money as being the leading skeptic, if not detractor, of the alliance, at lease in the context of current leadership in Seoul. Sensitive issues, such as anti-American incidents, the vilification of the USFK in blockbuster movies, and questions about environmental standards and basing, have all taken their toll. However, the most influential factors on U.S. military perceptions have likely been related to questions of preparedness. The last-minute withdrawal of South Korean support for joint Operations Plan 5029 left U.S. planners feeling exposed. In addition, the question of bombing ranges and whether the U.S. will have to travel to Alaska or Thailand to train appears to have been solved only by an unprecedented threat to withdraw the U.S. Air Force from Korea. Coupled with base relocation issues and the growing difficulty of coordinating plans and policies regarding North Korea (a nation the ROK Ministry of Defense no longer designates as its primary enemy), and of course the question of wartime operational control, these issues combine to challenge longstanding military support.

Media spins the plan to be popular

Shin 3 (General Kim Dong, Visiting Scholar in the Center for Asia Pacific Policy – RAND Corporation, “The ROK-U.S. Alliance: Where Is It Headed?”, Strategic Forum, 197, April, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SF197/sf197.htm)

Nationalist anti-American sentiments seen among some South Korean media and citizens, and reactive anti-Korean sentiments in the United States that are often exaggerated by some American media reports, have led to an eruption of demands for reductions and relocations of U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, further straining the time-honored alliance of the two nations. Differences appear to persist in their assessments of the current situation and expectations for the future, including on whether they can accommodate the unraveling situations and have confidence in their own capabilities to resolve them.
Obama Good Link Turns

Public likes the plan

Kims 4 (Woosang and Tae-Hyo, Professors of Political Science – Yonsei University, “A Candle in the Wind: Korean Perceptions of ROK-U.S. Security Relations”, Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, XVI(1), Spring, p. 114-115)

Another concern is a possible anti-Korean backlash in the United States in these days of swift and vivid communication. Pictures of anti- American demonstrations in South Korea appeared in the newspapers and on the television screens of American homes. Events in Korea can have an immediate reaction in the U.S. Congress and public. We may even begin to see arguments from isolationist advocates for breaking the U.S. alliance with the ROK and bringing U.S. troops home.2 3 The principal policy implication is quite clear. Unless policymakers in Seoul and Washington do something about the anti-American sentiment in Korea well in advance, the two countries may lose the best security option available to them. In public relations management, they should emphasize the vitality of the continued alliance between the United States and Korea and the necessity of U.S. troops’ remaining in Korea even after unification. Given that the U.S. Forces in Korea may gradually be adjusted to reflect the changing security environment in Northeast Asia and that there remains a salient rationale for ROK-U.S. security cooperation given neighboring great powers, the ongoing Korea-U.S. alliance will certainly remain a win-win strategic option for both countries: for Korea, its comprehensive alliance with the United States would maximize its security at least cost; while for the United States, it would maintain a forward base in one of the most cru c i a l strategic regions in East Asia with reasonable burden-sharing on the part of Korea . The Korean government should stress to its people that condemning the problems originating from the ROK-U.S. alliance does not necessarily imply the logic of denying the existence of the alliance. That is, while appreciating the positive role that public pressure makes in improving the Korean say in running the ROK-U.S. alliance, possible misunderstanding or conflict of interests with the United States should not damage the 50-year-long partnership and friendship between the two countries. For public opinion not to become “single frame,” the flow of information and communication on national foreign policy issues between the government and the public should be more transparent and dynamic. In particular, the government needs to establish close and regular communication channels with major opinion leaders, including journalists, intellectuals, and NGO leaders, in order to deliver accurate information and share a grand vision of national policy t o w a rd the United States. American society also faces similar challenges in public relations . As a society becomes more democratic and plural, public opinion on f o reign relations tends to become more diverse (sometimes largely indifferent) and uncertain. Just as in Korea, there may be a divergence between the attitudes of the public and those of political leaders in response to economic and security related questions. Even if leaders in Washington DC appreciate the strategic importance of the Korean Peninsula both now and after unification, American citizens may demand the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Korean Peninsula. U.S. policymakers should attempt to conduct active security dialogue with the mass media and the public to prevent anti-Korean feeling fro m spilling over into American society.
They’re key

Soha 5 (Ph.D., Professor of Political Science – Texas A&M University, “The Politics of Presidential Agenda”, Political Science Quarterly, 58)

Public Approval. Presidential approval may also influence the content of the president's agenda. Despite evidence to the contrary (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Collier and Sullivan 1995), presidents, Washington insiders, and some researchers perceive public approval to be an important means of achieving legislative success (Edwards 1997; Neustadt 1990; Rivers and Rose 1985). Given the pervasiveness of public opinion polling in the White House (Edwards 1983) and high public expectations (Waterman, Jenkins-Smith, and Silva 1999), presidents are bound to be aware of their public standing. More popular presidents should be inclined to offer more long-term and important policies than less popular presidents, if only because they think that a stronger public standing gives them greater leeway to pursue such policies. In other words, H3: Higher approval ratings will lead to a larger legislative agenda, including more major and incremental policies. Approval is the yearly average of the presidents Gallup approval ratings. 

Winners win 

Singer 9 (Jonathan, Editor – MyDD and JD – University of California, Berkeley, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital”, MyDD, 3-3, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Ext – Broad Support

*Strong political support for the plan

Betts 93 (John E., Lieutenant Colonel – U.S. Air Force Reserve, “Should U.S. Military Forces Remain in Korea After Reunification?”, April, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA278297&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

The decision on whether to retain U.S. forces in Korea after reunification will not be an easy one for U.S. policy makers. With the ROK no longer facing a threat from North Korea, there will be strong pressures, especially from Congress and the American public, to remove U.S. troops from the peninsula. This would comport with the present U.S. policy of reducing its military forces because of economic considerations. In addition, this policy could possibly receive political momentum because of anti-Korean feeling engendered by trade disputes, anti-American demonstrations in Korea, and possible "cultural misunderstandings". 

Plan’s popular – momentum
Cha 3 (Victor D., Professor of Government and Asian Studies and Director of the American Alliances in Asia Project – Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, “Regional Implications of the Changing Nuclear Equation on the Korean Peninsula”, 3-12, http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2003/Cha Testimony030312.pdf)

Larger trends in U.S. security thinking also presage change. The Pentagon’s 100,000 personnel benchmark in Asia is viewed as obsolete among experts. The revolution in military affairs, moreover, with its emphasis on long-range, precision-strike capabilities foreshadow alterations in the face of US forward presence around the world. Those Koreans who believe that the U.S. is too comfortably self- interested with its position on the peninsula to contemplate serious change are dead wrong. As noted above, the images beamed back to the U.S. of “Yankee go home” demonstrations, burned American flags, accosted GIs, and young Korean assertions that George Bush is more threatening than Kim Jong-Il have had a real effect in Washington. There is anger, expressed in Congress and in the op-ed pages of major newspapers about South Korean ungratefulness for the alliance. With no imperial aspirations, the United States indeed would withdraw its forces in the face of an unwelcoming host nation. Secretary Rumsfeld’s recent remarks about possible modification of US forces in Korea offers a glimpse, in my view, of a deeper, serious, and longer-term study underway in Washington on revising the alliance. The anti-American tenor of the election campaign in Korea and the subsequent “peace” demonstrations have created a momentum in Washington that proponents of alliance revision can ride. The ostensible goal of such plans is the same alliance but with a smaller and different (i.e. less ground, more air/navy) footprint, but if the vicious circle of anti-Americanism in Seoul bearing anti-Korean backlashes in the US continues unabated, then the outcome could also entail a downgrading of the alliance in U.S. eyes. 

Ext – Military Supports

Pentagon likes the plan

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 266-267)

In recent years, however, significant fissures have raised serious questions about the durability of the alliance. A "push-pull" dynamic has developed, with elements of South Korean society wanting to push the United States away and some American voices, predominantly but not exclusively concentrated in the Pentagon, wanting to pull back from the traditional U.S. commitment to Korea. The inherent inequalities in U.S.- ROK alliance relations, which have long alienated many in the South— including close supporters of security ties—are also increasingly evident. A once-solid relationship is now experiencing severe strain.

Military will support withdrawal

Halloran 5 (Richard, Former Military Correspondent – NYT, “Pitching a U.S.-South Korean Divorce”, Japan Times, 1-23, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20050123a1.html)

The proposal on troop withdrawal is likely to be looked upon with sympathy in President George W. Bush's administration, at least in the Pentagon. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has already reduced troop levels in South Korea by dispatching some to Iraq. About 12,500, or one-third of the 37,000 U.S. troops in South Korea, are to move to new posts by 2008.

