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***ADVANTAGE Answers

A2: North Korean Nuclear Use
Nukes are political, not military, instruments – they have greater value to North Korea if they aren’t used
Kang, 4 – professor of IR and Business (David C, 2004, North Korea and the World, “North Korea’s Quest for Economic and Military Security,” pg. 85-86)

Nuclear weapons are political, not military, instruments. The value of nuclear weapons to North Korea are far greater unused than deployed and delivered. Particularly if North Korea has a small stockpile of weapons (five or six), they would do virtually nothing that conventional weapons cannot already do. North Korea already has the conventional capability to destroy Seoul. North Korea can already target the Japanese islands with their Scud missiles.

North Korea pursues a nuclear weapons program for the same reason that other highly vulnerable nations arms themselves- to deter an adversary. North Korea's nuclear weapons, missile programs, and massive conventional military deployments are aimed at deterrence and defense. If North Korea really wanted to develop nuclear weapons, it could have done so long ago. Even if the North develops nuclear weapons, it will not use them because of a devastating U.S. response. Nations cannot hide, and for Kim Jong II to use nuclear weapons, he would have to calculate that the United States would not retaliate in kind. Lost amid all the alarm and bluster has been the reality that the logic of deterrence will prevail even if North Korea develops and deploys a nuclear force.
US nuclear threat successfully deters North Korea nuclear use
Dwyer, 10 (5/29/10, Gwynne, “What a Korean war would look like,” http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/westview/what-a-korean-war-would-look-like-95172999.html)

Nuclear weapons are a different matter, but it's far from certain that North Korea has any operational ones -- that is, ones that would work reliably, cause an explosion at least in the kiloton range, and are small enough to fit inside a bomber or on top of a missile. More to the point, for North Korea to use such a weapon would be suicidal.

The nuclear retaliation of the United States would be rapid and overwhelming, and would effectively exterminate the entire regime (together, unfortunately, with a lot of other people). But since the North Koreans must know that, they would never act in a way that would bring that fate upon themselves. Nuclear deterrence works.

So why did the North Koreans act so irrationally in sinking the Cheonan, if indeed they did? Nobody really knows, although they have long cultivated a reputation for dangerous unpredictability by doing such things, big enough to be shocking but not so big as to cause an actual war. Barring an accident, this event will not cause one either.

But you can't help wishing that the "independent investigators" that Seoul invited to look into the Cheonan's sinking had not all been American, British, Australian and Swedish. Couldn't they have asked at least a few Asians to participate? In fact, why didn't they ask the Chinese to take part? They would have found it hard to say no.

A2: North Korean Invasion
The ROK military is enough to beat North Korea – tech advancements makes numbers irrelevant

Suh ’10 [5/17/10. J.J., “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race]

This in fact has been the primary explanation of South Korea’s military spending: that Seoul must defend against the North Korean threat. The Republic of Korea Army (ROKA), for example, acquired tanks, M48s, mainly because it feared another blitzkrieg spearheaded by the North’s tank forces, as in the early stage of the Korean War. Traumatized by the experience of the war, the ROKA has continued to upgrade its tanks and has acquired new ones even while building all manner of defenses against the North’s tanks. The earlier history of Seoul’s spending growth can be readily explained in terms of its strategic need to catch up with North Korea, its main threat, which was enjoying an edge until the early 1970s. Seoul still identifies the North as a “direct and serious threat” and justifies its military spending in the same terms: “a country in conflict, such as ours that constantly faces North Korean threat, must analyze ‘security threats’ first to determine the military requirement and use the requirement to calculate the size of the defense expenditure.”

Such a realist perspective, however, fails to explain recent patterns of military spending by South Korea. Most economic and military indicators show that South Korea has an edge over North Korea in almost all measures of power. The size of the military according to a “bean count” is probably the only indicator in which the North has an advantage. But North Korea’s quantitative advantage quickly fades when one takes account of the qualitative disadvantages of operating its 1950s-vintage weapons systems against the state-of-the-art systems of the South. Most serious analysts conclude that “North Korea never had a lead over South Korea, and after the 1960s quickly began falling behind.”

If the North’s threat is the main driver of the South’s military spending, why didn’t Seoul slow down its budget increase in the 1990s when its defense budget was seven times that of the North? Why did it feel compelled to keep increasing its defense budget to widen the gap to a 10:1 ratio by 2002? In the 1990s North Korea was having serious difficulties, which turned into a massive starvation and an economic crisis in the latter half. Its military spending too showed a marginal increase in the early 1990s, only to fall precipitously in the latter half. But Seoul continued increasing its military spending as if it were indifferent to the relative and absolute decline of the North’s power. The increase is all the more puzzling because it was maintained even as the Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun governments pursued rapprochement with the North. The two liberal governments, in fact, tripled South Korea’s defense budget from 9.9 billion won in 1998 to 28.6 billion won in 2008, just when Pyongyang was struggling to survive. The South’s continuous increases in the 1990s and early 21st century defies the external threat explanation.

A2: North Korea – No Escalation
Just conventional use by North Korea will be easily dealt with by U.S. and South Korea 
Dwyer, 10 (5/29/10, Gwynne, “What a Korean war would look like,” http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/westview/what-a-korean-war-would-look-like-95172999.html)

Start with the worst-case scenario. What if there really were a war in the Korean peninsula? Even by local standards, the rhetoric has been heated since the South Korean warship Cheonan was sunk by an explosion last March, killing 46 sailors, and it has been white-hot since "independent investigators" reported on May 20 that a North Korean torpedo had struck the vessel.

Everybody is on hair-trigger alert, and the only communication between the two sides is by invective: North Korea has shut the "hot line" down.

So suppose there is a local clash somewhere along the DMZ, the demilitarized zone between the two countries that follows the 1953 ceasefire line, or at sea along the disputed maritime frontier. Suppose it escalates: such things sometimes do. What would a full-scale war between North and South Korea look like?

We are always told that North Korea has the fourth-largest army in the world, that it has heavy artillery within range of the South Korean capital, Seoul (which it promises to turn into a "sea of fire" in case of war), and that it probably has nuclear weapons. So would an inter-Korean war be a calamity? Yes, but mainly for the North.

North Korea's weapons are a long way from being state-of-the-art. Its air force is a flying scrapyard: around 400 Russian MiG-17, MiG-19 and Mig-21 fighters or their Chinese equivalents (all designs that first flew in the 1950s or 60s), and only three dozen relatively modern Mig-29s that are reserved for the air defence of Pyongyang. It also has around 200 ground attack aircraft, most of them equally antiquated.

Imagine that Kim Jong-il gives the order, and the North Korean guns open up on Seoul. The million-man army (half of which is kept within a few hours' drive of the DMZ) heads south, and the bulk of the obsolete air force takes off to support them. Meanwhile, a shower of short-range ballistic missiles, similar to the old Soviet-made Scuds, lands on air bases and command centres throughout South Korea.

What happens next depends on whether or not North Korea is using only conventional weapons. If it is, then the attack fails quite fast. The North Korean air force is easily shot out of the sky, counter-battery fire and air strikes destroy the artillery that is firing at Seoul, most of the Scud clones miss their targets, and the North Korean divisions heading south across the DMZ are shredded by air power.

No modern army can survive without air cover: the ability of aircraft to kill ground targets with high accuracy and in large numbers had grown a hundredfold since the Second World War. The South Korean and U.S. Air Forces have around 600 modern military aircraft available in South Korea, and the U.S. can reinforce that number almost without limit in very short order.

A few hundred thousand North Koreans and a few tens of thousands of South Koreans would die in the fighting, but nothing else of great moment would happen.

It's not even likely that there would be a major counter-attack into North Korea. Nobody would want to upset the Chinese by invading North Korea: better to leave the Pyongyang regime to fall of its own weight after being humiliated by defeat.

A2: North Korea – No More Provocations
Brinksmanship low – North Korea shifting to compliance
Harlan 6/12 – Chico, staff writer for the Washington Post. “N.Korean, UN officials to discuss S.Korean ship sinking.” (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/12/AR2010071201645.html)

Military officials from North Korea and the U.S.-led United Nations Command will meet Tuesday to discuss the sinking of a South Korean warship, the U.N. Command said Monday in a statement. 

The meeting, proposed Friday by North Korea, raises hopes for reduced tensions on the Korean Peninsula, a flashpoint since the Cheonan sinking in March. The U.N. Command (UNC) said that colonels from both sides will meet for talks in Panmunjom, a village in the demilitarized zone that separates North and South Korea. 

North Korea has denied any involvement in the Cheonan sinking, which killed 46 South Korean sailors and triggered an international investigation -- one that blamed a North Korean torpedo for the explosion. 

But North Korea's behavior and its appetite for diplomatic engagement have shifted since late last week. Friday, the U.N. Security Council unanimously condemned the Cheonan sinking, but its ambiguous statement merely implied Pyongyang's responsibility. That ability to avoid explicit blame -- largely the reflection of China's influence in Security Council talks -- led North Korea's U.N. envoy, Sin Son Ho, to call the statement a "great diplomatic victory." 

The meeting signals the first conciliatory step by North Korea since the Cheonan incident and suggests that Kim Jong Il's government -- in a pattern that fits its history -- could again replace brinksmanship tactics with compliance. Even Pyongyang's willingness to discuss the matter with U.S. representatives represents a U-turn. North Korea had rejected an invitation to meet with the UNC in late June. 

According to the command's statement, North Korea accepted a proposal "to hold colonel-level meetings in advance of General Officer Talks to discuss the sinking." 

A2: Brinkmanship
Brinkmanship is the heart of North Korea’s negotiating style – it was used throughout the Cold War
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation. (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 65-96, 143-159)

Brinkmanship: The Advantages and the Risks of Crying Wolf

The most distinctive characteristic of North Korean diplomacy is brinkmanship, a negotiating tactic closely related to crisis diplomacy. Brinkmanship involves the mixing of aggressive and provocative tactics including issuing unconditional demands, blustering, bluffing, threatening, stalling, manufacturing deadlines, and even walking out of negotiations. Brinkmanship is a unilateral strategy in a negotiation and is most successful when the protagonist is able to demonstrate unconcern with its counterpart's reaction or with the negative situation created by such tactics. It is a strategy North Korean negotiators used effectively throughout the Cold War. The North Korean initial position before negotiations has been described by one negotiator as, "If you don't accept our proposal, we will walk out," or "We accept your proposal, but you do X first," a combination of a demand for a unilateral concession with a threat to break off a negotiation. Another American negotiator describes the difference between the U.S. and North Korean approaches this way: "We're criticized if we establish a goal and don't reach it; they are criticized for not asking for enough."11

Brinkmanship is a well calibrated strategy designed to gain concession
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 66)

Crisis diplomacy is a manifestation of North Korea's partisan guerrilla legacy and an excellent means by which weak states can enhance leverage against powerful states in negotiations on specific issues. Brinkmanship is a unilateral strategy influenced by North Korea's historically isolated position and reinforced by the influence of communist negotiating style and tactics. It employs threats, bluff, and forms of blackmail to extract maximal concessions from a negotiating counterpart. North Korea has also demonstrated a unique ability to manufacture negotiating leverage for itself as a result of its own weakness by negating its own options and relying on the "good will" of the negotiating counterpart while simultaneously retaining the capacity to threaten the counterpart's interests. In negotiations with the United States, tactics that have reinforced perceptions of equivalency have been paramount, sometimes even at the expense of gaining substantive benefits. And North Korean facilitating tactics. including the use of trial balloons, emotional displays. and deadlines to induce agreement, also playa critical role in the negotiation process.

A2: Brinkmanship
Crisis diplomacy is just North Korea’s way of negotiating to try and retain leverage
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation. (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 69)

Crisis diplomacy, a highly effective characteristic of North Korea's negotiating style, is derived from North Korea's structural position as a nation that must force its way to the top of the negotiating agenda with the United States and from the historical legacy of the partisan guerrilla movement, in which unconventional tactics were a necessary component of North Korean strategy. In his 1988 book, Power and Tactics in International Negotiation: How Weak Nations Negotiate with Strong Nations, Mark Habeeb explains that weak states may increase their leverage in issue-specific negotiations relative to their aggregate power by preserving or expanding alternatives to a negotiated settlement, demonstrating commitment to achieving the identified negotiating goal, and maintaining control of the negotiating process. Throughout nuclear and other negotiations with the United States, North Korean negotiators have-whether instinctively, strategically, or unwittingly-used the tactics of crisis diplomacy to gain the attention of the United States.

North Korea has arguably used the tactic of crisis diplomacy for years in its attempts to gain the attention of the United States through the United Nations Command (UNC) IMilitary Armistice Commission (MAC) process with varying degrees of success.6 Although it appeared that the Basic Agreement between North and South Korea and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections would lead to a relaxation of tension on the Korean Peninsula in early 1992, discrepancies in North Korea's reporting on its nuclear program came to light in the fall of that year. The distraction of political transitions in Washington and Seoul left the initiative to the IAEA to investigate North Korea's nuclear program. The IAEA-its effectiveness questioned by recent discoveries of a vast network of undeclared nuclear facilities in Iraq-requested unprecedented and intrusive special inspections in North Korea.