Ext – Media Spin
Only positive political effects will be publicized

Forrester 7 (Jason W., Visiting Fellow – CSIS International Security Program and M.A.L.D. – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship”, CSIS Report, May, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf)

Members of Congress and their staff are generally optimistic regarding the future of the U.S.–South Korea military alliance and the U.S.–South Korea relationship in general. While positive expectations regarding the future of the relationship are broadly held, congressional understanding is narrow. Overall, Congress pays little attention to the U.S.–Republic of Korea (U.S.-ROK) relationship.1 When it does, however, critical comments from vocal members of Congress and staff tend to garner considerable media coverage. 

A2: GOP Links

GOP loves the plan

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. 13)

Such a harvest requires Washington to adapt its foreign policy to a changing world. A good place to begin that shift would be Korea. The prospect of a major-power confrontation in this region has virtually disappeared; the bilateral balance has shifted irrevocably toward America’s ally; and a successful disengagement would provide a model for eliminating other, similarly outmoded commitments in the region. Such a policy shift should hold particular attraction for conservatives, who most loudly proclaim their commitment to smaller government, fiscal responsibility, and individual liberty. 

Hawks don’t care about South Korea

Bandow 3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Cutting the Tripwire”, Reason Magazine, July, http://reason.com/archives/2003/07/01/cutting-the-tripwire/1)

Indeed, some hawks flaunt their lack of concern for Seoul's views. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) opines that "while they may risk their populations, the United States will do whatever it must to guarantee the security of the American people. And spare us the usual lectures about American unilateralism. We would prefer the company of North Korea's neighbors, but we will make do without it if we must." Frank Gaffney of the Center for Security Policy hits a similar note: "The desire of dangerous nations' neighbors to accommodate, rather than confront, them is understandable. But it should not be determinative of U.S. policy. Such pleading today from South Korea and Japan is reminiscent of the Cold War advocacy for détente by leftists in the West German government." Apparently, America's allies should gaily commit suicide at Washington's command.

A2: South Korean Lobby
South Korean lobby doesn’t influence Congress

Forrester 7 (Jason W., Visiting Fellow – CSIS International Security Program and M.A.L.D. – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship”, CSIS Report, May, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf)

As a whole, Korean-Americans play a limited role in influencing Congress on Korea-related issues, with the exception of encouraging Congress to pass legislation highlighting North Korean human rights abuses. In general, members of Congress with large Korean-American communities are not leading players on issues such as U.S. troop presence in South Korea, the threat posed by North Korea, or the KORUS. Members of Congress who have the most impact on these topics are the leading members of relevant committees, such as the Senate and House Armed Services Committees, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Finance Committee, and its House counterpart, the Ways and Means Committee. 

No Political Perception

Korean force reductions have zero political effect

Forrester 7 (Jason W., Visiting Fellow – CSIS International Security Program and M.A.L.D. – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship”, CSIS Report, May, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf)

When asked about the U.S. force level in South Korea, most interlocutors stated that they believed there were sufficient U.S. forces in South Korea to deter North Korea. Ongoing relocation of U.S. forces in South Korea generally receives little attention in Congress; despite the relocation of U.S. troops from Yongsan Garrison being behind schedule, no congressional interlocutors expressed concerns regarding the delay. Concerning the transfer of wartime operational control to South Korean forces, most people interviewed stated that the Pentagon had done a very poor job of keeping Capitol Hill informed of this process.15 A number of interlocutors expressed concerns that the transfer of wartime operational control (opcon) to South Korea could be misinterpreted by Pyongyang as a sign of a diminished U.S. commitment to the defense of South Korea. When one staff member was asked if transferring wartime opcon to South Korea might send the wrong signal to North Korea, s/he emphatically answered: “Yes. It’s all about perceptions.” Democratic staff members stated that they expected that, with the Democratic takeover of both chambers of Congress, the Pentagon would be pressed to be more inclusive and informative on such matters in the 110th Congress (2007–2008). Despite the ongoing efforts of the Bush administration to convince South Korea to bear a larger portion of the costs of basing U.S. forces in South Korea, very few interlocutors said they considered the current level of burden sharing between U.S. and ROK forces inequitable. As one staffer who works for a centrist Democrat noted: “Nobody cares. We are so in debt that there is no thought of recapitalization; the only thought is that we will need to extricate ourselves from Iraq in the next year or two. Korea is such a minor blip that it doesn’t attract much attention.” That said, given the often-reactive nature of congressional involvement in U.S.–South Korea defense matters, if an issue arose highlighting the fact that the United States still bears more than 50 percent of the costs of basing U.S. troops in South Korea, this could lead to renewed calls from Congress to accelerate movement toward 50/50 burden sharing between the two countries. 
Midterms Answers
-- Plan’s broadly popular with the public – they hate Korean deterrence

Cumings 3 (Meredith, Professor of Political Science – University of Michigan and Member of the Board of Advisers – Japan Policy Research Institute, “South Korean Anti-Americanism”, JPRI Working Paper, 93, July, http://www.jpri.org/publications/workingpapers/wp93.html)

In June 2003, Under-Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz traveled to Korea to inform the Seoul government that the U.S. would soon begin moving its 15,000-odd troops currently stationed between Seoul and the DMZ to new locations south of the Han River. (The Han River offers a useful natural defense line, but the heart of modern Seoul lies north of it.) In some respects this move is a good idea. The American public has never liked the idea of a “tripwire deterrent” that would automatically involve Americans in any new war in Korea. As Selig Harrison has recently noted in his book Korean Endgame (Princeton University Press, 2002, p. 189), a majority of the American public has consistently expressed opposition to the use (let alone the automatic use) of U.S. forces even if North Korea attacks South Korea. U.S. public opinion has been remarkably stable on this score. According to the 1975 foreign policy survey by the Chicago Council on Foreign Affairs, 65% of those polled said that they opposed the use of U.S. forces if North Korea attacked South Korea. In 1999, 66% said they opposed it. A redeployment of American forces will also finally get them out of the venerable Yongsan base, which was created by Japan in 1894 but is today located  smack in the middle of Seoul. But, of course, South Koreans worry that the U.S. actually wants this pull-back so that its own forces will be under less direct threat, should a conflict break out over the North’s nuclear program. Even worse, they worry that the U.S. is preparing to initiate such a conflict without any warning to or input from South Korea.

-- Even if they win a link, it’s small. The public barely notices Asian alliances. Won’t switch votes.

Cha 3 (Victor D., Professor of International Relations – Georgetown University, “Recalibrating the U.S.-Republic of Korea Alliance”, May, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub53.pdf)

The American public has traditionally exhibited ambivalence for international commitments. The Chicago Council of Foreign Relations found, for example, that only 61 percent of the general public support an activist U.S. role in world affairs in the post- Cold War era, a level of interest only marginally better than in the immediate aftermath of the Vietnam war.28 “Public disinterest in international affairs is pervasive, abetted by the drastically shrinking media coverage of foreign events. Majorities of 55 to 66 percent of the public say that what happens in Western Europe, Asia, Mexico, and Canada has little or no impact on their lives.”29 While 80 percent of the public considers protecting American jobs a “very important” goal of the United States, only 44 percent believes the same for “defending allies’ security.” Moreover, the polls consistently found that Europe is perceived as a more important theater than Asia.30 Thus, it is not U.S. physical engagement in Asia but “psychological” engagement that constitutes the critical test of alliance resiliency--Congress and the American people’s willingness to use the U.S. forces deployed in the region. As John Mueller has argued, the United States is generally accepting of engagement and the deployment of forces abroad in peacetime even if the costs are substantial. However, what the public is not tolerant of is the loss of American lives. Once U.S. soldiers start dying, the American cost-calculation becomes extremely stringent, demanding clear and unrefutable benefits for such sacrifices.31 This nicely sums up the alliance resiliency dilemma in Asia: for a variety of reasons related to markets, U.S. leadership, and convenience, support for the United States to remain in Asia will persist up to the point where conflict breaks out. 

Midterms Answers

Public likes the plan

Kims 4 (Woosang and Tae-Hyo, Professors of Political Science – Yonsei University, “A Candle in the Wind: Korean Perceptions of ROK-U.S. Security Relations”, Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, XVI(1), Spring, p. 114-115)

Another concern is a possible anti-Korean backlash in the United States in these days of swift and vivid communication. Pictures of anti- American demonstrations in South Korea appeared in the newspapers and on the television screens of American homes. Events in Korea can have an immediate reaction in the U.S. Congress and public. We may even begin to see arguments from isolationist advocates for breaking the U.S. alliance with the ROK and bringing U.S. troops home.2 3 The principal policy implication is quite clear. Unless policymakers in Seoul and Washington do something about the anti-American sentiment in Korea well in advance, the two countries may lose the best security option available to them. In public relations management, they should emphasize the vitality of the continued alliance between the United States and Korea and the necessity of U.S. troops’ remaining in Korea even after unification. Given that the U.S. Forces in Korea may gradually be adjusted to reflect the changing security environment in Northeast Asia and that there remains a salient rationale for ROK-U.S. security cooperation given neighboring great powers, the ongoing Korea-U.S. alliance will certainly remain a win-win strategic option for both countries: for Korea, its comprehensive alliance with the United States would maximize its security at least cost; while for the United States, it would maintain a forward base in one of the most cru c i a l strategic regions in East Asia with reasonable burden-sharing on the part of Korea . The Korean government should stress to its people that condemning the problems originating from the ROK-U.S. alliance does not necessarily imply the logic of denying the existence of the alliance. That is, while appreciating the positive role that public pressure makes in improving the Korean say in running the ROK-U.S. alliance, possible misunderstanding or conflict of interests with the United States should not damage the 50-year-long partnership and friendship between the two countries. For public opinion not to become “single frame,” the flow of information and communication on national foreign policy issues between the government and the public should be more transparent and dynamic. In particular, the government needs to establish close and regular communication channels with major opinion leaders, including journalists, intellectuals, and NGO leaders, in order to deliver accurate information and share a grand vision of national policy t o w a rd the United States. American society also faces similar challenges in public relations . As a society becomes more democratic and plural, public opinion on f o reign relations tends to become more diverse (sometimes largely indifferent) and uncertain. Just as in Korea, there may be a divergence between the attitudes of the public and those of political leaders in response to economic and security related questions. Even if leaders in Washington DC appreciate the strategic importance of the Korean Peninsula both now and after unification, American citizens may demand the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Korean Peninsula. U.S. policymakers should attempt to conduct active security dialogue with the mass media and the public to prevent anti-Korean feeling fro m spilling over into American society.
*Public strongly supports the plan

Betts 93 (John E., Lieutenant Colonel – U.S. Air Force Reserve, “Should U.S. Military Forces Remain in Korea After Reunification?”, April, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA278297&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

The decision on whether to retain U.S. forces in Korea after reunification will not be an easy one for U.S. policy makers. With the ROK no longer facing a threat from North Korea, there will be strong pressures, especially from Congress and the American public, to remove U.S. troops from the peninsula. This would comport with the present U.S. policy of reducing its military forces because of economic considerations. In addition, this policy could possibly receive political momentum because of anti-Korean feeling engendered by trade disputes, anti-American demonstrations in Korea, and possible "cultural misunderstandings".
*** OTHER DISAD ANSWERS

South Korean Politics Answers

-- Huge political controversy now – Sejong City

Herskovitz 1-11 (Jon, Staff – Reuters, “South Korea's Lee Runs Risks with New City Plan”, Reuters, 2010, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE60A00820100111)

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak put his rising popularity ratings and economic reform plans at risk on Monday by changing the focus of a planned new city that has angered a key power broker in his ruling party. The issue will likely dominate parliament when it convenes in the next few weeks and could delay Lee's plans to cut taxes, expand the mandate of the Bank of Korea and reform a rigid labour market by making it easier to hire and fire workers. The pro-business president wants to dump the original plan to shift large chunks of the government from the capital to a new city called Sejong about 150 km (95 miles) south of Seoul. He proposes instead to turn it into a science city and offer incentives to local and foreign firms to relocate there. His government argues it is a waste of money to build another city just to house bureaucrats and point to a large administrative centre which already exists just outside the capital. "Provincial elections are coming up in June and regardless of what policies the government comes up with, Sejong City will be the centre of clashes until the vote," said Kang Won-taek, a political science professor at Soongsil University. The elections for major city mayors and provincial governors are the main political event for the year and will help lay the ground for the next presidential race in December 2012. Lee's key rival within the ruling party, Park Geun-hye and a strong contender to succeed him as president, has sided with the opposition in pushing for the original plan which is favoured in the central region, traditionally home to swing voters who could determine the presidential race. Lee has seen his support rate top 50 percent in recent polls, about double from a year ago, winning credit for leading Asia's fourth-largest economy out of the global downturn ahead of other countries in the region. "If the conflict over Sejong gets out of hand, Lee's support rate will suffer," Kang said. 
Massively drains Lee’s capital

Kim 10 (Tong, Research Professor – Ilmin Institute of International Relations, Korea University and Adjunct Professor – Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies, “Political Agenda for 2010”, Korea Times, 1-10,  http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/01/137_58762.html)

While the GNP is reluctant to take up a revision bill for the new city, President Lee makes a strong economic argument for an altered plan for Sejong City. In his mind, the new city ought to be economically self-sufficient and it should not become an obstacle to his efforts to compete in the global economic system. If the administration is split between the two areas, the cost of commuting between Seoul and the new city, about 150 kilometers apart, for over 10,000 government workers ― who are likely to decide against relocation ― would be an unnecessary burden to the country. Lee also argues that cabinet ministers and other ranking officials of the relocated agencies would have to spend many hours travelling to attend meetings that would continue to be held in Seoul. Lee apparently knows changing the new city's original plan would cost him much of his political capital. He said last August he would have little to gain politically from aborting the original plan, but that his successor, whoever that will be, would benefit from the revision. Whether or not his successor will benefit is speculation at this point, but he was right to predict a political cost associated with changing the plan. According to the worst-case scenario, a division in the GNP over the Sejong City issue could even develop into a permanent split of the ruling party, ending the ``sleeping with the enemy" situation between the pro-Lee and pro-Park factions.

-- Lee is losing now

Woo 9 (Jung-Yeop, Postdoctoral Fellow in Korea Studies – Korea Studies Institute, University of Southern California, “Breaking News Brief”, 1(5), November, http://college.usc.edu/ksi/news/breakingnews.html)

Woo: President Lee might hope for three things domestically. First, he needed to persuade domestic audiences as well as the US government to agree his approach to the North Korea. At the same time, he wanted to send a message to North Korea that they cannot simply bypass the South and have a direct talks with the U.S. South Korea is always in a delicate position with respect to North Korea – South Korea is the country with the most direct contact and importance for North Korea, yet the U.S. is clearly the most important country for North Korea. Lee also wanted to show his domestic South Korean audience that he had also sincerely pursued the "grand bargain" approach in his North Korea policy. Second, on economic matters, Lee was aiming for results that would resonate with the service and agricultural sectors in South Korea. Lee most likely was hoping to show these important sectors that the South Korean economy will not be harmed by perhaps making a slight concession to the US on automobiles trade. Finally, Lee is hoping to regain his stature as a national leader with international stature. This autumn has seen a set of domestic political setbacks for Lee, with his party’s defeat in important electoral districts in October, and a struggle over the Sejong City issue. These setbacks caused Lee to lose momentum in pursuing his own domestic and foreign policy agendas. After the summit with the US president, I think that he is going to spin out how successful it is his talk with the US president.

South Korean Politics Answers

-- Economic reforms are stalled

Kim 10 (Jack, Founder and CEO – FK Partners Co., Ltd in Korea, “Row over Korean Capital Likely to Block Legislation”, The Star, 2-1, http://thestar.com.my/news/story.asp?file=/2010/2/1/worldupdates/2010-02-01T102622Z_01_NOOTR_RTRMDNC_0_-458091-1&sec=Worldupdates)

A dispute over a proposal to move parts of South Korea's capital is likely to hinder parliamentary passage of economic reforms and a trade deal with the United States at a new session that opened on Monday. President Lee Myung-bak's decision to scrap a plan to shift a large part of the government from Seoul to a new city, Sejong, 150 km (95 miles) to the south, has angered the left-leaning opposition and caused rifts in his conservative ruling party. The issue is likely to dominate the 30-day session despite the ruling Grand National Party's aim to pass tax cuts, adopt fresh labour reforms and ratify the trade pact with the United States clinched nearly three years ago. "I don't suppose we can avoid the Sejong city issue ... but the February extra session must not be turned into a Sejong city session," GNP secretary general Chang Kwang-keun said on Sunday. Lee has established as a top policy priority for the year job creation and a smooth exit from massive fiscal spending. Lee, a former construction boss, wants to change labour laws to allow employers to keep temporary workers longer to improve labour flexibility. He has also called for corporate tax cuts. One of the main pieces of legislation for this year is to revise the Bank of Korea Act to allow the central bank to launch independent probes into financial companies, including non-bank financial firms. DIVISIONS IN THE RULING PARTY Investors have mixed views on the plan. They see the central bank as free from the politics of financial regulators but are also wary of having another financial authority providing oversight. The GNP has a solid majority in parliament but a large faction led by a popular daughter of an assassinated former president has come out against Lee on Sejong city, putting at risk its ability to pass legislation. Rival Park Geun-hye is a strong contender to succeed Lee as president when his single five-year term expires. She has sided with the opposition in pushing for the original plan, which is favoured in the central region, home to swing voters who could determine the presidential race. Elections for major city mayors and provincial governors are the main political event for the year and will help lay the ground for the next presidential race in December 2012. Public support for Lee has remained strong in recent months due to signs that South Korea is recovering from the global economic downturn more quickly than other major economies. Lee has proposed a raft of reforms aimed at boosting Asia's fourth largest economy that have been stalled in parliament due to opposition protests and rifts in his ruling camp.