A2: Prolif – Won’t Give up Nukes
North Korea will never give up its nukes

Eberstadt, 02 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies (Nicholas, 12/18/01, AEI, “The Threat from North Korea” http://www.aei.org/article/16122) 

There is a certain logic to North Korea's relentless quest for weapons of mass destruction, and it would be illogical to expect it to relinquish its efforts to develop and perfect WMD.

This is true for two reasons. The first is that the North Korean state is based on its perception of itself as the natural and legitimate inheritor of the entire Korean Peninsula. The second is that the DPRK, unlike most other states in the modern world community, sees the international economy as a source of menace to its stability and authority.

Thus, the North Korean government does not seek to pursue its regime survival in conventional Western terms--with defense sufficiency and trade-based prosperity. Rather, Pyongyang sees itself as a state engaged in an international zero-sum martial-mercantile contest: Pyongyang must in this view either give or receive tribute. North Korea does not wish to be a tributary state, but rather one that receives tribute.

This is a rather difficult philosophy to put into action, and it requires a certain amount of military menace. One instrument for the DPRK is conventional weaponry, and North Korea has one of the largest standing armed forces on the planet today. But given its economic difficulties, the conventional military instrument is not a satisfactory one for implementing policy. Thus, North Korea has reaffirmed the propriety of a quest for ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction, notwithstanding a lingering famine that has killed hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of people.

U.S. Misconceptions

In such a context, we would be foolish to think that North Korean attempts to develop ballistic missiles and WMD are some sort of bargaining chip. That has been the approach of the South Korean government under the "sunshine" theory, and it was the hope and approach of the U.S. government at the end of the previous administration. But the DPRK's WMD program began in the 1960s, and is now moving towards its fifth decade. It is unusual for people to work on something for five decades if they are hoping to develop a bargaining chip.

On the contrary, it seems that we are looking at a state which is developing WMD as an insurance policy at worst, and at best, a useful tool. A tool that can undermine deterrence, specifically U.S. deterrence on the Korean Peninsula, thereby bringing closer the day of unconditional unification.

North Korea will never give up its nuclear option—talks are irrelevant

Eberstadt, 6/15 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies (Nicholas, 6/15/10, AEI, “U.S. Policy towards the Korean Peninsula” http://www.aei.org/article/102189) 

The Korea Task Force's recommendation for a policy of rollback to confront the North Korean government's nuclear ambitions sounds attractive, but only in theory. In practice, it amounts to a continuation of the failed carrot-and-stick approach to denuclearization through international engagement with Pyongyang that has been attempted already for nearly two decades. Suffice it to say that over the most recent experiment in engaging North Korea (through Six Party Talks), the DPRK has gone from hinting that it is developing a "war deterrent" to stating that this deterrent is in fact a nuclear arsenal, to testing two atomic weapons, and to insisting that it will not give up its nuclear option "under any circumstances." The sorry history of nuclear negotiations with the DPRK demonstrates that the international community has absolutely no reason to assume the current North Korean regime will actually denuclearize voluntarily--no matter what blandishments Washington and others proffer or what penalties are threatened. Pyongyang regards its nuclear potential as a vital national interest--and governments do not negotiate vital national interests away. In essence, the North Korean nuclear problem is the North Korean regime. A nonnuclear North Korea will be possible only under a different government in Pyongyang. This is a highly unpleasant reality. But unless we recognize that reality--rather than imagining Pyongyang as the negotiating partner we wish it to be--continuing the current course can only make for a more dangerous future for the United States and its Asian allies. 

A2: Prolif – Won’t Give up Nukes
North Korea won’t denuclearization – multiple reasons

Eberstadt, 5 – holds the Henry Wendt Chair in Political Economy at the American Enterprise Institute (Nicholas, 6/15/05, AEI, “North Korea’s Weapons Quest” http://www.aei.org/article/22683)

There is no indication, incidentally, that North Korean decision-makers view WMD as “special weapons” to be held in reserve. On the contrary, missiles and nuclear devices seem to figure integrally in North Korean official thinking and are already being used on a regular basis in North Korean statecraft, as the government’s ongoing forays in “blackmail diplomacy” attest. Moreover, despite North Korea’s emphasis on race doctrine, there is no indication whatsoever that North Korean leadership would hesitate to use such weapons on minjok in South Korea. Pyongyang did not blink at starving perhaps one million of its own people for reasons of state in the 1990s. It regards the South Korean state as a cancerous monstrosity, and those who support it as corrupt and worthless national traitors.

Several important implications flow from the DPRK’s conception of and strategy for its WMD program. First, continuing and escalating international tensions are not accidental and unwelcome side-effects of the program. They are its central purpose. Simply stated, the DPRK’s growing WMD arsenal, and the threats that arsenal permits the North Korean regime to pose to other governments, are the key to the political and economic prizes Pyongyang intends to extract from an otherwise hostile and unwilling world.

Second, WMD threats--especially nuclear and missile threats--have already been used by North Korea with great success as an instrument for extracting de facto international extortion payments from the United States and its allies, and as a lever forcing the United States to “engage” Pyongyang diplomatically and on Pyongyang’s own terms.

Despite the North Korean regime’s seemingly freakish face to the world, the leadership’s ability to make subtle and skillful calculations is underscored by the bottom line in its negotiations with the U.S. government over the past decade. Between 1995 and 2004, according to calculations of the Congressional Research Service, Pyongyang secured more than $1 billion in foreign aid from the United States--a state the DPRK regards as its prime international enemy.

The greatest potential dividends for North Korean nuclear and ballistic diplomacy, however, still lie in store--and this brings us to a third point. For half a century and more, U.S. security policy has been charged with imposing “deterrence” upon Pyongyang. Shouldn’t we expect that Pyongyang has also been thinking about how to “deter” the United States over those same long decades?
Nuclear weapons (especially long-range nuclear missiles) might well answer the “deterrence question” for the North Korean state, as former Secretary of Defense William J. Perry incisively recognized in his 1999 “Perry Process” report. Faced with the risk of nuclear attack on the U.S. mainland, he warned, Washington might hesitate at a time of crisis in the Korean Peninsula. But if Washington’s security commitment to South Korea were not credible in a crisis, the military alliance would be hollow and vulnerable to collapse under the weight of its own internal contradictions. North Korea’s WMD program, in short, may be the regime’s best hope for achieving its long-cherished objectives of breaking the U.S.-South Korean military alliance and forcing American troops out of the Korean Peninsula.
Fourth, those who hope for a “win-win” solution to the North Korean nuclear impasse must recognize the plain fact that Pyongyang does not now engage in win-win bargaining, and never has. The historical record is completely clear: Pyongyang believes in zero-sum solutions, preferring outcomes that entail not only DPRK victories, but also face-losing setbacks for its opponents. From the DPRK’s perspective, win-win solutions are not only impractical (because they leave adversaries unnecessarily strong), but actually immoral as well.

Finally, those who believe that a peaceful and voluntary denuclearization of the DPRK is still possible through further rounds of international conference diplomacy or through some future negotiating breakthrough must be ready to consider how such an outcome would look from North Korea today--that is to say, from the standpoint of the real, existing North Korean state, not some imaginary DPRK we would rather be talking to.

No matter how large the pay-off package, no matter how broad and comprehensive the attendant international formula for recognition and security, the Western desideratum of “complete verifiable irreversible denuclearization” would irrevocably consign North Korea to a world in which the metrics of peaceful international competition matter most--and thus irrevocably to an international role for the DPRK more in consonance with the size of its gross national product. No North Korean leader is likely to regard such a proposal as any bargain.

Even worse from Pyongyang’s standpoint is that a genuine agreement to denuclearize might well undermine the authority and legitimacy of the North Korean state. Since its founding in 1948, the DPRK has demanded terrible and continuing sacrifices from its population, but it has always justified these in the name of its historic vision for reunifying the Korean race. Today, however, forswearing its WMD options would be tantamount to forswearing the claim to unify the Korean Peninsula on Pyongyang’s own terms. Shorn of its legitimating vision, what would be the rationale for absolutist North Korean rule?

A2: Prolif – Won’t Give up Nukes
North Korea will never give up its nuclear program

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

North Korea's nuclear arsenal is integral to the international military extortion racket by which Pyongyang has been financing its state accounts since the end of the Cold War. More atomic bombs, better missiles by which to deliver them abroad, and a permanently warlike posture are indispensable to the regime's own formula for long-term security. This is why a voluntary denuclearization by Kim Jong Il's North Korea is fantasy--no matter what bribes outsiders including the U.S. offer--and true détente with the Dear Leader's regime can never be in the cards.

North Korea would hold on to its nuclear weapons at all costs – multiple warrants 

Eberstadt 2005 – Henry Wendt Chair in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, AEI, March 1, 2005, “What Surprise? The Nuclear Core of North Korea's Strategy.” http://www.aei.org/article/22040) 

North Korea maintains a vast conventional army with a failing, Soviet-type economy. Obviously, that force could not prevail over the combined South Korea-U.S. alliance. Thus the neutralization, and removal, of the United States from the Korean equation is imperative from Pyongyang's perspective.

But that objective cannot be achieved by the DPRK's conventional capabilities--today or in the near future. To achieve this goal, North Korea must possess nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles capable of delivering them into the heart of the American enemy. This central strategic fact explains why North Korea has been assiduously pursuing its nuclear and missile development programs for more than 30 years--at terrible expense to its people and despite all adverse repercussions for its international relations.

Several important implications flow from North Korea's conception of, and strategy for, its program to develop weapons of mass destruction.

First, continuing and escalating international tensions are not accidental and unwelcome side effects of the program--they are its central purpose. North Korea has already used the threat of having weapons of mass destruction to extract de facto international extortion payments from the United States and its allies, and to force the United States to "engage" Pyongyang diplomatically, on Pyongyang's terms.

The greatest potential dividends for North Korean nuclear and ballistic diplomacy, however, still lie in store--and this brings us to a second point. For more than half a century, U.S. security policy has been charged with imposing "deterrence" on Pyongyang. But hasn't Pyongyang also been thinking about how to "deter" the United States over those same long decades? Nuclear weapons (especially long-range nuclear missiles) might well answer the "deterrence question" for the North Korean state.

Faced with the risk of nuclear attack on the U.S. mainland, Washington could hesitate at a time of crisis on the Korean Peninsula. And if Washington's security commitment to South Korea were not credible in a crisis, the military alliance would be dead in all but name. North Korea's nuclear weapons program, in short, may be its best hope for achieving its dual objectives of breaking the U.S.-South Korea military alliance and pushing American troops off the peninsula.

Third, those who hope for a "win-win" solution to the current nuclear impasse must recognize the plain fact that North Korea does not engage in "win-win" bargaining and never has. The historical record is clear: Pyongyang believes in zero-sum solutions, preferring not only victories but also face-losing setbacks for its opponents. To Pyongyang, "win-win" solutions are not only impractical but immoral.

Finally, those who believe that a denuclearization of North Korea is still possible through some future negotiating breakthrough must consider what such an outcome would look like to Pyongyang today--from the standpoint of the real, existing North Korean state, not some imaginary DPRK we'd rather be talking to. No matter how large and reassuring the payoff package, the achievement of "complete, verifiable, irreversible denuclearization" would consign North Korea to a world measured by the metrics of peaceful international competition--and thus to a role more in consonance with the size of its gross domestic product. No current North Korean leader is likely to regard such a proposal as a bargain.
A2: Allied Prolif
No domino effect – states want to avoid proliferation and Kim will be deterred from transferring WMD

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

My analysis implies that Pyongyang's neighbours must avoid overreactions to its nuclear development. Although it is certainly preferable to see North Korea free of nuclear weapons, its armaments cannot dramatically undermine regional security by itself in the short run. Also, the DPRK nuclear development will not have unmanageable repercussions on the global system. The North Korean armament is more likely to remain an isolated incident than to trigger a domino effect, because all the concerned states want to avoid the latter event and thereby preserve the non-proliferation regime. While the bad precedent set by Pyongyang might encourage other nuclear aspirants like Iran, the international society would simultaneously develop a heightened sense of crisis and therefore show stronger resolve to prevent further spread of nuclear weapons and reinforce the global regime. The resultant increased efforts for deterrence and interdiction (e.g., the Proliferation Security Initiative) could stop Kim Jong Il from transferring sensitive materials to potential buyers, although the effectiveness of these measures has been questioned (Chestnut 2007). Therefore, if living with a nuclear-armed Pyongyang is inevitable for a while due to lack of an effective solution, it is imperative to avoid overreacting and unnecessarily exacerbating latent dangers that include an inadvertent war in the Korean peninsula and an unnecessary arms race among major powers.

A2: Allied Prolif
Credible U.S. nuclear guarantees prevent North Korean nuclearization from causing allied prolif

Huntley, 10 - Director of the Simons Centre, Liu Institute, University of British Columbia (5/7/10, Wade L., “Bucks for the Bang: North Korea's Nuclear Program and Northeast Asian Military Spending,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/north_koreas_nuclear_program)

In the Northeast Asia region, a persistently growing arsenal of nuclear weapons in North Korea will tend to aggravate security concerns and uncertainties. Uncertainties could generate unpredictable developments that deterrence strategies might not contain, particularly in crisis conditions. Principal adversaries should be expected to pursue countervailing tendencies. Increased regional defense spending would tend to confirm this expectation, but cannot be definitive as many intervening variables could allow for spurious correlations.