-- Reforms won’t pass

Kim 10 (Tong, Research Professor – Ilmin Institute of International Relations, Korea University and Adjunct Professor – Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies, “Political Agenda for 2010”, Korea Times, 1-10,  http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/01/137_58762.html)

The year 2010 is a politically important year, and the Lee government faces difficult challenges. Despite the sanguine prospects of economic growth for this year, there has been little success in job creation. There has been little progress in educational reform. Public education, including regular high school education, is not enough for many students to be accepted by colleges in Korea.

-- South Korean economy resilient

Jolly 9 (David, Staff – IHT, “Taking the Long View on Global Financial Crisis”, International Herald Tribune, 6-27, Lexis)

He said South Korea was the only member of the O.E.C.D. to post positive growth in the first quarter of 2009 from the last quarter of 2008. Mr. Han said the country had been relatively resilient because ''our economic fundamentals are very sound'' - the country's ratio of debt to gross domestic product, at just over 30 percent, is well below the O.E.C.D. average of 83 percent ''and we learned our lessons in the Asian crisis 10 years ago.''

South Korean Politics Answers
Sejong City disputes will cripple the entire agenda

Korea Herald 9 (“A Time to Look Back”, 12-25, http://www.asianewsnet.net/news.php?sec=3&id=9231)

The Sejong City question will be carried over to 2010, continuing to threaten social and political stability. No conceivable revision schemes to establish large academic or industrial complexes at what originally was intended to house many central government offices will satisfy the people of the Chungcheong region, who had expected to have a virtual "second capital city" in their neighborhood.  No efforts by Prime Minister Chung Un-chan as the president's point man on the Sejong issue will be successful without the ruling party restoring unity with the cooperation of the Park Geun-hye faction. If Sejong City is the issue where President Lee Myung-bak's political leadership is most required, the four-rivers improvement project will test his administration's capabilities to get things done through persuasion. The government must convince taxpayers that it is worth the huge amounts of their money.  Balanced regional development is as important a national goal as self-reliant territorial defense, and both have been sufficiently emphasized by successive administrations. The previous Roh Moo-hyun administration's strategic urban development plans with the now endangered "multifunctional administrative city" and "innovative cities" for industrial specialization have not been scrapped, but the shift of administrative emphasis to the four-river projects invites complaints from the "abandoned areas."  In its third year, the Lee administration is destined to struggle under the heavy burden of the two major issues which, for their immense political and social implications, are feared to eclipse other items on the national agenda. Lee, who since the middle of 2009 has shown a growing inclination to embrace the less privileged class to shed the image of leading a government for the rich, has numerous welfare, education and economic programs on his plate.  The widening economic, social and ideological divides, an unwanted legacy from a decade of leftist rule with numerous socioeconomic experiments, is no doubt the gravest problem facing this densely populated nation, which confronts security threats from the north. To survive and prosper, Korea needs social harmony transcending the ideological left and right. Fortunately, some conscious movements are emerging in the civil society to explore "a third way" in the Republic of Korea. 

Reverse Spending Answers
-- Plan doesn’t save money

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. 41)

It is America’s defense promise to, not its military presence in, the ROK that creates most of the expense. Merely withdrawing U.S. troops from the South without redeploying them elsewhere might actually increase the cost, since there would no longer be any Korean and Japanese basing support. (Tokyo pays a substantially larger portion than does Seoul of the direct cost of stationing U.S. forces on its soil.) But Washington cannot disband the forces so long as it maintains its military guarantee. Only by terminating the security commitment can any significant savings be achieved. Failure to address that point was the most important flaw of the Carter withdrawal proposal. 

Iran DA Answers
-- Concessions to Iran now

Kristensen 10 (Hans M., Project Director – Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, “Nuclear Posture Review to Reduce Regional Role of Nuclear Weapons”, 2-22, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2010/ 02/nukemission.php)

A little-noticed section of the Quadrennial Defense Review recently published by the Pentagon suggests that that the Obama administration’s forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review will reduce the role of nuclear weapons in regional scenarios. The apparent reduction coincides with a proposal by five NATO allies to withdraw the remaining U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. Another casualty appears to be a decision to retire the nuclear-armed Tomahawk sea-launched land-attack cruise missile, despite the efforts of the Congressional Strategic Posture Commission. New Regional Deterrence Architectures Earlier this month President Barack Obama told the Global Zero Summit in Paris that the NPR “will reduce [the] role and number of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy.” The reduction in numbers will initially be achieved by the START follow-on treaty soon to be signed with Russia, but where the reduction in the role would occur has been unclear. Yet the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) published earlier this month strongly suggests that the reduction in the role will occur in the regional part of the nuclear posture: “To reinforce U.S. commitments to our allies and partners, we will consult closely with them on new, tailored, regional deterrence architectures that combine our forward presence, relevant conventional capabilities (including missile defenses), and continued commitment to extend our nuclear deterrent. These regional architectures and new capabilities, as detailed in the Ballistic Missile Defense Review and the forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review, make possible a reduced role for nuclear weapons in our national security strategy.” (emphasis added) There are two parts (with some overlap) to the regional mission: the role of nuclear weapons against regional adversaries (North Korea, Iran, and Syria); and the role of nuclear weapons deployed in Europe. Rumors have circulated for long that the administration will remove the requirement to plan nuclear strikes against chemical and biological weapons from the mission; to limit the role to deterring nuclear attacks. Doing so would remove Iran, Syria and others as nuclear targets unless they acquire nuclear weapons. A broader regional change could involve leaving regional deterrence against smaller regional adversaries (including North Korea) to non-nuclear forces and focus the nuclear mission on the large nuclear adversaries (Russia and China).

-- Appeasement now – Iran is emboldened

Bodansky 9 (Yossef, Senior Editor – Global Information System, ISSA, “Obama's Appeasement Policy Opens the Way for Iran’s Strategic Ascent in Mideast”, World Tribune, 12-29, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2009/me_iran0992_12_28.asp)

Despite the lingering demonstrations and disorder in Tehran, Iran's ruling mullahs are confident anew in their country's ability to surge to a hegemonic position in the Middle East without a major war. The main reason for the mullahs’ confidence is their interpretation of the appeasement policies of the U.S. Barack Obama Administration.    Most significant is the undeclared — yet widely projected — profound change in U.S. policy regarding Iran's nuclear program. Tehran and all other regional governments are convinced that the U.S. now strives to “contain” a nuclear Iran rather than continue the declared objective to prevent the nuclearization of Iran.

[CONTINUES]

With the U.S. projecting weakness and confusion — desperate to gain Iranian cooperation in furthering issues of crucial importance for Obama, namely, expedited safe withdrawal from both Afghanistan and Iraq — Ahmadinejad.s Tehran is only emboldened to raise the price in the best traditions of the Iranian bazaar. Both Washington and Tehran know that time is on the side of the mullahs which means that the Obama White House will end up paying exuberant strategic price for Iran.s “cooperation”; a price which America's allies and friends in the region will end up paying for a long time to come.

-- Iran won’t be aggressive – too many checks

Boroujerdi 7 (Mehrzad, Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Middle Eastern Studies Program, “Iranian Nuclear Miasma”, Syracuse Law Review, 57 Syracuse L. Rev. 619, Lexis)

The potential for groupthink miscalculations is also thwarted by the existence of multiple consensus-based decision bodies within the overall multilayered structure. 18 While this complex process can sometimes make Iranian policy confusing and contradictory, it does not necessarily lend itself to high risk behavior. Even if one agent makes a hasty decision or issues an aggressive policy statement, it may be immediately contradicted by another authority. 19 Individual leaders also have difficulty muting  [*623]  criticism within the regime and forcing all agents to agree on one course of action. While miscalculations and hasty behavior may be the rule at the micro-level, at the macro-level hasty action is checked by the competing nodes of power. While this structure could admittedly be problematic with regard to the nuclear program depending on what form of command and control system to control accidents and illicit transfer is established, it makes the prospect of Iran engaging in a boldly offensive or miscalculated action less realistic.