Less quantitatively, and more troublingly, North Korea’s actions could trigger a nuclear arms race among its neighbors. Such an arms race could involve either expanded capabilities among already nuclear-armed states (the United States, China, or Russia) or new acquisition interest among those not yet nuclear-armed (Japan and South Korea), or both.

The prospect of Japan or South Korea eventually pursuing nuclear weapons in response to North Korea’s acquisition has been a longtime worry. Japan in particular sustains a peaceful nuclear power program that generates high-grade plutonium, a space launch capacity providing advanced ballistic missile capabilities, and the technical expertise to reorient these activities into a sophisticated nuclear-weapons development effort. Senior Japanese leaders have occasionally noted Japan’s capacity to exercise this option, particularly in the context of a heightened sense of crisis over North Korea’s activities (such as the 2003-2004 period). North Korea’s nuclear and missile tests emphasize the specific threat many in Japan increasingly perceive Pyongyang to pose.

A growing North Korean nuclear arsenal could also spur nuclear ambitions in South Korea, or even Taiwan. Governments in both Seoul and Taipei have in the past demonstrated nuclear ambitions that were ultimately restrained by direct U.S. intervention. The civil nuclear programs in both cases are far less advanced than Japan’s, but public opinion in both cases is more favorably disposed to nuclear weapons than in Japan. Yet neither Japan nor South Korea has shown interest in acquiring nuclear weapons as a reflexive response to North Korea’s activities. Japan’s government, for example, has long recognized that obtaining nuclear weapons would not advance its strategic interests either vis-à-vis North Korea or in the East Asia region more broadly. Many in South Korea feel less threatened by North Korea’s nascent nuclear capabilities than the considerable conventional threats, notably the vulnerability of Seoul to artillery attack, that have loomed for decades.

Two reasons for these countries’ nuclear reticence in response to North Korea are apparent. First, given the existing configuration of military forces in the region, North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons does not make a conventional attack by Pyongyang more likely or more potentially successful. The principal strategic function of North Korean nuclear weapons would not be to threaten a nuclear first strike (which would invite the country’s destruction) but to deter an attack on itself, if possible. Nuclear weapons acquisition by Japan or South Korea would be of little value in deterring an already unlikely unprecipitated initiation of war by North Korea, and would not diminish whatever deterrent value North Korea’s nuclear weapons supplied.

Second, both Japan and South Korea already enjoy U.S. nuclear-girded security guarantees vis-à-vis North Korea. These guarantees are part of deep alliance relationships that also serve other security functions and that have evolved into linchpins of the broader political relationships of these countries with the United States. U.S. policy has consistently opposed independent nuclear acquisition by its Northeast Asian allies, for reasons of both regional relations and the nuclear nonproliferation regime.

These factors explain, in part, why North Korean nuclear tests have not tipped other Northeast Asian nuclear dominos. In response to provocative North Korean activities, U.S. efforts to reaffirm and enhance its alliance and extended deterrence commitments have for Japan and South Korea served the equivalent function of independent nuclear acquisitions.

A primary example is U.S.-Japan cooperation on theater missile defense. North Korea’s long-range missile test in 1998 helped galvanize a then-incipient joint missile defense development program. In December 2003, Japan’s government decided to equip the country with a multi-tiered ballistic missile defense system. Following North Korea’s 2006 missile and nuclear tests, Japan accelerated these deployments. In March 2007, it passed a milestone when the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force successfully conducted its first missile intercept test, launching an SM-3 missile from the Aegis ship Kongo that destroyed, at an altitude of approximately 100 miles, a mock North Korean Nodong. U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation is among the more clear-cut examples of North Korea’s nuclear program leading directly to significantly increased military expenditures on the part of its principal regional adversaries.

Acquisition of nuclear weapons by either South Korea or Japan would be a dramatic and extreme measure, probably more contingent on conclusions that U.S. security guarantees were becoming less reliable than on North Korea’s nuclear acquisition per se. Hence, continuing North Korean nuclear activities are more likely in the near term to induce Japan and (to a lesser degree) South Korea to deepen defense cooperation with the United States, as represented by Japan’s accelerated joint missile defense development. Although this outcome is relatively good news for regional nuclear proliferation concerns, it augurs significantly expanding military expenditures among these states on both expensive high-technology weapons systems and personnel deployments, both as direct responses to North Korean actions and as more general signifiers of alliance attitudes (e.g., either commitment or independence).

Over a longer time period, however, there is no guarantee a significantly larger and/or more technologically developed North Korean nuclear arsenal will not induce a phase shift in regional responses. Much will depend on other dimensions of possible North Korean behavior (such as continued nuclear testing, the status of its missile program, other proliferation activities, and conventional military deployments) as well as broader regional developments. A collapse of confidence in U.S. security guarantees precipitated by events in North Korea might induce Japan and/or South Korea to believe they had no choice but to pursue nuclear weapons capabilities of their own, whether or not the strategic logic for such a move had strengthened. On the other hand, a qualitative advance of the North Korean nuclear arsenal might induce a qualitative shift in Chinese threat perception, inducing greater convergence (and hence greater effectiveness) of coordinated regional responses. Thus, the broader impact of a nuclear North Korea is uncertain, indeterminate, and contingent on how other aspects of regional relations iteratively evolve.

A2: ROK Prolif
No South Korean nuclearization – prefers conventional deterrent 

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

Overall, based on short- and medium-term conditions, South Korea’s active pursuit of nuclear weapons appears unlikely. South Korea undoubtedly has deeper anxieties over abandonment by the United States and this generates greater temptations to consider nuclear weapons than in the case of Japan. Nonetheless, the national security imperative is not yet overwhelming— especially as long as South Korea sees benefits in engaging North Korea, the diplomatic window remains open, and the United States remains engaged in Korean Peninsula security affairs. South Korea looks set to concentrate instead on conventional deterrence against North Korea through the buildup of its capabilities in command and control, strike and maneuver, maritime and amphibious, and air defense.65 Questions of national prestige also appear insufficient to fully drive proliferation. South Korea may then remain in the second tier of nuclear proliferators; although Seoul’s reaction if the ROK were to become the inheritor of nuclear weapons following the possible collapse of North Korea—and whether it might maintain these weapons—would become a major wildcard for regional security. 

A2: Taiwan Prolif
Taiwan won’t nuclearize – democratization, fear of sanctions

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

Finally, Taiwan faces considerable economic and technological hurdles to nuclearization. The democratization of Taiwan has ensured that there is declining budgetary freedom for the pursuit of a clandestine nuclear program. As such, any move by Taiwan to produce nuclear weapons might precipitate both U.S. and Japanese economic sanctions as well as the cut-off by the United States of nuclear fuels upon which Taiwan is entirely dependent and which provide 20% of its total energy.75 Though possibly having the eventual technological capacity to produce nuclear weapons, Taiwan would first have to acquire reprocessing and enrichment facilities. The island’s tight geographical confines also mean that Taiwan would need to face the technological challenges of developing a submarine-based deterrent to have a meaningful force de frappe against China.

Taiwan’s strategic situation would thus appear to dictate that Taipei will have little incentive to reconsider its nuclear options at present. Only the most drastic of circumstances—a total U.S. withdrawal of its security guarantees— might induce Taiwan to make a desperate bid for nuclear weapons. In the meantime, Taipei is more likely to continue to attempt to deter Beijing with conventional military modernization and by maintaining security ties with the United States. Nevertheless, Taiwan is likely not to be above continuing to speculate openly about its nuclear options. This is clearly a useful bargaining chip not only against China but also against the United States to ensure that Washington maintains a form of security guarantee for Taiwan in order to prevent the wider destabilization of both the Sino-U.S. relationship and the entire region. 

A2: ROK Modernization Adv
ROK boosting defense modernization now

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

Self-Reliant Deterrence

South Korea's military is also planning to acquire weapons systems to help deter North Korea's lingering nuclear and missile threats on its own.

The military plans to increase the procurement numbers of precision-guided Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) and air-launched cruise missiles. It aims to buy 1,400 JDAMs by 2013 to bring its total number to 4,551.

The JDAM is a guidance tail kit that converts existing unguided free-fall bombs into accurate, adverse weather munitions. Carried by advanced fighter jets, including F-15Ks, the bomb has a glide range of 24 kilometers and can strike within 13 meters of its target. It can penetrate up to 2.4 meters of concrete.

The South Korean Air Force is also seeking to equip some of its KF-16 fleet with JDAMs.

In addition, the South plans to acquire about 270 joint air-to-surface, standoff (cruise) missiles (JASSM) by 2011. The JASSM, developed by U.S. Lockheed Martin, is an autonomous, long-range, air-to-ground, precision missile designed to destroy high-value, fixed and mobile targets.

ROK modernization now – Cheonan spurred concerns 

Steele 6/30 – Staff writer, Sign On San Diego News (6/30/10, Jeanette, San Diego Union Tribune, “U.S. Pacific chief vigilant about N. Korea, China.” http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/2010/jun/30/us-pacific-chief-vigilant-about-n-korea-china/) 

In response to the sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March, the United States is planning a military exercise in that region. The timing and participants haven’t been announced. An international investigation concluded last month that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, which North Korea denies.

The U.S. exercise is a show of force. Beyond that, Willard said, the Cheonan incident made South Korea want to beef up training and become more effective in deterring the North.

Military modernization now 

Kang 2008 -- Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College (David C., “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance.” in” in “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance” ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee. Asia policy, number 5 (january 2008), 25-41) 

By contrast, South Korea’s military modernization is actually increasing. President Roh Moo-hyun has repeatedly said that it is unacceptable for the world’s twelfth largest economy not to “assume the role of main actor” in its own defense. Indeed, South Korea has increased defense spending 10% annually since 2004 and plans to continue this expansion until 2012. The country also expects expenditures on military research and development to increase 18% until 2012, combined with a reduction in armed forces by 6% (approximately 45,000 personnel). Such military modernization will include new surface-to-air missile capabilities (the SAM-X project), as well as air-to-air refueling capability, Aegis-equipped destroyers, attack helicopters, and advanced command and control capabilities.30 South Korea is also beginning to take a more active role in the planning and operation of defense along the DMZ, with the United States already taking the role of a supporting military.31 A further reduction in U.S. commitment to South Korea would be consistent with the general trend over the past few decades.

A2: ROK Modernization Adv
Modernization now
Suh 5/17 – Associate Professor and Director of Korea Studies at SAIS, (5/17/10, J.J., Foreign Policy in Focus, “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race.” http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race) 

South Korea has continuously increased its military spending since 2000 at a rate higher than conventional explanations would expect. Its spending grew 200 percent for the past ten years, higher than would be warranted by the growth of its economy or government budget over the same period. South Korea also, notably, raised its defense spending at a higher rate than North Korea did at a time when Seoul was taking a more conciliatory policy of engagement, commonly dubbed the “sunshine policy.” Its defense spending increased ostensibly in response to its policy goal to build a more autonomous military under the Roh Moo-hyun administration. But closer examination shows that the U.S.-Korea alliance in fact strengthened during this period and served as driver of South Korea’s military transformation. Furthermore, Roh’s predecessor and successor have, despite their opposite political orientations, strengthened the military in a way that dovetails with changes in American strategy and military. This article examines how the South’s military transformation, in quantity and form, is attributable at least partly to the pressure that its alliance with the United States keeps on Seoul to maintain military readiness and interoperability.

Korean modernization happens regardless of US presence – Empirics 
Suh ’10 [5/17/10. J.J., “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race]
Second, if the alliance were terminated, it could potentially disrupt the flow of parts and materials, causing an incalculable disaster in equipment maintenance and production that might even compromise the ROK army's readiness. The work of many of Korea's defense contractors would grind to a halt as Korea failed to obtain necessary parts. Many U.S. contractors would lose customers. These secondary costs are difficult to estimate but are frequently used as a reason for maintaining the alliance. Typifying such justifications, Hwang Tong-Jun, Director of the Weapons Systems Research Center, has argued that, despite the need to diversify the sources of weapons imports, "we need to focus on our cooperation with the U.S., which has developed over the past 20 years and which has sustained weapons interoperability."

While there is no dispute about the contributions that the United States has made to Korea’s defense, it is analytically difficult to show that its contributions have produced a replacement effect, not only because its contributions serve U.S. strategic needs but also because Korea’s military spending grew even when Washington’s security commitment remained constant or grew. In the 1950s and 1960s, Washington provided economic and military assistance—especially so-called counterpart funding—not just as a supplement but also as an inducement for Seoul to raise the size of the military and defense budget. Even as President Richard Nixon withdrew one division from South Korea, he increased other types of defense assistance to compensate for the decrease in Korea’s defense readiness that might result from the force reduction. President Jimmy Carter threatened to cut U.S. aid if Seoul did not go along with his policy, but he ended up giving aid without any troop withdrawal. Through the 1970s, President Park Chung-hee, fearing American withdrawal, launched an ambitious program to build Korea’s independent military capability. But in the 1980s, when President Ronald Reagan made unqualified commitment to South Korea’s defense, President Chun Doo-hwan still went ahead with the military modernization program. In other words, South Korea kept beefing up its military regardless of the level of American support.