Australia DA Answers

-- Plan will be coupled with reassurance toward Australia

Halloran 5 (Richard, Former NYT Military Correspondent, “Time for U.S. to disengage itself from Korea”, Korea Herald, 2-18, Lexis)
Complete U.S. disengagement would mean:- Walking away from the six-party talks in Beijing, cutting off all communication with Pyongyang, strengthening economic sanctions, and warning North Korea that any military threat to the United States, to U.S. forces in Asia, and to U.S. allies would be met with terrible retribution.  - Withdrawing all U.S. forces from the peninsula and abrogating the U.S.-South Korea mutual security treaty because of rampant anti-Americanism in Seoul, a rising tendency to appease North Korea, and a penchant for blaming the United States for blocking reunification.  On the future of Korea, the United States would tell South Korea and North Korea that they themselves must resolve the question of reconciliation or reunification but not to expect American political or economic help. As the United Nations Command in Seoul would be dissolved, the United Nations would be advised that its Security Council would be responsible for executing whatever policies were decided for Korea.  Elsewhere, the United States would assure the Japanese that the withdrawal applied only to Korea and that it would fulfill all of its security obligations to Japan. In addition, the United States would pledge full support to Japan in dealing with North Korea on the issue of abducted Japanese citizens and would back Japan on whatever economic sanctions it decided to apply to Pyongyang. Similarly, Washington would reassure Taiwan that the United States would continue to meet its obligations to help defend that island nation under the Taiwan Relations Act. The United States would reassure treaty allies in the Philippines, Thailand, and Australia, and friends such as Singapore, that the United States was not pulling out of Asia. Further, the United States would tell the Chinese, who have been hosts of the six-party talks intended to dissuade North Korea from its nuclear ambitions, that the United States would quietly support Beijing's efforts to contain North Korea. Just as the United States does not want North Korean missiles aimed at Okinawa or Hawaii, so the Chinese do not want North Korean nuclear arms facing them across the Yalu River. The consequences of the U.S. disengagement from Korea would be several. Perhaps most telling would be a more intense isolation of Pyongyang from the outside world. That, in turn, might well increase the internal pressures for reform and even a regime change within North Korea. North Korea's economic disasters resulting from mismanagement and natural causes are well known. Now, even though it is a hermit kingdom, hints are leaking out that not all is well politically and that dissent has begun to rumble through Kim Jong-il's government. Perhaps the regime of the "Dear Leader" will collapse of its own misdeeds. An American disengagement from Korea would most likely nudge Japan to accelerate its already steady move toward a more assertive security posture, which the United States would welcome. There is no reason to believe, however, that this would push Japan to acquire nuclear arms China would be faced with a critical decision. Some years ago, Chinese leaders quietly told American officials that they would do whatever was necessary to keep North Korea afloat and that they have the foreign exchange reserves, which are the world's largest, to do it. Chinese leaders may have since changed their minds and would see Kim Jong-il's departure as advantageous.
-- ANZUS is resilient

Dibb 3 (Paul, Professor – Australian National U., “Australia’s Alliance with Washington”, Melbourne Asia Policy Papers, 1(1), March, http://www.asialink.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/4193/mapp1.pdf)

The alliance helps to ensure a strong US presence in the Western Pacific. Australia is the southern anchor of US engagement in the region and Japan and South Korea are the northern anchors. The United States is not a power located in Asia and it does not have a multilateral alliance like NATO to underpin its region- al military presence. It is through its close bilateral alliances that its commitment to regional security is legitimised. What are the costs of this close relationship? It has involved us fighting alongside the Americans in every major conflict they have been in since the Second World War. In the cases of the Korean War and the Vietnam War Australia’s national interests in the Asian region were directly engaged. In the 1991 Gulf War, and in the 2003 conflict with Iraq, Australia’s direct regional inter- ests are not at stake. The issues involved now are the broader ones of terrorism and containing the spread of weapons of mass destruction. Alliances are not merely the product of rational calculations of national interest. 4 They involve shared values and belief systems and a shared history of doing things together. They also involve domestic politics, as we have seen recently in Australia. In the past, public support for the alliance in Australia has been remarkably resilient, even though there have been enormous strategic changes over the half-century of its existence. 5 Small powers such as Australia have always relied on external aid for the accomplishment of the basic goal of all states: survival. Neutrality and nonalignment have appealed to some small powers. But these alternatives have never appealed to Australians because they could mean our withdrawal from much of world affairs. And international organisations such as the United Nations have not proven themselves able to protect state sovereignty. The policy of a protective alliance “has always been the most obvious weapon for the small power, and the one most employed.” 6 But borrowing someone else’s strength has disadvantages as well as advantages.
-- No risk of Australian prolif

Berry 9 (Ken, Research Coordinator – International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, “The Beginning of the End…? Devaluing Deterrence”, 9-18, http://www.nautilus.org:8080/GC/Nautilus/australia/A-J-disarm/research-workshop/drafts/Berry-devaluing_deterrence.pdf)

It is probably also useful to point out in this general context that Australia is perhaps the exception to the presumed rule that if the nuclear umbrella were withdrawn too quickly, it might itself seek to acquire nuclear weapons. That was certainly the case in the 1950s and ’60s when active consideration was given to Australia’s acquisition of nuclear weapons, regardless of the ANZUS Treaty and the US nuclear umbrella. However, sanity prevailed, and it can be fairly confidently predicted that is not a prospect likely to raise its head ever again in Australia. 

*** COUNTERPLAN ANSWERS

Clarity / Signal Key

-- Clear and direct signal is key to deescalate North Korea – CP will be misperceived

Kimball 6 (Daryl, Executive Director – Arms Control Association, “North Korea: What Next?”, 10-11, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/45)

Given the heated climate, leaders in Washington and Beijing must establish a direct line of communication with leaders in Pyongyang in order to clearly communicate official government positions and responses. It is vital to guard against misinterpretations or miscommunications that could lead to unintended consequences. Diplomacy conducted via press conferences, live CNN interviews, and hyperbolic KCNA news bulletins are a recipe for trouble. In addition, a firm but measured response from the international community to the apparent nuclear test is now, for better or worse, essential to communicate that testing of nuclear weapons by North Korea (or any other state) carries a high cost. Punitive measures should be communicated and implemented in ways by Washington and other leading capitals so they can not be interpreted by North Korea as “acts of war” or “aggression.”  While further steps to prevent North Korean imports or exports of nuclear and missile related items should be explored, it must be recognized that there is no conceivable way to hermetically seal-off North Korea. But North Korea and other potential proliferators should think twice about providing terrorists with nuclear materials. In the event of a terrorist nuclear attack, nuclear forensics would enable the United States and the international community to trace the origin of the nuclear bomb or material to its source and hold the supplier accountable.  If punitive measures are implemented by all states, including China and South Korea, they may help persuade North Korea that it is in its own self interest to return to negotiations. Yet, they will not by themselves reverse North Korea’s nuclear weapons ambitions and programs. Therefore, as difficult as it may be to do so, getting North Korea back to the negotiating table—no matter what the shape of that table might need to be—is essential. While there may be advantages to the six-party format (and there are advantages), it is clear that the Bush administration’s stubborn insistence on talking with North Korea only through the six-party process has not led to positive results. Bilateral talks with North Korea are not a concession or reward for North Korea but are in the vital U.S. national security interest.  New Mexico's Governor Bill Richardson has endorsed new, direct talks in which the United States would promise not to attack North Korea and give Pyongyang aid in exchange for its agreement to end its nuclear program. Former Secretary of State James Baker, in a television interview Sunday, said, "It's not appeasement to talk to your enemies."  Ambassador Robert Gallucci, an ACA Board member and former U.S. negotiator with North Korea during the 1990s recently said:  “The six-party negotiations have not worked because there have been no real negotiations. Bilateral talks were a good idea before North Korea's test threat and they could still help jumpstart the process and lead to a de-escalation of tensions. Concerns that this approach would undermine the role and influence of regional players, including South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia, are misplaced because these states would be regularly consulted by Washington.” The initiation of a strong bilateral dialogue between North Korea and the United States would strengthen what goes for moderates within North Korea and ease the situation in general. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that President Bush will agree to this approach. Why? Because the Bush administration incorrectly sees bilateral diplomacy as rewarding bad behavior and having failed in the past. Finally, breaking the action-reaction cycle of escalation and actually making progress through negotiations—six party or two party—will not likely happen unless the United States is willing to further clarify the aims of U.S. policy and demonstrate its good faith intentions to fulfill its commitments in the September 2005 Joint Statement through tangible actions and specific negotiating proposals. At the same time, negotiations cannot succeed if North Korea maintains its threat to conduct additional tests. Further talks absent a willingness to negotiate through give and take will not produce results but lead to further frustration and escalation. 
Clarity / Signal Key

-- Unconditional commitment is key to solve burden-sharing – South Korea will drag their feet without a firm signal

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 142-143)