A2: ROK Modernization Adv – Turns
US key to SK force capabilities--weapons

Levin 4, Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)
Still another benefit stemming from the decades-long military-to-military relationship relates to military sales. Supporting U.S. military contractors abroad and promoting their technology has always been an important U.S. interest and is particularly so post-9/11. Korea is one of America’s best customers. As noted above, the U.S. is the source for almost 80 percent of Korea’s foreign military purchases, an amount that totals roughly $2 billion annually. Moreover, the cost and complexity of the systems Korea wants to procure to achieve greater self-reliance and be able to counter potential regional threats after unification (advanced fighter aircraft, air defense missiles, Aegisclass destroyers, etc.) ensure that it will remain an attractive customer for many years to come. As also noted above, however, the Korea of today is not the Korea of old. And in fighter aircraft, submarine technology, and other areas, it increasingly has options other than the United States.19 While few would argue that the U.S.-ROK military-to-military relationship is the sole determinant of Korean procurement decisions on major weapons systems, even fewer would deny that it is a major factor influencing the internal deliberations. 
Turn – A strong alliance leads to increased military spending and modernization– four reasons 
Suh ’10 [5/17/10. J.J., “Allied to Race? The U.S.-Korea Alliance and Arms Race”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/allied_to_race_the_us-korea_alliance_and_arms_race]
While a military alliance as a tool of pulling security resources together reduces the defense burden for each ally, there are at least four reasons why an alliance may increase each member’s defense spending. First, the need to keep allied militaries interoperable generates pressure to allocate resources to meet the need for hardware, software, and human resources. Second, the political need to keep an ally happy can lead to a provision of military aid or to the sale or purchase of weapons or commercial goods. Third, a country may be persuaded to maintain a level of force by its fear of abandonment by its ally at a time of crisis. “Abandonment fears” lead the allies to invest in making their links as unbreakable as possible. Finally, a country may be dragged into a conflict in which its ally is involved. “Entrapment fears” reduce, if not counterbalance, the supplementary effect of the alliance to the extent that allies develop their capabilities independent of the alliance. Entrapment, of course, incurs direct costs of fighting as well as indirect costs of supporting the ally.
A2: ROK Modernization Adv – Turns
ROK couldn’t modernize if the US left and would instead invest in peace-building missions with North Korea

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 184)
The direct local costs for the operation and maintenance of U.S. forces has averaged $2 billion annually, but this estimate goes over $5 billion if the cost of training and equipping these forces is added. Moreover, it does not take into account the costs of continually upgrading obsolete military equipment such as the $3.7 billion spent since 1991 to 1he entire fleet of U.S. helicopters in Korea. Nor does it reflect the fact that it costs more to station forces in other countries than in the continental United States-in the case of Korea, about $900 million more per year-or the millions continually spent on new construction. Military construction in Korea is projected to cost $4.2 billion ($234 million annually) from 2002 to 2020.30 

Estimates of the indirect costs involved in maintaining Korea-related u.s. forces in Asia vary in accordance with the methodology used. The largest figure-$42 billion per year- come from the Center for Defense Information.31 This number includes an estimate of the costs of weapons acquisition, overhead, and logistical support for the U.S. forces deployed in Asia. Earl Ravenal, using similar criteria, has suggested $39 billion.32 Michael O'Hanlon, examining the overall impact of the U.S. commitment to Korea on Pentagon planning, calculated that the United States could save $20 to $30 billion per year if it was no longer responsible for the defense of South Korea.33 William W. Kaufmann and John D. Stein Bruner, using different criteria, came up with $17 billion.34 
South Korea, on its own, clearly could not match the level of military security provided by the United States without bankrupting its national economy. For this reason, a U.S. disengagement would not be likely to aggravate the arms race between North and South but rather to strengthen those in the South who have long advocated arms-control and tension-reduction agreements with Pyongyang that would make possible a "peace dividend" in the form of increased social welfare spending. "The burden of armaments and the pressure for consumer goods and public services is one of the important stimulants to detente," Francis Underhill wrote in his 1971 memorandum to Ambassador Porter. "As long as we are ready to pick up the tab for a rigid military confrontation, we divert domestic pressure for accommodation and strengthen those who have a vested interest in tension."
A2: ROK-Japan Relations
ROK and Japan Relations are high enough to have access to our impacts now 

Preble 6/14 -- Director of Foreign Policy Studies, Cato Institute (Christopher, National Security Journal, “Fraying, Yes; Disappearing, No.” http://security.nationaljournal.com/2010/06/are-americas-alliances-fraying.php?rss=1) 

But just because the United States has had difficulty keeping its allies in line doesn't mean that it can't assemble a coalition to deal with common challenges. It all depends on whether the parties agree on the nature and severity of the threat, and on the best means for mitigating it. In this context, the multinational naval task force operating off the Horn of Africa has had great success beating back piracy in the region. The countries that choose to participate agree that piracy poses a threat to their commercial interests, and are willing to band together in a loose coalition -- and not as part of a formal, permanent alliance -- in order to deal with the challenge. Their contributions are generally consistent with their interests; the benefits seen as in line with the costs.

Alliances are no different, or, at least, they shouldn't be. Alliances are supposed to be sustained by interests. (British Foreign Secretary Lord Palmerston's observation that "nations have no permanent friends or allies, they only have permanent interests" has been repeated so many times that it has become cliched). And yet, the United States has maintained its commitment to NATO, South Korea and Japan in recent months, even as it is obvious that the parties do not share common interests. The alliances have become an end in and of themselves, instead of the means to an end.

Thus we have the spectacle of the Obama administration pressuring the Japanese government to relent on the permanent stationing of U.S. troops in Okinawa -- and forcing Prime Minister Hatoyama from office in the process (more on this here). Meanwhile, we see European countries cutting defense spending at a time when U.S. spending continues to rise. When she presented the Obama administration's national security strategy late last month, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton declared that NATO was one of several global commitments that was "embedded in the DNA of American foreign policy." 

A2: China Conflicts
Won’t attack Spratly – costs are too high 

Richardson 6/16 -- visiting senior research fellow at the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies in Singapore. (Michael, Japan Times, “China ups the ante in Asia.” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100616mr.html) 

In the case of the South China Sea, the situation is more complicated and less in Beijing's favor. Since Chinese forces seized the Paracel Islands from Vietnam in 1974, China has consolidated its hold on the archipelago. But in the much larger Spratly chain to the south, China is in a relatively weak position in terms of the territory it actually holds.

Taiwan has the biggest island, Itu Aba. Vietnam, the Philippines and Malaysia hold all the atolls that are large enough for an airstrip. Many of them are now garrisoned with troops.

Vietnam occupies 29 of the Spratlys claimed by China, the Philippines eight, and Malaysia three. China holds about nine tiny bits of real estate, none of them with space for more than helicopter landing pads and cramped refueling docks for ships.

Although Chinese long-range military power is reaching the point where it could probably be used to evict some rival Spratly claimants by force, this would come at a high cost to China in damaged relations with the U.S. and many other Asia-Pacific states.

Somehow, ways must be found to prevent emotive nationalism and militarism from upsetting the uneasy status quo in the South China Sea. This calls for restraint from all claimants, but particularly from China and Vietnam. Both have been reinforcing their positions in the Spratlys in defiance of the spirit, if not the letter, of the voluntary Declaration on the Conduct of Parties in the South China Sea signed between ASEAN and China in 2002.

Perhaps the new forum for defense ministers from ASEAN, Australia, China, India, Japan, New Zealand, Russia, South Korea and the U.S. that will meet for the first time in Hanoi in October will help.

A real freeze on military reinforcement in the Spratlys is needed for a diplomatic thaw to take hold.

No China/Taiwan war  

Richardson 6/16 -- visiting senior research fellow at the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies in Singapore (Michael, Japan Times, “China ups the ante in Asia.” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100616mr.html) 

Will China respect these U.S. interests, which are supported by Japan and many other Asian nations apprehensive at what China's rise might mean, especially without an effective counterbalance that only America can provide? China will not abandon its quest for national unity with Taiwan. But in the past two years, there has been a significant easing of tensions between the mainland and Taiwan, enabling productive negotiations between the two sides to proceed. This has taken place despite Beijing's objections to the sale of defensive U.S. weapons to Taiwan, and U.S. objections to the build-up of Chinese missiles aimed at Taiwan.

With Taiwan, Beijing probably feels that time and the balance of power and influence are on its side. So China can afford to be patient, avoiding the costs of conflict while eventually getting what it wants.

A2: Reunification – No Regional Support
No regional support for reunification
Choong, 10 (William, 6/4/10, The Straits Times (Singapore), “Why some may not want unified Korea” l/n)

NORTH Korea's alleged sinking of a South Korean corvette in March has underscored the differences between the two countries. The acrimony that has resulted, however, belies a collective yearning among the Korean people for unification.

In 2000, this looked possible after the two Koreas signed the June 15 North-South Joint Declaration which offered a vision of peaceful unification.

The problem with unification, however, is that it is like world peace. Everyone claims to want it, but no one wants the pain involved. As Saint Augustine said: 'Give me chastity and continence, but not yet.'

In the event of North Korea's collapse - an event typically touted as the prelude to unification - several nightmare scenarios would emerge. This includes a nuclear-armed Korea, great power rivalry and massive refugee flows.
Publicly, the two Koreas, Japan, China, Russia and the United States agree that unification is desirable. But its ramifications are so dynamic - and daunting - that they all would prefer the status quo.

In the 1960s, North Korea supported unification - by force. Due to its faltering economy, Pyongyang is now focused on two objectives - regime survival and the use of nuclear weapons as a bargaining chip to secure more aid.

For South Korea, the projected costs of unification would make the unification of West and East Germany look like a cakewalk. Estimates range from US $50 billion (S $70 billion) to US $5 trillion.

West Germany paid US $2 trillion for unification. But it had it relatively easy. In 1989, East Germany's per capita income was one-third of the West's. The two already had extensive trade links. In contrast, North Korea's per capita income is estimated at 6 per cent of South Korea's. Unification would effectively slash South Korean incomes by a third.

In the long term, Japan and the US would like to see a unified Korea made in the image of South Korea: a free-market democracy friendly to Tokyo and the US, with a token US military presence.

For now, however, Tokyo prefers the status quo - minus North Korea's nukes. Unification even in the best-case scenario is problematic for Japan because both Koreas view it with suspicion, no thanks to its history of colonisation. Japanese strategists also see a unified Korea, particularly a nuclear-armed one, as a 'dagger pointed at the heart of Japan'.

Like Japan, the US prefers the status quo since unification could lead to a loss of American influence on the peninsula. According to a report by the US Army War College, unification could result in a 'US-led maritime bloc with Japan as a critical partner... balanced against a China-led continental bloc that could include Russia and possibly unified Korea'.

Beijing also prefers the status quo, but its calculus is exactly the opposite of Washington's. Traditionally, China has considered North Korea as a strategic buffer against the US and its allies. A unified Korea allied to the US would mean the loss of this buffer.

This compels China to pursue a two-Korea policy that seeks to improve relations with both Koreas, giving Beijing strategic leverage in the long term. Enticing Seoul - and eventually a unified Korea - out of the US-Japan orbit is the ultimate goal, since this would remove US troops from the peninsula.

Russia's worst-case scenario - a nuclear-armed Korea aligned to China - is similar to Japan's, says Australian Colonel David Coghlan in a paper written for the US-based Strategic Studies Institute.

Col Coghlan argues that Russia, in contrast to its position during the Korean War, now prefers the US in and the Chinese out of the peninsula. This would enable it to pursue lucrative oil and gas contracts to supply South Korea and Japan.

In essence, all the parties involved prefer some variation of the status quo. They all want Mr Kim to keep a delicate balance: be wily enough to stay in power, but not crazy enough to precipitate an implosion or explosion. The problem with this approach, however, is that things will not remain static.

In October 1989, former West German chancellor Willy Brandt visited South Korea. Talking to his hosts, he said that the Berlin Wall would not come down 'in my lifetime'. It did, and the rest is history.

South Korea has a set of contingency plans in the event of North Korea's collapse, says international relations professor Lee Chung Min of Yonsei University. 'Whether they will be effective is another question. But the government is keenly concerned, given that this is one of the biggest - if not the biggest - issue facing us,' he said.

More importantly, the major powers - China, Japan, Russia and the US - need to coordinate and come up with contingencies to deal with a potential collapse.

In a recent report, analysts Bonnie Glaser and Scott Snyder at the Washington- based Centre for Strategic and International Studies said that it was 'not too early' for major regional parties to plan ahead.

'Responses to instability could include decisions by China, South Korea and the US to dispatch troops into North Korea to restore order and to locate and secure weapons of mass destruction facilities. Absent advance coordination, these forces could come into conflict with each other,' they added.

It is one thing to prefer the status quo on the peninsula. It will be quite another thing if the lack of coordinated responses following North Korea's collapse leads to greater instability in North-east Asia.
A2: Reunification – Withdrawal Won’t Solve
A withdrawal of troops will not lead to a Korean unification – DPRK leaders will use fears of Japan to stabilize the regime

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 20)

The absence of U.S forces would not fully erase memories of the Korean War, especially on the part of the older generation. Moreover, fears of a more nationalistic Japan are likely to grow in both North and South  Korea in the face of increasingly formidable Japanese armed forces that are likely to include nuclear capabilities for reasons spelled out in part 4. North Korean leaders will continue to use nationalism to hold their country together for some years to come by placing a new emphasis on the danger of a revived Japanese expansionism, while steadily moving closer to South Korea as the gap between their economic systems narrows.