Nevertheless, while it is important for Washington to work with Seoul to shape the withdrawal and inform other states in the region privately before any plan is announced, it is vital for the United States to emphasize that the deci​sion has been made and to set a deadline, or else the ROK will have an incen​tive to delay fully augmenting its military as long as possible to maintain America's security guarantee. Moreover, the opponents of disengagement then would seek postponement rather than cancellation, since the former usually turns into the latter, as it did with President Carter's plan. Unfortunately, in the view of many supporters of the ROK defense subsidy, both American and South Korean, the timing will never be right, just as the point when Seoul is to reach military parity with the North always seems to slip a few more years into the future. Therefore, Washington must insist that only the timing and details of the pullout, not the denouement itself, are subject to negotiation. As mentioned earlier, the United States should encourage the South to use an American phase-out as a bargaining chip with North Korea. Seoul should announce the withdrawal and give the DPRK two choices. One is to engage in serious negotiations over adoption of confidence-building measures and arms reduction. The other is to watch South Korea build up its military to match that of the North. Such an offer could play an important role in at​tempting to forestall the DPRK's nuclear option through diplomacy. Although it is impossible to predict how North Korea would respond, this strategy would provide a useful test of Pyongyang's intentions. That would be useful for domestic ROK politics, given the fact, noted earlier, that many South Koreans have an inordinately romantic view of the North: Pyongyang would have to put up or shut up, without being able to use the United States as an excuse for any intransigence. And this strategy might offer the only real​istic approach, assuming the North truly fears for its security. After all, Seoul could offer North Korea what it has long demanded, an American pullout joined with the prospect of economic development, while threatening to spend its adversary into the ground. In fact, in 1993 the Seoul government predicted as much: From a mid- and long-term perspective, the probability of peaceful coexis‑ tence between South and North Korea is predicted to increase. It is very likely that international cross-recognition of the two Koreas will come about as the worldwide conciliatory atmosphere warms after the Cold War era and as the four major regional powers come to increasingly desire stability on the Korean peninsula. When North Korea takes into account the considerable gap between the two Koreas in terms of national power, the predicted loss of their military supremacy and the expected limit of Kim Jong Il's charisma after Kim Ii Sung dies, they are predicted inevitably to renounce their strat‑ egy of communizing the South by force and to embrace a pragmatic open‑ ing and reforming of their society.m9 That assessment ultimately might turn out to be wildly optimistic, but the thesis should be tested—by Seoul. It has been evident for years that South Korea is a security free-rider, one that no longer requires American military support. Five decades' worth of American withdrawal plans and proposals have been generally halfhearted, mismanaged, and interrupted. Washington needs to adopt a new approach, based on South Korea's declining security value to America and increasing ability to defend itself. The United States should make a firm decision to pull out all of its troops, while cooperating with Seoul in determining the timing and ordering of the withdrawal. The disengagement decision needs to be final, with demobilization of the troops and cancellation of the Mutual Defense Treaty to follow. The details can and should be negotiated with Seoul, but it is time to free the American people from a commitment that costs far more than it is worth, absorbs valuable military resources, and keeps the Korean people in a dependent relationship that insults their nationhood and puts their destiny in another country's hands. 
Domestic Process CP Answers
Clear signal from Obama key – CP causes conflicting statements and confusion

Jones 9 (Chris, Research Associate – Project on Nuclear Issues, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Demining Efforts Wading Through NPR Criticism”, PONI Nuclear Blog, 9-16, http://csis.org/blog/demining-efforts-wading-through-npr-criticism)

An even better example is the explicit reference of extended deterrence in the joint statement between the presidents of the US and South Korea: President Obama reaffirmed this firm commitment to ensuring the security of South Korea through extended deterrence, which includes the nuclear umbrella, and this has given the South Korean people a greater sense of security. In other words, extended deterrence is clearly an issue that plays.  There is inevitably tension as nonnuclear countries decry the evils of nuclear weapons but privately seek to be reassured the U.S. will use theirs to protect them.  The real question to evaluate is how does each ally feel given ranging views on extended deterrence and meanwhile trying to sort out what exactly each country actually thinks given conflicting statements from various agencies within their government.

Internal political division destroys the U.S. ability to speak with one voice to Korea – undercuts diplomacy

Biden 3 (Senator Joseph, D-Delaware, Text from the Congressional Record, 10-31, http://www.c-spanarchives.org/ congress/?q=node/77531&id=5030070)

Finally, we need to speak with one voice. The administration has yet to fully resolve the deep internal divisions over the direction of the President's policy. Some senior officials in the administration continue to argue against this policy of engagement. As a matter of fact, they seem to occasionally look forward to tweaking the North Koreans. I might add there is very little social redeeming value in the policies of Kim Jong Il in North Korea. I am not arguing he is a particularly reasonable  man, but it seems to me there should be one voice and one policy coming out of the administration. Prospects for diplomatic solutions are in direct proportion to one voice.

Congress CP Answers

Congressionally-mandated withdrawal is destabilizing – crushes the alliance and causes Korean war

Bandow 92 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The U.S.-South Korean Alliance, p. 204)

The first phase of this policy would involve unilateral reductions in U.S. troops. The United States and South Korea should make a virtue of necessity by announcing a joint decision to reduce the level of U.S. noncombatant forces stationed in Korea as a gesture of goodwill towards the North and to seek a reciprocal and positive North Korean response. Such an approach was taken by President Roh Tae Woo in his 1990 New Year's address when he stated that the scope of the annual U.S.–South Korean military exercise known as "Team Spirit" would be cut by 10 percent. So far the North Korean response has been encouraging. We should pursue a similar political approach to likely reductions this year in U.S. forces. Following this initial reduction, the second phase would tie further U.S. troop cuts to concrete and meaningful steps by the North to reduce tension and military confrontation on the penin​sula. At a minimum, such measures would include North Korean acceptance of international inspections of the nuclear enrichment facility now under construction north of Pyongyang, as well as steps aimed at reducing the fear of and capability for surprise attack along the demilitarized zone (DMZ). The heavy concentration of North Korean troops—along with ammunition, fuel and bridging equipment—forward deployed along the DMZ is particularly threat​ening. Specific confidence-building measures to reduce that offen​sively oriented threat and create greater warning time within which American forces might be reintroduced would provide an opportu​nity to reduce U.S. forces further. Such a two-track framework would place the U.S.-South Korean security alliance in the context of a forward-looking policy towards the North. It would demonstrate a continuing American security commitment to South Korea and underscore the political solidarity of our two governments in the pursuit of reduced tensions on the Korean Peninsula. The alternative of budget-driven reductions or congressionally mandated withdrawals would do just the opposite. There could be no better "endgame" for America's postwar in​volvement in Korea than to facilitate improved North-South rela​tions as we move towards withdrawal of our troops in the South.
Consultation Answers (General)
-- They’ll say no

Morgan 9 (Patrick, Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies – University of California, Irvine, “Considerations Bearing on a Possible Retraction of the American Nuclear Umbrella Over the ROK”, 6-21, http://www.ncnk.org/resources/ publications/Morgan%20Considerations%20Bearing_on_a_Possible_Retraction_of_the_American_Nuclear_Umbrella.pdf)

While critics or governments like China have long insisted that better security arrangements (and overall political arrangements) in East Asia could readily be developed, there is little evidence that the region’s states could agree on any alternative and good reason to suspect that the quarrels and strains of trying to do so would be harmful and dangerous. The American dominated arrangements that still operate in the region have precluded such stresses and strains in East Asia and the related domestic political turmoil that might result.  The most disturbing aspect of the current Northeast Asian security arrangements is the present situation in, and with respect to, North Korea and its continuing alienation from everyone else in the area. This situation has been contained for some time despite steps by Pyongyang that could have been very disruptive. Nevertheless, grave instability, due to deterioration of the North Korean situation or further North Korean provocations, remains a possibility. In short, while the situation has been kept under control the containment of North Korea always seems delicate. Under these circumstances the uneasiness that would automatically emerge about any major proposed or actual shifts in regional security arrangements, and perhaps about even minor shifts, whether or not they were directly connected to the North Korean problem, would be very great. And furling the US nuclear umbrella would be considered a major shift by various governments, cause for concern and even alarm.  In the equivalent situation in Europe at the end of the Cold War, the eventual (interim) solution involved in part altering very little of the basics: US forces stayed and so did American nuclear weapons; NATO remained as did the dominant American role in it, as did NATO’s identity as an alliance; so did NATO’s commitment to nuclear deterrence, and NATO’s membership. Everything eventually changed, but slowly and usually rather cautiously. This is almost certainly how all the governments concerned would feel about major shifts in regional and national security arrangements in East Asia, and particularly Northeast Asia – they should go slowly and cautiously, with the most potent elements the last to be disturbed. 

-- Perm – consult ______ and do the plan no matter what

Solves – they’ll never know it’s a lie.  It’s best – making it binding crushes heg

Carroll 9 (Jamie FF, Notes & Comments Editor – Emory International Law Review, J.D. with Honors – Emory University School of Law, “Back to the Future: Redefining the Foreign Investment and National Security Act's Conception of National Security”, Emory International Law Review, 23 Emory Int'l L. Rev. 167, Lexis)
n221. See Thomas Friedman, Op-Ed., 9/11 is Over, N.Y. Times, Sept. 30, 2007, § 4, at 12. This does not mean, however, that foreign countries should hold a veto over U.S. foreign or domestic policies, particularly policies that are not directly related to their national survival. Allowing foreign countries or international institutions to veto or modify unrelated U.S. policies would make a mockery of our foreign policy and destroy the credibility of American leadership. International cooperation does not require making our policy subservient to the whims of other nations. See generally The Allies and Arms Control (F.O. Hampson et al. eds., 1992). See also Khalilzad, supra note 177.

Consult Russia Answers

-- Russia says “no”

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)

Russia had coasted for several decades in Asia. Consumed with their own recovery, indeed survival, Russian leaders had largely ignored taking any paradigm shifting decisions about its own position in Asia. Indeed, it hadn’t had to. Asia was stable so long as the Americans were in South Korea and Japan, balancing the traditional China- Japan-Russia rivalry over the fate of the peninsula. Nothing could have suited Russia more, they reasoned. Without a disruptive eastern flank to defend, Russia had been free to conduct the kind of foreign policy it liked best: developing politico-military dependencies through arms sales. Over the two decades from the end of the Cold War, Russia had sold China a bewildering array of military platforms, including high performance fighter aircraft, AWACs capabilities, new high precision missiles for long range precision strikes, advanced submarine technologies, and a variety of other capabilities that had gone far toward transforming China’s military into a serious rival of Japan in Asia. Similarly, Russia’s relations with South Korea had blossomed. The leaders of the two countries had exchanged visits in 2001 and 2004; trade increased dramatically throughout the first decade of the new century; and Russia punctuated its interest in South Korea with a significant arms deal, initially just short of U.S.$1 billion, that included Russian transport aircraft, trainer aircraft, hovercrafts, transport helicopters and refueling aircraft. In addition, Seoul expressed interest in purchasing Russia’s S-300 anti-aircraft missile system and a license to produce the missiles in South Korea. Russia participated several competitions for major South Korean defense contracts, with only a modicum of success—the awards generally went to American contractors—but its foot was firmly within South Korea’s defense door. Russian experts aided the South Koreans launch their first home-launched satellite in 2008, and a South Korean astronaut joined the International Space Station courtesy of a Soyuz flight during that same year.

Consult China Answers

China says no – they’ll reject withdrawal – even if they don’t like the umbrella

Kim 99 (Sung-Han, Associate Professor – Institute of Foreign Affairs & National Security, “U.S. Military Presence in a Unified Korea”, 5-26, http://www.cap.lmu.de/transatlantic/download/kim.doc)

One common view that seems to be shared by all states in the region is that the security commitment of the United States is the indispensable anchor for East Asian security, insofar as it is conducive to peace and stability as well as to preventing an arms race in the region.  There is virtually no country that would not like to see a continued U.S. presence in this region.  An abrupt and large-scale American withdrawal would leave a power vacuum that would likely produce intense and destabilizing competition among the regional powers.  Japan, which would have no  US. security umbrella, inevitably would expand its military forces, which would escalate into an arms race between China and Japan, and also Korea. Thus, even China welcomes the U.S. military presence, albeit with much ambivalence.  To be sure, Beijing's acquiescence to America's military role in the Western Pacific is predicated upon China not being the target or the victim of the U.S. power. From Beijing's point of view, China will oppose an American role if the U.S. presence does not prohibit Japan's militaristic tendencies or if Washington stands in the way of China's goal of national unification with Taiwan.1

Consult Japan Answers

-- Japan says “no” 

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)

For Tokyo, America’s deteriorating relationship with South Korea was like the rerun of a bad old movie. Jimmy Carter had announced in the 1970s that he, too, intended to remove all troops from South Korea. This caused consternation in Japan before Carter reversed himself. Forty years later, the Americans were singing the same song. But this time, the Japanese were determined not to be taken by surprise. Tokyo had closely monitored the deterioration of the U.S.-South Korea security relationship for nearly a decade. More than any other Asian actor, Japan understood that America’s response to South Korea’s growing assertiveness and independence would affect its own security planning dramatically. Any American withdrawal from South Korea, in Japanese eyes, would suggest that America’s commitment to Asia generally was flagging, which would have paradigm shifting implications for Japan, America’s chief Asian partner. In fact, as the crisis in South Korea gained momentum American diplomats had been telling the Japanese quietly not to worry, that the United States might indeed leave South Korea but that its commitment to Japan was steadfast. Japanese leaders listened politely, then discounted this insider information. Even if it were true, Japan’s prime minister privately told his inner circle, Japan cannot behave as if America’s commitment to Japan’s security is a certainty. Japan will have to plan to fend for itself. 

Consult NATO Answers

-- NATO says “no”

Campbell 2 (Kurt M., Senior Vice President and Kissinger Chair in National Security – Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Nuclear Proliferation Beyond Rogues”, Washington Quarterly, Winter, Lexis)

If U.S. actions are seen as only advancing U.S. security concerns, confidence in the entire U.S. approach to global responsibility could well erode. Current U.S. security commitments in Europe and Japan are still grounded in the viability and consistency of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, but questions about the U.S. commitment to security alliances and partners are sharply on the rise. An isolationist United States, acting only to protect its own interests, will cause many to reevaluate the U.S. commitment to the nuclear umbrella. In addition, nations throughout Asia and Europe are continually concerned about the U.S. preoccupation with domestic issues and the potential for the United States to withdraw substantially from its global roles and responsibilities. In an effort to hedge against rising U.S. unpredictability, other countries could conceivably develop nuclear arsenals to fulfill regional and international security goals. If U.S. unilateral actions are seen as necessary to cope with perceived international security threats, however, such efforts could, ironically, calm concerns of friends and allies that the United States is unwilling to tackle tough security problems. Strong action against North Korea, for example, might well provide a measure of reassurance to Asian friends, most notably Japan and South Korea, that the United States will maintain the status quo and sustain the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The United States must be careful, however, to balance a tough stance and international norms, as even subtle changes in nuclear doctrine and deployments can have dramatic, unintended consequences among U.S. allies and friends.

Consult Australia Answers

-- Australia says “no”

They’ll interpret the plan as broad disengagement

Davis 9 (Dr. Jacqueline K., Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, et al., “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf)

If the notion of tailored deterrence is key to 21st century deterrence planning, so, too, is the recognition that while deterrence must be regionally focused, it must still have global relevance. In other words, how we deal with North Korea will have implications and “lessons-learned” for how we deal with an Iranian leadership on the brink of crossing the nuclear threshold. This is evident from IFPA’s recent assessments of nuclear trends in both countries, as is the fact that U.S. partners and potential adversaries are watching us very closely, and are deriving lessons for themselves from innovations in U.S. defense and deterrence planning. Indeed, there is some evidence that Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons follows to some extent from North Korea’s defi​ance in the Six-Party Talks, and that the Iranian leadership perceives nuclear weapons as one way to deter U.S. attempts to bring down the regime in Tehran. Likewise, as Japan and the United States engage in operational planning discussions about North Korea and Taiwan, Japanese policy elites are striving to assess the degree to which NATO’s extended deterrence experiences and formats—particularly, the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on European soil and NATO’s nuclear consultations on an Alliance-wide level—may apply to future U.S.-Japanese security co​operation that might include a more explicit link to forward-deployed U.S. nuclear forces and shared nuclear decision-making. This is occurring, as will be discussed below, at a time when the NATO allies themselves are about to embark on their own new assessment of defense and deter​rence planning for the new era, including the ongoing utility of NATO nuclear forces.

Consult India Answers
-- India says “no” – fear U.S. disengagement

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)

India’s partnership with the United States nonetheless moved forward hesitantly, despite considerable doubt and anxiety on both sides, but particularly among Indians who were not prepared to acknowledge that America would be a reliable long-term partner. As the U.S.-South Korea alliance began to unravel, these Indians were confirmed in the view that, while American assistance is useful and convenient, India needed a broader hedging strategy to ensure its security. 

“ROK” Word PIC Answers
-- Perm – do both. Solves better – juxtaposition exposes the difference between terms.

-- Net-benefit is stupid – either not-unique or empirically denied – been used thousands of times and Obama will say it again with six-party talks. Either there’s no impact to one use or it’ll happen inevitably. 

-- Doesn’t solve – 

Only the plan uses the official name
TG Mag 97 (“South Korea Facts and Figures”, http://www.tgmag.ca/ap/country/apkor.html)

Area: 99, 392 km2
Population: 44.8 million (1995 estimate)
Population Growth: 0.7% (1995 estimate)
Capital: Seoul
Official Name: Republic of Korea
CP is unclear
Oregon 99 (70th Oregon Legislative Assembly, Staff Measure Summary – Senate Committee on Trade and Economic Development, 4-16, http://www.leg.state.or.us/comm/sms/sms99/scr0005asted04-12-1999.pdf)

EFFECT OF COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS: The amendments delete the name “South Korea” and replace it with the correct name “Republic of Korea”, and also clarify the wording. 

Engage North Korea Answers

-- Perm – do both

Only the perm solves – plan is a pre-requisite to North Korean agreement

Hayes 9 (Peter, Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, “Extended Nuclear Deterrence: Global Abolition and Korea”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 12-17, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09096Hayes.html)

Of course, these are all tactical considerations, and however these issues play out in the aftermath of the Bosworth mission to Pyongyang, the DPRK has made it clear that having gained nuclear weapons, they will not give them up without the United States withdrawing END from Japan and South Korea. Given other DPRK demands for reduction in US hostility towards the DPRK including potentially a peace treaty and diplomatic recognition, ending END might only be a necessary, not a sufficient condition for them to dismantle their nuclear weapons. But unless something along these lines is done, it is hard to see what would induce the DPRK leaders to even consider seriously actual denuclearization.