A2: Reunification – Troops Key to Stability
Troop presence following reunification is key to Korean stability

Haselden 03 (Carl, Colonel, Military Paper, “The effects of Korean unification on the US military presence in Northeast Asia”, Proquest)
A continued US force presence, albeit smaller, following unification would promote stability within the region and reduce the possibility of the ROK leaning toward China or Japan. The United States also would continue to provide the ROK outward security and stability as it deals with the expected internal financial, social, security, and political issues accompanying reunification. As Korea completes reunification and transforms its military from a ground-centric force to one having complementary naval and air components, it may assume a greater role and influence in security issues beyond Northeast Asia. 

***Solvency ARGUMENTS
Troops are key to stabilizing the peninsula during reunification

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

Korean reunification-if it indeed comes about-will change the US military presence in Northeast Asia, and the United States should begin laying the groundwork to ensure that this historic event increases regional opportunities and not challenges. A continued US presence in both the Republic of Korea and Japan would provide unique capabilities and an ability to respond to regional contingencies. Such a continued presence would serve as a stabilizing factor during any period of transition. US forces remain in a unified Germany today for similar reasons, even though the Soviet Union is no longer around to threaten European security. 

The decision on whether or not the United States retains bases in the ROK and Japan is ultimately up to each of those governments. If the decision is made by either to remove US bases, there is likely to be increased domestic pressure on the other nation to do the same. Neither wants to be the only nation in Asia allowing foreign forces on its soil. 
A unified Korea under US influence key to deter war 
Choo 03 (Yong Shik, Ph.D. candidate and research fellow at the Japan and Korea Studies Program of the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, SAIS Review, “Handling North Korea: Strategy and issues”, Proquest)

Third, the United States and the Republic of Korea must maintain a constructive and cooperative relationship in handling North Korean issues. The Seoul-Washington relationship will be increasingly critical for stability and prosperity on the Korean peninsula and in East Asia. Such a relationship is important not only for effective coordination of policy toward Pyongyang, but also in the aftermath of a future Korean unification. Whether Korea is unified into a confederation or a single state under the dominance of either side, the process of unification may mean chaos and even military violence. Disturbances on the Korean peninsula might then spread to the Korean-Chinese border as massive numbers of Korean refugees flee into China. The rise of Korean nationalism may rekindle historical enmity against Japan. In many respects, a soft-landing of the unified Korea into a pro-democracy, free-market system may be beyond the new nation's capacity and would require international assistance, primarily from the United States. Additionally, a unified Korea's formidable firepower will remain a destabilizing force in East Asia. Its diplomatic inclinations will have a decisive impact on the configuration of regional security alignments, particularly in the case of a possible strategic conflict emerging between the United States and China.

Unilateral Concessions Fail
Unilateral concessions are pocketed by North Korea – won’t spur negotiations
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation. (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 78-79)

Demands for Unilateral Concessions

An initial component of North Korean brinkmanship has been demands for unilateral concessions in return for the opportunity to come to the negotiating table. Such unilateral concessions, if made in response to North Korean demands during the initial phases of a negotiation, have generally been pocketed rather than reciprocated.I6 Such behavior-in contrast to perceived American tendencies to "move the goal posts"-might be called "moving the starting blocks." Such attempts to extract benefits before negotiation are a sign that North Korea may have no interest in engaging in serious negotiations since failure to respond to a unilateral concession results in a loss of trust and damages the integrity of the interlocutor. On the other hand, a demand for a unilateral concession is a good way to signal a maximalist position, using an exaggerated demand far in excess of what is reasonable to influence a negotiating opponent psychologically. According to this logic, the higher the initial price for cooperation, the more favorable the terms of an eventual settlement.

The most visible example of North Korean pocketing of unilateral concessions has been the provision by South Korea and Japan, respectively, of 150,000 tons and 500,000 tons of rice to North Korea in the summer of 1995. Despite hopes that such donations might result in the resumption of political negotiations, North Korea made no reciprocal step. 17 The result was that the South Korean and Japanese governments were seen by the public as having been "taken" by North Korea, thereby making it more difficult for them to respond to subsequent North Korean demands for food assistance when the need became greater. In the case of the United States, North Korea demanded that light-water reactors to be supplied under the Geneva Agreed Framework be of non-South Korean origin, but the United States patiently resisted North Korean brinkmanship tactics. Likewise, North Korea demanded food in 1996 and 1997 as a prerequisite for participation in a joint briefing on the Clinton-Kim proposal for the Four Party Talks. Despite procuring only limited benefits as part of preparatory meetings, North Korea finally decided to come to the table for the Four Party Talks in December 1997.

Unilateral concessions fail – team spirit proves 

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 217)

As an inducement to facilitate the mutual inspections North Korea had agreed to, South Korea cancelled for 1992 the U.S.-ROK military exercise that North Korea complained about-Team Spirit. The North did not reciprocate by permitting the desired inspections, but South Korea nevertheless considered the cancellation of Team Spirit 1992 appropriate in the atmosphere of forward movement. The North was signing up to commitments, even if it was not implementing them, and this seemed positive. 

In retrospect, however, the cancellation of Team Spirit calls to mind another warning from Admiral Joy: Do not offer a concession to gain nothing more than apparent and illusory progress in the negotiations." 19 After the South cancelled Team Spirit 1992, the North's interest in subsequent dealings with the South lessened, and South-North dialogue entered the deep sleep identified in the 1980s as "phase three." Even though the North did not live up to its part of the bargain and permit North-South inspections, it complained vociferously when exercise Team Spirit was scheduled the following year. 

North Korea Won’t Make Concessions
Attempting to achieve concessions are futile – North Korea only makes concessions on its own accord

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 10)

North Korea enters into negotiations for its own reasons. It does not generally participate in negotiations because it seeks an agreement. Its objective is to gain concessions and benefits merely in the process of agreeing to talk, or as a consequence of participating in talks. North Korea's opponents pursue negotiation as a means of reaching an agreement, and they expect that agreement to represent a bargain North Korea will honor. Neither their expectations of reaching an agreement nor their faith in North Korean adherence to the terms of its agreements is justified by North Korea's record.

There are also differences in the notion of give-and-take in the bargaining process. Song Jong Hwan has observed that the "Western, especially American, view of negotiation is based on a commercial tradition which is inherently predisposed toward compromise: each trading transaction, after all, must hold some profit for both parties. Negotiation is over the division of profits."29 Americans consider concessions a normal part of the bargaining process. 

North Korea claims a distinctly different view. In its official dictionary, the word "concession" is described as "giving up one's right or privilege to others." So that the onerous meaning of the term is fully understood, the North Korean dictionary expounds, "In our class struggle, a concession means a surrender."3o But like so many other things written in North Korea, that definition is more fiction than reality, more propaganda than fact. The North pursues concessions cleverly when it serves the state's purposes. Nevertheless, the notion that something can be generously conveyed to the opposing side without recompense is clearly considered treasonous.3
Empirically North Korea uses talks for concessions

Yonhap News Agency, 10 (7/12/10, Yonhap News Agency, “North Korea's overtures put South in dilemma over nuclear talks – agency” l/n)

Pyongyang has often used its participation in nuclear talks as a negotiating card. It has been a standard pattern of North Korean behaviour to raise tensions with provocations and then return to the dialogue table to get the concessions it wants before backtracking on agreements and quitting the talks again.
South Korea, the US and other like-minded partners have been trying to break the pattern, stressing the importance of the North showing sincere willingness to give up its nuclear programmes before agreeing to reopen the nuclear talks.

Negotiations Will Fail
Negotiations fail – crises means North Korea will use brinkmanship tactics in order to control negotiations 

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 12-13)

Systemic differences continue to shape the negotiating process. North Korea's negotiating strategy is rooted in its unique brand of Communist ideology, which it calls luche. The word is often translated into English as "self-reliance," but that translation gives it a connotation that, to American minds, is incorrectly laden with images of valiant frontiersmen battling the elements. Nicholas Eberstadt more accurately defines luche as "Take Charge-ism."35 An ideology of self reliance could never rationalize the mendicant policies North Korea has pursued in the 1990s; but an ideology that sees such policies as merely another way for the state to "take charge," subvert external interests, and strengthen its grip on its own population would certainly adopt such policies. The negotiating record set out in this book clarifies that in every instance North Korea strives to take charge of the process. Whether by intimidation, deceptive acquiescence, or the creation of incidents that determine the course of the negotiations, North Korea does what it can to direct or terminate the course of any negotiation. 

As a consequence of "take charge-ism," North Korea has certain unmistakable advantages at the negotiating table. North Korea has made a science out of the Chinese notion that a crisis has two attributes-- danger and opportunity.36 Managing both aspects of crisis requires a high level of discipline. A nation that must accommodate many voices cannot adhere to a perilous negotiating course that might bring the nation to the brink of annihilation. That strategy, which North Korea mastered so well under the leadership of Kim II Sung, requires iron-fisted control by one side of the negotiating table and clever manipulation of the other. In pursuing such brinkmanship, tyranny is a strategic imperative. 
Discussion with North Korea is impossible—they don’t trust us

Kang, 4 – professor of IR and Business (David C, 2004, North Korea and the World, “North Korea’s Quest for Economic and Military Security,” pg. 88-89)

Countries and leaders respond to the incentive and constraints that they face. In the case of North Korea, being told to disarm in the face of pressure creates the incentive not to disarm, for fear of the consequences. With the United States unwilling to discuss security assurances, the North has little incentive to trust the United States. Even paranoiacs have enemies. North Korea does not trust us any more than we trust them. Decades of animosity and mistrust on both sides make negotiation and communication difficult. The United States is hostile to Pyongyang, and it is not accurate to pretend that the United States only wants to be friends and that North Koreans are merely paranoid. This is not to argue about which side holds the moral high ground, nor to argue that the North Koreans are innocent; clearly America has reason to mistrust the North. But North Korea also mistrusts the United States-they know very well that the ultimate U.S. goal is the transformation or even the obliteration of their way of life-and North Korea has reason to be wary. The image of North Korea and the reality are not always the same, especially given the ideologically-charged perceptions that exist on both sides. Whatever our fears of North Korea, sound policy- making will only occur when we realize that North Koreans, despite having an odious regime, have legitimate national concerns as well.

North Korea is only buying time – no indication they’ll denuclearize

Yonhap News Agency, 10 (7/13/10, Yonhap News Agency, “US calls on North Korea to ‘renounce further provocations’ before six-way talks” l/n)
***Note – Philip Crowley is a State Department spokesman

"If North Korea wants to engage in the six-party process, there are specific commitments in the joint statement from 2005 that it can fulfil," Crowley said. "There's no indication that North Korea is prepared to do that. And if they're not prepared to show, through affirmative actions, a willingness to fulfil its existing commitments under the six-party process, that it's prepared to give up its nuclear programme, then you have to ask the fundamental question of what are we going to talk about."

The six-party deal signed in 2005 calls for North Korea's denuclearization in return for massive economic aid, diplomatic recognition by Washington and Tokyo and the establishment of a regional peace regime to replace the fragile armistice.

North Korea Empirically Cheats on Agreements
Concessions over denuclearization fail – North Korea uses strategic deception and empirically cheats
Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 215)

Even as the North was taking the reassuring step of signing the NPT, committing itself exclusively to peaceful uses of nuclear technology, Washington's intelligence agencies were poring over evidence that suggested the North had embarked on a nuclear program aimed at weapons development. In the early 1980s, satellite imagery had revealed the stages of construction of a nuclear reactor at Yongbyon, sixty miles north of Pyongyang.9 The reactor, later identified by North Korea as having an electrical output of five megawatts, appeared to be a uranium-fueled, graphite-moderated reactor capable of producing plutonium for use in nuclear weapons. No electrical transmission wires were connected to the reactor until 1992, immediately before an IAEA inspection. lO Adding to these concerns, satellites above North Korea revealed a series of what appeared to be craters created by an explosive technique associated with nuclear weapons).

North Korea has made strategic deception a matter of military doctrine and a fine art. Many of its defensive operations during the Korean War and its plans for invasion in the decades afterward were conducted underground. Yet in the years following the North's signature of the NPT, North Korea openly constructed a huge "unroofed" facility, exposing to American satellite reconnaissance "a long series of thick-walled cells in the typical configuration for separation of plutonium." 12 

North Korea reinterprets agreements – allows them to avoid compliance

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 216-217)

In dealing with North Korea, however, the appearance of progress is not necessarily evidence of progress. The "Joint Declaration of the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula" is a short, six-paragraph agreement that might have caused previous negotiators with North Korea considerable anxiety. At the time of the signing, all of the phase one characteristics noticed in South-North dialogue during the 1980s were apparent. There was considerable fanfare and excitement as both North and South agreed not to "test, manufacture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy or use nuclear weapons," and to "use nuclear energy solely for peaceful purposes." Both sides agreed they would "not possess nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities," and would verify "denuclearization of the Korean peninsula" through mutual inspections. Trying to implement the much heralded agreement would, unfortunately, pass through the familiar second and third stages of reinterpretation and disavowal within the next year. 

As Admiral Joy had pointed out four decades earlier, North Korea could be expected to "strive to retain a veto on all machinery of enforcement of agreements."16 The denuclearization agreement stated that inspections would be permitted of "objects selected by the other side and agreed upon between the two sides, in accordance with procedures and methods to be determined by the South-North Joint Nuclear Control Commission." That provision requiring mutual agreement would effectively bar enforcement, just as similar provisions of the armistice agreement had in the 1950s. 
Legal agreements with North Korea get co-opted with legalistic subterfuge – serves as a tool for NK to avoid compliance

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 232-33)

Even without the addition of "and temporarily," however, the statement demonstrates that North Korea took great care to insist on terms like "suspension" and to include the phrase "as long as it considers it necessary." These repetitive points of emphasis suggest that the North cynically constructed a legalistic subterfuge so that it might one day threaten it had a right to withdraw from the NPT with one day's notice. Although North Korea can seldom be expected to abide by the legal terms of the agreements it signs, it often makes legalistic arguments to enhance its position. 
Improvement in Inter Korean Relations Impossible
No breakthrough in inter-Korean relations is possible
Eberstadt, 10 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies (Nicholas, 1/1/10, AEI, “The North Korean Economy in 2010” http://www.aei.org/article/101851) 

6. There are many people who predict a positive turn of events for North Korea, i.e. an improved US-DPRK relation, a breakthrough in inter-Korean relation in the form of inter-Korean summit, and a new movement to turn around the Japan-DPRK relation. What is your assessment on such prospects?

North Korean leadership's international calculations, not surprisingly, entail both tactics and strategy. "Better relations"--whether with South Korea, Japan, the United States, or any other government--are always tactical instrumentalities in the service of greater strategic objectives. And given those strategic objectives, such "better relations" tend to be impermanent and fleeting.

I am tempted to say: forget about any genuine "breakthroughs" in inter-Korean relations--at least under current North Korean leadership. Temporary atmospheric improvements in the "North -South" climate can be tolerated by North Korean leadership, so long the South is serving North Korean objectives (transfer payments for summits, subscribing to the DPRK agenda for unification as per the "June 15 declaration", moving in directions deemed to make an end to the US-ROK alliance more likely, etc). But North Korean leadership still views the very existence of the ROK state on the Korean peninsula as an abomination--an historical injustice still in need of correction. (Anyone who still doubts this should listen to the regularly-released statements of the "Anti-Imperialist National Defense Front", the supposedly "South Korean" liberation organization that broadcasts out of Pyongyang.)
North Korea Won’t Cooperate With Japan
North Korea won’t cooperate with Japan

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

Prospects for basic improvements in relations with Japan are similarly problematic. North Korean leadership views the government of Japan as a longstanding historical enemy--and a possible target of North Korean nuclear strikes. Japan can serve North Korean purposes by offering massive "reparations payments" (perhaps modeled after the 1965 normalization with the ROK, except with much larger sums on the checks) and ending its military alliance with the United States (an agenda item already more than hinted at in North Korean media). The intersection of these North Korean objectives and Japan's own national interests, unfortunately, are not immediately obvious.

Withdrawal is Impossible
Withdrawal is impossible – not enough space and poor conditions 

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

Lack of Unit Space in the US – Related to logistics is the fact that 27,500 soldiers that are currently in USFK plus their families would need a post back in the US that has room for them to redeploy to. When 2BCT redeployed to Iraq I knew guys that were living in rented college dorm rooms because Ft. Carson didn’t physically have room for them yet. The post hadn’t anticipated the soldiers being posted at the facility in order to build enough barracks for them.

In the US you have units coming back from overseas that are living in squalor, ghetto like conditions because they are a waiting for units to deploy overseas in order to take their barracks space. This is caused by the growth of the military, base closings, as well as the prior force cut backs in Korea and the major force cut backs in Germany.

Additionally next year there will be force cut backs in Iraq in some form, McCain declaring improved security or Obama declaring defeat, either way US soldiers will be coming home and they need a place to live as well. The US military needs to physically make facilities to house and properly service the soldiers they have in the US now and the ones due back from Iraq before it can find room for 27,500 soldiers in Korea.

Ending Ground Troops Only Won’t Solve
Ending ground forces is not enough – North Korea also uniquely fear air forces
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 152)
The answer to this argument is that North Korean fears of a surprise attack appear to be focused not on U.S. ground forces but on U.S. air capabilities. The reason for deploying its forces so far forward and for seeking to develop nuclear, missile, and chemical warfare capabilities is to make sure that North Korea never again suffers an air onslaught like the one during the Korean War described in part 2. Thus, to get Pyongyang to negotiate the Limited Deployment Zone proposed by Lim Dong Won and to end its nuclear and missile programs, the United States would have to make concessions relating to its air forces as well as its ground forces. The trump card in the U.S. hand would be a readiness to transfer the U.S. combat aircraft now based in Korea to bases in Japan or Hawaii. Most experts agree that the South Korean Air Force could prevail in a war with the North, even after a withdrawal of U.S. combat aircraft, if the United States continued to provide command and control, targeting, and intelligence support. 

Just as the North points to U.S. and South Korean airpower to justify its forward deployments, so many South Korean analysts who oppose mutual pullbacks point to the North's missile capabilities. The South will have to maintain its forward deployments, they argue, even if the North is ready for pullbacks, until the South is able to target all of North Korea with its own missiles. Thus, conventional arms-control negotiations in Korea are not likely to succeed unless they are accompanied by the flexible U.S. posture in negotiations on ending North Korean nuclear and missile programs discussed in part 4.
Nuclear Threats Still Scare NK
No solvency – continued nuclear threats incites North Korea

Nalwa 6/7 – Research Intern at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, New Delhi (6/7/10, Preeti, Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis, “The “Cheonan” Fallout: Erosion of Confidence.”   http://www.idsa.in/taxonomy/term/1088)

North Korea has always opposed the stationing of U.S. forces in South Korea and resented the regional security mechanism in Northeast Asia based on the “hegemonic stability” of US-led bilateral alliances. It considers US extended deterrence as extremely offensive and threatening to its regime and sovereignty. The U.S. Nuclear Posture Review released on April 6, 2010 excluded North Korea from its negative security assurance, which implies the possibility of a US pre-emptive nuclear strike against it. North Korea’s provocative behaviour works at cross-purpose to its objective of a neutral external security environment. Its unpredictable action drives both South Korea and Japan to lean more on the US security alliance.

China Won’t Pressure NK
China won’t pressure – costs outweigh the benefits 

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

China has its own strategic and economic compulsions in backing North Korea and is thus unlikely to support any sanctions by the United National Security Council against Pyongyang. At the same time, neither is China likely to block sanctions with a veto. Instead, it might simply abstain. China’s priority is to maintain stability because a collapse of the North could result in a flood of refugees into China, which would pose severe challenges to its own internal security. In addition, China is also interested in strategic and commercial opportunities in North Korea, especially raw materials, a cheaper work force and access to one of Asia’s northernmost ice-free port on the Sea of Japan. All these suggest that China will be nobody’s friend and will pursue its own agenda in the way it deems appropriate to its national interests.

China won’t pressure North Korea – Regime interests

Forsythe 6/8 – Reporter for Bloomberg News Beijing (6/8/10, Michael, Bloomberg News, Michael, “China Backing Kim Jong Il Means Old Party Links Still Driving Korea Policy,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-06-08/china-backing-kim-jong-il-means-old-party-links-still-driving-korea-policy.html)

One reason why Chinese leaders wouldn’t join Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in denouncing North Korea for sinking a South Korean warship when they met in Beijing last month may be found in an obscure agency housed a 10-minute walk from their meeting place. 

The ruling Communist Party’s International Department oversees ties with Leader Kim Jong Il’s Korean Worker’s Party and shares with the Foreign Ministry responsibility for relations with Kim’s regime in the north. The party-to-party comradeship predates the founding of both states and was cemented on the battlefield in the Korean War. 

Chinese leaders have resisted condemning North Korea over the sinking for several reasons: They don’t want to undermine Kim’s regime and risk a collapse that might spark a flood of refugees, or to bolster U.S. power on the Korean peninsula. At the same time, party ties shouldn’t be underestimated as a driver of Chinese policy, said analyst Bonnie Glaser. 

The International Department “has always controlled implementation of policy regarding” North Korea-China ties, said Glaser, who studies the two countries at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, in an e-mail. “I fully expect that it is arguing that there is insufficient evidence to pin blame and warning of the dangers of doing so.” 

For most nations, China’s Foreign Ministry is the public face of diplomacy. Its officials conduct talks with counterparts from countries such as the U.S., Russia and Japan. With North Korea, the ministry shares the stage with the International Department, which reports to the party’s Central Committee, according to an organization chart on the party’s website. 

Kim’s Visit 

The department’s news office said it couldn’t respond to a faxed request for information about its role until late June. 

The International Department’s influence was on show during Kim’s three-day trip to China in May. The Foreign Ministry, which publicizes most visits by world leaders, deferred questions to the department. 

The ministry declined to confirm Kim’s presence in China, even after he was photographed on May 3 in the northeastern city of Dalian and was shadowed to Beijing by Japanese and South Korean reporters. 

Foreign Ministry Spokeswoman Jiang Yu said May 6 she had “no information” and that the ministry wasn’t “the competent authority on the issue.” Only after Kim had left were his meetings with leaders made public by state media in both countries. 

‘Communist Solidarity’ 

The department’s “objectives are to maintain communist solidarity with the North Korean party,” said Susan Shirk, a professor specializing in Chinese international relations at the University of California, San Diego, and a former U.S. deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. It “definitely has a different perspective than the Foreign Ministry.” 

In February, Wang Jiarui, the head of the International Department, traveled to North Korea to meet Kim, according to a statement on the central government’s website. A year earlier, on a trip to Pyongyang during “China-North Korea Friendship Year,” Wang pledged that China would broaden cooperation. 

China wants to maintain stability on the Korean peninsula above all else, said Shen Dingli, a professor of international relations at Shanghai’s Fudan University. 

Trade Ties 

China depends on trade to help maintain economic growth that reached 11.9 percent in the first three months of this year and a regional war could disrupt commerce with Japan and South Korea, its No. 3 and No. 4 trading partners. China accounted for 79 percent of the North’s international commerce last year, according to Seoul-based agency Kotra. The North doesn’t release figures. 

Ethnic considerations also play a role. More than 90 percent of China’s ethnic Koreans, about 1.78 million people according to Chinese census figures, live in the three northeastern Chinese provinces near North Korea, which risk being inundated with refugees in the event of a conflict on the Korean peninsula. 

The International Department was founded in 1951, two years after party leader Mao Zedong announced the formation of the People’s Republic. The original mission was to build ties with Communist comrades and “other left-wing parties of the world,” according to its website. 

Past History 

Communists from Korea and China fought together against Japanese rule in northern China before Mao took power. China came to the aid of Kim’s father, the late leader Kim Il Sung, toward the end of 1950 by entering the Korean War. 

Because the International Department is an organ of the Communist Party, which has ruled China for more than 60 years, service there can lead to higher office. State Councilor Dai Bingguo, Clinton’s counterpart during last month’s talks, headed the department from 1997-2003. Another former director, Qiao Shi, became a member of the ruling Politburo Standing Committee. 

Shirk and Barry Naughton, who focuses on China’s economy and international affairs at the University of California, San Diego, say it is difficult to assess precisely how the department has tilted China’s North Korea policy. 

The Chinese “can’t stand Kim Jong Il and they know that he’s a dangerous psychopath,” Naughton said. “But the strand that says ‘we stood together and fought the mighty Americans to a standstill’ is extremely powerful.”

***Japan Rearm DA
A2: No Testing Sites
Testing sites not needed
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 240)

Perhaps the most attractive option in the event of a weapons program would be separating the high-purity super-grade plutonium from the breeder blankets. This plutonium could then be used separately or blended with separated reactor-grade plutonium to create a larger supply of weapon-grade plutonium. The prototype fast-breeder reactor at Monju, which began operating in January 1995, had accumulated an estimated ten kilograms in its blanket when it was shut down after the 1996 sodium leak. When and if it is restored to operation, an additional seventy kilograms per year could be added to this accumulation, depending on the level of production. Even in the event that it is not restored to full operation, its continued use as a research or experimental facility would permit further accumulations of super-grade plutonium. The Joyo experimental fast-breeder reactor had accumulated forty kilograms in its blankets when the reactor shifted to a new design in 1994 that no longer requires blankets.18 

In 1967, ten years before Joyo went into operation, Victor Gilinsky, then a RAND Corporation physicist and later a member of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, warned that "it is an intrinsic property of fast breeders that about half of the plutonium produced by the breeder, the part bred in the outer 'blanket,' will have a rather low content of the troublesome plutonium 240, possibly less than five percent, even when produced in the most economical way. This material can therefore be used for military purposes with particular ease. On the other hand, the plutonium produced from economical operation of thermal reactors contains a relatively high fraction of plutonium 240 and is generally less useful for weapons. "19 

Based on French experience since 1967, Japan's super-grade plutonium would have a plutonium 240 content of only 2-3 percent-compared with 6 percent in U.S. nuclear weapons. The availability of plutonium of this high level of purity, as compared with reactor-grade plutonium, would reduce the need to conduct test explosions-a factor of great significance for Japan, with its population density and lack of suitable test sites. Moreover, less of such a pure grade of plutonium would be needed for each nuclear warhead, which would make it easier for Japan to make warheads small enough for advanced cruise missiles and ICBMs. Still another military advantage of super-grade plutonium is that in simple designs it is less susceptible than reactor-grade plutonium to premature detonation resulting from spontaneous fission.