-- No solvency – they’ll cheat and proliferate – keeping extended deterrence draws in the U.S.

Carpenter 94 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, “Closing the Nuclear Umbrella”, Foreign Affairs, March / April, 73(2), Ebsco)

The recent crisis over North Korea's nuclear program is merely the latest evidence that the global nonproliferation regime, symbolized by the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), is inexorably breaking down. Although U.S. concessions may ultimately induce Pyongyang once again to allow international inspections, that will be a meager accomplishment. It will hardly offer reliable guarantees that a regime as secretive and politically opaque as North Korea's cannot evade International Atomic Energy Agency scrutiny while pursuing a clandestine nuclear weapons program. Iraq, for one, was certainly able to do so while complying with all IAEA inspection requirements. 

North Korea is only one of several states with nuclear ambitions. India and Pakistan have also emerged as threshold aspirants to---if not already full-fledged members of--the once-exclusive global nuclear club. Persistent reports surface of Iranian and Libyan efforts to exploit the political chaos in the former Soviet Union to purchase their own small arsenals. Even Ukraine's agreement with the United States and Russia to turn over its nuclear warheads is far from certain, given the foot-dragging and obstructionist tilt of the Ukrainian parliament as well as the widespread public sentiment for retaining the weapons. These worrisome trends more than offset any positive developments, such as France's and China's decisions to adhere to NPT provisions or South Africa's announcement that it has given up the arsenal it had developed surreptitiously in the 1980s. It is time for U.S. leaders to reassess Cold War policies on nonproliferation, security commitments and extended deterrence and to adapt them to changed international circumstances. These commitments may once have made sense, given the need to thwart the Soviet Union's expansionist agenda. But they are highly dubious in the absence of the superpower rivalry. They now threaten to embroil the United States in regional conflicts where nuclear weapons have already proliferated or will inevitably proliferate soon. Washington should give up its fruitless obsession with preserving the NPT and the unraveling nonproliferation system that it represents. 

-- Even if they “say yes”, it means nothing

Carpenter 94 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, “Closing the Nuclear Umbrella”, Foreign Affairs, March / April, 73(2), Ebsco)

American leaders hope to evade the dilemma posed by this proliferation of weapons and security obligations by redoubling efforts to prevent new nuclear-weapon states from emerging in the first place. Although a noble objective, it is also an impractical one. Diplomatic or economic inducements are unlikely to dissuade regimes that have expansionist aims or that fear for their own survival from acquiring independent deterrents. As the case of North Korea suggests, such a strategy will produce (at best) paper promises. Indeed, offering concessions if a nuclear aspirant agrees to forgo weapons programs creates a perverse incentive. Other nations may conclude that playing the nuclear card is an extremely effective way to get Washington's attention and extort concessions.

Engage North Korea Answers

Unilateral security guarantee is a necessary first move – North Korea won’t accept a grand bargain without it

Gravel 9 (Mike, United States Senate, “A Grand Bargain”, 10-14, http://www.mikegravel.us/content/grand-bargain)

President Obama can regain his footing in East Asia by aggressively backing Lee Myung-bak’s “grand bargain” and by making the only geopolitical move that could prove the sincerity of the key point of the bargain—the security guarantee to North Korea. The only proof that could possibly overcome Pyongyang’s paranoia to accept the “bargain” would be the unilateral withdrawal of all US forces from the Korean Peninsula--before the bargain is entered into. These forces are merely a legacy of the Korean War and do not relate to the real defense of South Korea. Militarily US forces are but a “trip wire.” No sane person contemplates refighting a 1950 style Korean War, with boots-on-the-ground up and down the peninsula, resulting in the devastation of one of the World’s 21st Century’s economic jewels.

North Korea will cheat

Saunders 3 (Dr. Phillip C., Senior Research Fellow – National Defense University, “Assessing North Korea's Nuclear Intentions”, 1-14, http://cns.miis.edu/north_korea/nucint.htm)

On the other hand, North Korea's demonstrated willingness to cheat on international agreements (including the Agreed Framework) makes a future deal very difficult to negotiate. Stringent verification measures would be required because there is no trust on the U.S. side. Moreover, the United States, Japan, South Korea, and China would all like to see North Korea pursue significant economic and political reforms. The door to better relations that would support North Korean economic reforms is wide open, but North Korea has been reluctant to walk through it, possibly due to fears that too much openness might undermine the regime's political survival. Security threats are arguably unnecessary to achieve better relations (and may in fact undercut efforts to improve relations and prospects for economic cooperation).

They’ll pocket the concession and cheat

Carpenter 3 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy – Cato Institute, “Pyongyang Preemption”, National Review Online, 1-6, http://article.nationalreview.com/267537/pyongyang-preemption/ted-galen-carpenter)

But one ought to be skeptical about that approach. Given the failure of bribery in the past, there is little reason to assume that sweetening the bribe would induce Pyongyang to abide by its commitments. North Korea would likely pocket any new concessions and soon engage in a new round of cheating.

Condition on North Korea Answers
-- No solvency – delay

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? 

Condition on North Korea Answers

Only unilateral, 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 super 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. 

Attack North Korea Answers

Strike fail, cause terrorism, and Korean war

Carpenter 94 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, “Closing the Nuclear Umbrella”, Foreign Affairs, March / April, 73(2), Ebsco)

Preemptive military strikes would theoretically be much more effective, but that approach also has serious drawbacks. Clandestine weapons development sites are hard to identify and attacks on operating reactors run the risk of spreading radioactive fallout, endangering civilians in the target country as well as those in neighboring nations. Moreover, the country that had been assaulted would have every incentive to seek revenge against the United States. At the very least, a preemptive strike could increase the prospect of terrorist incidents and attacks on U.S. military forces and regional clients. Bombing North Korea's nuclear facilities, for example, could trigger a general war on the Korean Peninsula, engulfing the American troops stationed directly astride the invasion routes leading from the demilitarized zone to Seoul.

Extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Political Analyst, August 26 – September 1, Al-Ahram Weekly On-Line, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

We have reached a point in human history where the phenomenon of terrorism has to be completely uprooted, not through persecution and oppression, but by removing the reasons that make particular sections of the world population resort to terrorism. This means that fundamental changes must be brought to the world system itself. The phenomenon of terrorism is even more dangerous than is generally believed. We are in for surprises no less serious than 9/11 and with far more devastating consequences. A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Attack North Korea Answers

Strikes cause global backlash – tanks heg

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) 

However the costs of striking in the near future far outweigh any potential benefits. The already tenuous relations between the United States and South Korea would deteriorate even further. When former South Korean president, Kim Dae-jung, initiated the Sunshine policy, a policy of reconciliation with North Korea, his government gained the widespread support of South Korean public. Additionally, public sentiment toward the United States soured and the current South Korean president, Roh Moo Hyun, won the 2002 election on an anti-American platform. If the U.S. were to conduct a pre-emptive strike into North Korea, we would most likely be acting unilaterally, diplomatic opposition would intensify and the United States would be seen as the aggressor by both the South Koreans and the global community. The United States internal political upheaval would increase dramatically. World-wide opinion would be negatively impacted and political alliances attempting to curtail American power would receive more support. 

North Korean weapons are hidden – strikes will fail and cause retaliation and Asian war

Pollack and Reiss 4 (Jonathan D., Professor of Asian and Pacific Studies – Naval War College, and Mitchell B., Director – Reves Center for International Studies, The Nuclear Tipping Point, Ed. Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, p. 279-280)

The third prospective strategy would entail unilateral measures by the United States to forcibly eliminate North Korean nuclear capabilities. A coercive strategy would be predicated on the belief that the overt posses​sion and deployment of nuclear weapons by North Korea, including the potential transfer of nuclear materials or completed weapons to third parties, poses an unacceptable danger to the vital security interests of the United States, as outlined in the White House's National Security Strategy report of September 2002 and related documents." Although there is no reason to conclude that such an option is under active consideration at present, it cannot be definitively ruled out, especially if Washington concluded that the estimated inventory of North Korean nuclear weapons was approaching unacceptably high levels. The liabilities of such a strategy seem self-evident. Given the uncertainties and unknowns concerning the location of North Korean fissile materials and any completed weapons, there is no assurance that the use of force would achieve its desired objectives. At the same time, any major attack on the DPRK would almost certainly prompt major North Korean retaliation against South Korea—especially against U.S. forces in the ROK—and against Japan, thereby creating the prospect of a full-scale regional war. Even if such a preventive or preemptive attack were to achieve its stated goals, it would very likely lead to acute instability throughout Northeast Asia and would also likely result in the dissolution of the U.S.-ROK alliance.