***U.S.-ROK Alliance DA
Alliance is Strong
Alliance strong – Free trade, OPCON, North Korean Nuclearization, Cheonan  

Green 7/12 – senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Michael, JoonGang Dail News,“Unbreakable bond at its strongest.” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2923010) CMR 

The governments of Lee Myung-bak and Barack Obama can probably claim with some justification that the U.S.-South Korea alliance is now stronger under their stewardship than it has ever been before. 

Viewed from Washington, the closeness of the bilateral relationship is evident in the enormous confidence that the Obama administration has demonstrated toward the Blue House on four issues: the Korus free trade agreement, where Obama went against his own domestic political advisers and announced he would try to introduce it to Congress by the end of the year; wartime operations, where Obama went against the initial advice of the Pentagon based on a judgment that Lee understood how best to handle the issue; the U.S. decision to request that the next nuclear summit be held in Korea; and Washington’s obvious confidence in Seoul’s handling of the Cheonan sinking. On the Cheonan issue, one can easily imagine how the U.S. side would have worried about previous conservative governments escalating against the North too quickly, and previous progressive governments backing down too soon. 

When Obama called the U.S.-Korea alliance the “lynchpin” of Asian security, he really meant it. 

Alliance strong – Cheonan, DPRK instability, shared values 

Green 7/12 – senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Michael, JoonGang Dail News,“Unbreakable bond at its strongest.” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2923010) CMR 

Viewed in this structural context, there are some obvious external drivers for the current close ties between the United States and South Korea. North Korea’s nuclear program and the sinking of the Cheonan have demonstrated the limits of accommodation with Pyongyang and the necessity of deterrence and pressure. 

The uncertainties over a post-Kim Jong-il succession in the North have also put Washington and Seoul in generally the same frame of mind about the future of the peninsula - neither the Obama government nor the Lee administration seeks to exploit instability in the North to force regime change. But both recognize the need to prepare for the increasing possibility that regime change will be thrust upon us. 

In contrast, China’s attitude toward the Cheonan sinking has exposed a real strategic divergence with Seoul, as Beijing uses its power to support stability and an independent buffer zone in the North, rather than trying to pressure Kim Jong-il to cease his dangerous provocations. 

While structural factors - or the distribution of power and threats in the international system - help to explain the relative strength of alliances, values also matter. The U.S.-ROK alliance has always been based on the shared value of democracy, but for many decades this “glue” in the alliance was weakened by the fact that Korean democracy was incomplete. 

Alliance is Strong
Alliance strong but on brink – FTA unlikely 

Green 7/12 – senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Michael, JoonGang Dail News,“Unbreakable bond at its strongest.” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2923010) CMR 

Finally, leadership can be critical in bilateral relationships, and President Lee has done more to build his nation’s credibility in the United States than any other leader in Asia. In fact, White House and State Department officials make no secret of the fact that Lee Myung-bak is Obama’s closest counterpart in Asia. 

It certainly helped that Yukio Hatoyama was so ineffective and unpredictable in Japan, and that tough trade and security issues with China made it difficult to warm to the highly bureaucratic Hu Jintao. But even still, it is remarkable that Obama has developed such respect for and closeness with Lee. Clinton and Bush made close friends with world leaders (Clinton famously with former British leader Tony Blair and Bush with Japan’s Junichiro Koizumi), but Obama has a well-earned reputation for being more like a cool and aloof professor or lawyer than a backslapping politician with his own favorite counterparts. 

Somehow Lee Myung-bak broke through that aloofness and established a real bond with the American president. Perhaps it is because Lee himself is not a politician by training and comes across as genuine. Whatever the exact reason, it is a real asset for Korea and the U.S.-Korea alliance. 

Of these factors, how many will last beyond the current moment? In all likelihood, North Korea will continue testing both Seoul and Washington, yet there has never been a closer alignment between the U.S. and South Korea in terms of how to handle instability toward to the North. 

The China factor is somewhat less predictable. The past tension between Seoul and Washington over the U.S. request for “strategic flexibility” for U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula demonstrates that even though Chinese hubris may increase Korean appreciation of the alliance with the United States, it does not automatically translate into common operating assumptions about how the alliance should work in the context of security problems related to China. 

Leadership is also a double-edged sword. Obama is committed to moving the FTA forward, but does he have the clout with a protectionist Democratic Congress to succeed in winning enough votes? And while President Lee has personally committed himself to a strong alliance relationship with the United States and has won the confidence of Obama, will that be true for the next South Korean leader? The only way to build alliance continuity in democracies is through bipartisanship. 

Obama will have more support for the Korus FTA if the Republicans win the House in mid-term elections this November. But if the progressive camp makes a comeback in Korea, how committed will they be to the alliance? As important as Lee’s leadership has been with Washington, it is crucial that he also increase efforts to build bipartisan support for a strong U.S.-ROK alliance at home as well. 

One area where there does appear to be a high degree of future continuity between the United States and Korea is our shared commitment to democratic values, and this may ultimately be what proves to be the most important glue in the relationship. And that is because it is based on the will of the people, who always rule in democratic states.

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

The threat of an all-out war by North Korea can be deterred and handled by a strong ROK-U.S. Alliance. I will take this time, however, to emphasize that should an all-out war break out, the ROK must be prepared to achieve a military reunification. Also, because all-out war remains possible, the ROK-U.S. combined defense system must continue to be developed even after the transfer of wartime operational control of ROK forces to an ROK commander, which is currently planned for 2012.

The threat of a local conflict is a useful tool for the North that it can wield as necessary, so it will be important to maintain a response structure that the ROK military leads and the U.S. military supports. As long as we maintain a solid military readiness posture under the spirit of “Ready to Fight Tonight,” we shall be able to stably manage any local conflict or incident provoked by the North.

Threats arising from a sudden change within North Korea and their ripple effects can be minimized with thorough preparation. This will require adhering to three principles: 1) basing any response to sudden change on ROK-U.S. coordination, 2) cooperation with neighboring nations, and 3) the ROK leads the effort. A meticulous response based on ROK-U.S. coordination will be required to assess the situation and determine whether to intervene, and to identify the issues must be handled with the cooperation of the international community and cooperation with neighboring nations. However, the ROK must take the lead in any intervention and there must be an agreement between Seoul and Washington that guarantees the reunification of Korea.

These various threats will continue on under the monotonous pattern of “provocationà negotiationà rewardà violationà renegotiationà additional rewards” surrounding North Korea’s nuclear arsenal. Consistent and firm measures that do not reward any bad behavior will be key to resolution. By thoroughly managing the North Korean threat through the pursuit of a patient policy, a foundation for an Initiative Strategy can be created.

Alliance Key to Effective Reunification
Korean reunification in conjunction with strong U.S.-ROK security alliance is key to a successful process
Eberstadt, 10 - Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies. (Nicholas, 4/30/10, AEI, “The North Korea Endgame” http://www.aei.org/article/101992) 

It is in the context of the alternatives--not in the abstract--that the pros and cons of an eventual Korean unification must be weighed. Even under the best of circumstances, a full reintegration of the long-divided peninsula should be regarded as a painful, wrenching and (at least initially) tremendously expensive proposition. That much is plainly clear--and helps to explain why a growing fraction of the South Korean public is unwilling to think about reunification at all. But a successful Korean reunification, in conjunction with a robust U.S.-South Korea security alliance, affords a whole array of potential benefits that no alternative future for North Korea can possibly provide.
Apart from the nontrivial question of human rights and living standards for the North Korean people, these include the promotion of regional and international security through a voluntary partnership with shared core principles and values. Furthermore, unification over the long haul can enhance security throughout Northeast Asia, generating dividends for this dynamic region and the world.

Western political leaders--in America, South Korea, Japan and elsewhere--can have no idea when or how opportunities for Korean reunification will present themselves. Much the same was true a generation ago in Europe, on the eve of German unification. It is therefore of the essence that policy makers and statesmen in these allied countries devote themselves to the rigorous thinking and preparations that will help to improve the odds of a successful Korean reunification. This will require "contingency planning," to be sure--but much more than this as well.
Alliance Key to Credible Deterrence
Solidifying alliance relationship is key to maintaining credible deterrence

Griffin ’10 – a research fellow in Asian studies at the American Enterprise Institute (5/30/10, Christopher, “Beyond the joint force: Preparing for the next Korean War” http://www.afji.com/2008/06/3512442)

The second major lesson is the challenge that the fog of war will pose for America’s ability to monitor developments as they occur in North Korea. If North Korea were in the early stages of a civil war or a standoff against China, it may be difficult for the U.S. to even realize what was occurring. A North Korean missile strike against Japan could be conducted with almost no strategic warning. Although it would be almost impossible for North Korea to launch a major southward invasion without setting off alarm bells in Seoul and Washington, the U.S. now faces a situation in which the danger could fester quietly and explode suddenly. 

Combined, these lessons indicate that the U.S. risks being blindsided by a conflict that it is not adequately prepared for. Having long anticipated the likelihood of renewed inter-Korean hostilities, the U.S. may indeed be preparing for the last Korean War rather than the next one. 

If the U.S. does not act to redefine its Asian alliances in the face of the evolving North Korean threat, Pyongyang may well redefine them for us. Many steps the U.S. already is taking are useful for indicating American capacity to respond to an attack by North Korea, including the dispatch of stealth bombers and fighters to the Western Pacific, and surge operations of aircraft carrier task forces. In the face of a dangerous North Korea, however, the most important question will not be whether the U.S. is technically capable of conducting any necessary military operations but whether it has the political will to do so. 

Successful deterrence requires the target to perceive the threat of retaliation as credible. So long as North Korea perceives a credibility gap in either Japan’s capability to respond to an attack on its own or in American willingness to undertake that burden, it will face an open invitation to attack a close American friend and potentially undermine a crucial alliance. The most useful step at this point for solidifying political will is to invest in the strength of the alliances with Japan and South Korea; indeed, it may well be necessary to redefine their roles in the Asian security system. 

Troops Solve Loose Nukes From Collapse
Combined Forces Command is key to prevent loose nukes if North Korea collapses
Eberstadt, 8 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies (Nicholas, 10/2/08, AEI, “The World Shouldn’t Fear the Collapse of North Korea” http://www.aei.org/article/28714) 

A regime crisis in Pyongyang poses two main challenges: (1) the military and nuclear threat on the Peninsula and more broadly; and (2) the humanitarian and economic consequences of the North's collapse, both the immediate risk of massive refugee flows and the long-term economic impact of reunification. These two challenges actually pose very similar choices for U.S. and South Korean leaders today.

First, there is no doubt that North Korea's nuclear arsenal must not be allowed to fall into the wrong hands, outside or inside the country, nor should the North's chemical and biological weapons be made operational. The U.S.-South Korean Combined Forces Command (CFC) has contingency plans for these circumstances, drawn with the full realization that rapid implementation in a period of high uncertainty may mean the difference between securing the North's weapons of mass destruction and seeing them used in chaotic and deadly ways.

Despite contrary speculation, there is no motivation for North Korea's generals to attack South Korea. They are far more likely to engage in an internal power struggle, which is where the most destructive weapons would be used, and why we must act rapidly to secure them. If things really come unglued, the generals' main preoccupation may well be simply getting out of Dodge--an objective we should be happy to facilitate.

Critical here is that Beijing be told clearly that any military action across the DMZ is intended only to deal with the regime crisis, and is in no way aimed at China. Indeed, to the extent Beijing has information about, say, the location of the North's nuclear weapons, it would clearly be in China's interest to share that information.

Not only would a decisive CFC operation minimize the chances for loose nukes or warlord-minded generals, it could also dramatically help reassure the North Korean population that they could stay in their homes, and prevent massive refugee flows into China. That, in turn, could eliminate any thoughts Beijing might have about its own intervention to keep North Koreans from flowing across the Yalu River.

***ROK ECONOMY DA

Withdrawal Crushes ROK Economy
Withdrawal crushes the South Korean economy

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

Korean Economic Impact – Despite all the rhetoric no matter who is in charge of the Blue House, they will do everything possible to keep USFK in its present configuration. USFK is a massive gravy train for the Republic of Korea. Much money is made both legally and illegally from the USFK presence in Korea. First of all you have all the jobs that Korean workers hold on USFK bases which is an example of money made legally from USFK. You also have all the businesses outside the camps that are another example of legal ways money is made from USFK.

Blackmarketing, illegal gambling, golf course scams, gate scams, housing scams, shady contracts, etc. are examples of illegal means that Koreans are making millions off the USFK presence in Korea. There is way to much money to be lost that in today’s economic climate in Korea cannot be replaced if USFK pulls out.

This is one of the main reasons why the ROK government will try and stop the USFK relocation to Camp Humphreys. More camps mean more jobs and more black market economic opportunities to further drain money from USFK. By consolidating on Camp Humphreys that means less Korean jobs and easier monitoring of the blackmarket economy with consolidated PXs and commissaries.
Defense Spending Link
Withdrawal makes the ROK increase defense spending

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

Korean Defense Spending – Currently the Korean government gets state of the art military capabilities courtesy of the USFK presence in their country for the small USFK upkeep fee they pay every year that mostly goes to pay the salaries of Korean workers anyway. The Korean government has been able to put off paying the full amount to pay for their own defense for decades and are eager to keep things that way.
***Deterrence DA
2nc Credible Deterrence Solves War ***
Only credible deterrence empirically prevents North Korea from initiating conflict – negotiations allow North Korea to extract concessions and buy time for a war on its terms

Downs, 99 – former a senior foreign and defence policy adviser for the Republican Policy Committee in the U.S. House of Representatives. (Chuck, Over the Line: North Korea's Negotiating Strategy, p. 281)

What does it mean when a nation that appears to be on the verge of collapse invests in threatening military capabilities rather than its people's needs? It means that, contrary to the theory that collapse promotes cooperation, North Korea perceives that impending collapse compels increasingly threatening behavior. 

For the United States and South Korea, the negotiations under way with North Korea-the four-party talks-have been motivated by a sincere interest in peace on the peninsula and by charitable sentiments toward the subjects of a cruel and belligerent regime. The talks were seen as the fruition of a process that had been under way for almost five decades. 

For North Korea, however, the four-way talks were merely the next step in its strategy of negotiating for survival. 

The North has made steady progress through fifty years of negotiation. At the close of the Korean War, North Korea was worse off than it is today. It was recognized only by its ideological sponsors, condemned by the international community for instigating a war, and devastated as a result of its own aggression. Today, North Korea has obtained political recognition, security assurances, and significant economic assistance from its former enemies. Its negotiating strategy has brought the regime back from the point of collapse time and again during the intervening years. 

North Korea's situation today is indeed grim, but such circumstances are not unfamiliar for the regime. In fact, it is only the regime's tenuous hold on power that impels it to negotiate at all. The regime uses negotiations exclusively to ensure its survival, extend its power, and enhance its control. Whatever peripheral benefits it make acquire,   North Korea consistently uses negotiations to pressure its adversaries to disarm, obtain advantages that compensate for the regime's economic failure, and reinforce the regime's oppressive domestic political measures. 

North Korea's negotiating strategy is unique because it is defined by the character of the North Korean regime it serves and is derived from the unique circumstances and worldview of that regime. It differs from other nations' negotiating strategies because it must address the regime's own systemic problems: its tenuous hold on its people's loyalty, its dissolute national economic policy that cannot meet its people's needs, and its antagonistic approach to other nations. 

At least one American negotiator recommended in all seriousness that the way to deal with North Korea is simply to refuse to negotiate. 90 Such an approach would leave North Korea to confront its own failings, and therefore holds a great deal of logical appeal. The desire to achieve a resolution of troublesome issues is, however, a constant influence on Western nations and their negotiators. 

The hope of resolving the intractable issues on the peninsula has always attracted the attention of well-motivated, dedicated diplomats who genuinely seek peace and stability. Furthermore, North Korea has often forced the West to enter into negotiations-by capturing hapless citizens or military personnel and holding them as ransom, by conducting military adventures below the threshold that would start a war, or by promising a new era of progress. 

Fear of war is one reason the West negotiates with North Korea.91 Because North Korea is perceived as irrational and unpredictable, and because the consequences of war would be severe, there will always be people in the West who fear that negotiation is the only alternative to war. North Korea has a different view: negotiation is war by other means. The process of negotiation is cleverly managed by North Korea to postpone war while it strengthens its military ability and pressures the West to disarm. The danger for the West is that war may in fact be inevitable, but it will come only at a time of North Korea's choosing, when North Korea has perfected its weaponry and can be confident of surviving the conflict. 

The genuine alternative to war with North Korea is now, and always has been, credible deterrence. North Korea will not consciously incite a regime-terminating war any more than it will pursue regimethreatening reforms. In every instance when Western resolve was credible, North Korea retreated. On the verge of conflict, North Korea
 hastened to offer alternatives in order to ensure the regime's survival. 

Similarly, the alternative to North Korean management of the negotiating process is Western management of the process. There are very few tactics in North Korea's repertoire that the West could not use at least as effectively. Self-restraint, not allied weakness, keeps South Korea from infiltrating the North, demanding negotiations on its own terms, and undermining the incompetent regime in the North. 

The West negotiates from a position of strength, but neglects to bring its strength to bear. It chooses not to pressure North Korea with its superior military power, agreeing instead not to threaten. It holds economic power that North Korea cannot compete with, but gives the regime economic aid. It can afford not to negotiate, but instead of making North Korea sue for peace, the West implores North Korea to participate in talks in which the West has virtually nothing at stake. In every negotiation, the West holds tactical and strategic leverage it will not employ. 
2nc China Coop Link
Their “China solvency” is another link – will force South Korea and Japan to capitulate to China and crush U.S. regional leadership

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

Then there is the potential for Chinese suzerainty. This notion has been floated by Chinese authors in recent years, in the form of "academic" but officially sanctioned studies that depict an ancient kingdom--conveniently stretching from Manchuria to the current-day Korean DMZ--which was once historically part of greater China. In February, Beijing reportedly offered Pyongyang a massive investment program, valued at $10 billion by sources for Seoul's Yonhap news agency. But China is apparently interested in North Korea's natural resources--mines, mineral extraction, and the transport systems to ship these commodities home--not its human resources. Uplifting the beleaguered North Korean population does not appear to figure in these plans.

Chinese suzerainty might put an end to the North Korean nuclear threat. But it would change the security environment in East Asia--perhaps radically.
Immense pressures would build in South Korea for accommodating Beijing's interests. Depending on China's preferences (and how these were parlayed), accommodation could mean an end to the U.S.-South Korea alliance. Japan would find its space for international maneuver correspondingly constricted; continuation of the U.S.-Japan alliance could even look risky. Much would depend upon Beijing's own conduct--but a Chinese hold over northern Korea would have devastating implications for the current U.S. security architecture in East Asia.
2nc Withdrawal => Withdrawal from Japan
Withdrawal from South Korea forces withdrawal from Japan – kills regional heg, causes Korean war that spills over  

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

An American troop withdrawal from Korea, or the downgrading of the U.S. presence into a peacekeeping force, would generate far-reaching reverberations-though some U.S. analysts favor such a course of events. One such reverberation would concern the future of U.S. forward bases in Japan. For Japan to be the only East Asian state hosting U.S. troops, this on top of the continuing controversy in Japanese domestic politics with regard to Okinawa, might be hard to sustain for long. Thus, an American military pullout from South Korea, far from leading to a bolstering of U.S. forces elsewhere in East Asia, might trigger a major diminution of American influence in the Pacific.
The worst of all outcomes would be a politically rancorous American withdrawal from Korea at a time when a highly armed North Korean state fronting an effective charm offensive saw opportunities to further its old ambition-the re-unification of the peninsula under its aegis. Those particulars could all too easily set the stage for a potentially devastating conflict in Korea, with spillover potential to other major powers.


2nc Withdrawal => Japan, Taiwan, ROK Prolif
Withdrawal causes Japan, Taiwan, and South Korean prolif – spills over to widespread East Asian prolif 

Wimbush 2008 – Director of the Center for Future Security Strategies and Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute (S. Enders, “A Parable: The U.S.-ROK Security Relationship Breaks Down.” In “What If? A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance.” Ed. by Nicholas Eberstadt, Aaron L. Friedberg & Geun Lee. Asia policy, number 5 (january 2008), 7–24) 

Third, because everyone sees beforehand that the United States is departing, changes to the strategic and security landscape commence long before the actual pull-out of U.S. troops from South Korea. Indeed by the time troops depart most actors have designed strategies that anticipate the consequences of U.S. withdrawal. Rather than a one-time event, this scenario is a long process with many different timelines and expectations. 
Fourth, in this scenario incentives to go nuclear are extremely powerful. Japan is likely to be the trigger, Taiwan will likely move in this direction, and even South Korea will find the strategic logic of becoming a nuclear weapons state difficult to resist. Thus, a wave of proliferation could flow: if Japan goes nuclear, Indonesia, Australia, Malaysia, and perhaps others will likely be close behind. 

Fifth, the rapid shifting of alliances and relationships in this scenario is creating strange bedfellows—some for only tactical advantage, some issue-based and of short duration. This strategic dance will accelerate and intensify as the breakdown of the U.S.-ROK alliance becomes evident. Any attempt by South Korea to go it alone in this world is difficult to imagine; to the contrary, Seoul’s objectives will need to be adjusted to reflect the realities of the new partnerships occurring around South Korea.

Sixth, in the absence of the alliance—or even with the threat of dissolution—a number of other actors rapidly acquire incentives to stimulate the ROK’s sense of threat from North Korea. 

Seventh, the Japan that eventually emerges from this process—more nationalistic, assertive, well armed, and nuclear—may not be the Japan other Asian countries wish to see. Japan has over the last few decades tempered its historical persona among Asians who used to fear first and foremost that this Asian state would become a “normal nation.” Do the dynamics associated with a breakdown of the U.S.-ROK security alliance encourage the evolution of a Japan that is again “abnormal”?

Withdrawal => Japan Prolif
A breakdown in the US/Japan relationship leads to Japanese nuclearization. 
Nye, 09 – Dean, Kennedy School of Government, assistant secretary of defense, chair of the CIA’s National Intelligence Council (2009, Joseph, interview by Gardles, “Addressing China's Worst Fear Of North Korean Collapse Would Gain Chinese Help in Disarming Kim Jong-Il,” http://www.ihavenet.com/China-Addressing-Chinese-Fear-Of-North-Korean-Collapse.html)

Joseph S. Nye Jr.:

I don't think Japan's nuclearization is inevitable. After all, the Japanese have long had the capacity to go nuclear whenever they want.

But they've made the decision not to do so because of domestic public opinion -- some 80 percent oppose that option -- and because going nuclear would make Japan less secure in the end. If Japan developed nuclear weapons, it would frighten their other neighbors in East Asia, which might then see Japan, given its history, as a hostile threat. To develop a second-strike nuclear deterrent would be destabilizing.

Now, of course, this would all change if America dropped its alliance with Japan, or if America's extended nuclear deterrent, which now covers Japan, would lose its credibility. Then Japan's nuclearization would be likely.

Nathan Gardels:

Those Japanese leaders arguing for nuclearization say that a nuclear North Korea is every bit as much of a threat to them as were the Soviet missiles aimed at the U.S. during the Cuban Missile Crisis. If push came to shove, they are uncertain that the U.S. would sacrifice Los Angeles for Tokyo.

Joseph S. Nye Jr.:

If you look at the history of the Cold War, this exact argument was made about Berlin. Would the U.S. sacrifice New York to save Berlin? There were many who doubted that the U.S. could or would defend Berlin since the nearby Soviets had conventional superiority as well as the long-range nuclear threat against the U.S. itself.

In fact, Berlin was saved. Ultimately, of course, Berlin became the capital of a free Germany when the Wall came down.

This history of the Cold War shows that the dilemma of sacrificing L.A. for Tokyo is a false one. You are not sacrificing L.A., but accepting a small degree of risk in return for the security and stability of East Asia. Can the U.S. be counted upon to do that still? The answer is yes. 

US protection of Japan is key to its non-nuclear status

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

There has been perennial speculation about Japanese nuclear intentions since the first North Korean nuclear crisis of 1993–94. Indeed, many would argue that the historical record since the mid-1950s demonstrates Japan’s position as a threshold, virtual, recessed, or hedging nuclear power—that is, a power capable of tipping toward nuclear weapons but choosing to refrain from their possession. Japan was known to have had a nuclear weapons program in World War II, and despite the legacy of anti-nuclearism amongst the population resulting from the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (and what is sometimes called the third atomic bombing of the Lucky Dragon 5 incident in 1954), Japanese government elites have sporadically debated the utility of nuclear armament.

Since 1958, Japan has maintained publicly that it is constitutionally entitled to possess nuclear weapons for the exclusive purpose of self-defense. In practice, though, Japan has imposed constraints on its nuclear policy. One example is the Atomic Energy Basic Law of 1953, which limits nuclear research, development, and usage to peaceful purposes. Another is Prime Minister Sato Eisaku’s introduction of the Three Non-Nuclear Principles in 1967 and the Four Nuclear Policies in 1968.16 A final example is Japan’s acceptance of International Atomic Energy Agency monitoring and adherence to the NPT since 1957 and 1976 respectively.

These constraints have not stopped Japan’s policymakers from periodically investigating the utility of an indigenous nuclear option. Sato, despite his receipt of the Nobel Peace Prize in 1974 for introduction of the Three Non-Nuclear Principles, was the most pro-nuclear of Japanese leaders (reportedly privately describing the principles as “nonsense”).17 Sato himself breached the principles by allowing the introduction or transit through Japanese ports of nuclear weapons on U.S. vessels and, following China’s successful nuclear tests in 1964, initiating secret and unofficial research in 1968 and 1970 (known as the 1968/70 Internal Report) on the desirability and feasibility of Japan’s acquiring nuclear weapons. The Japan Defense Agency (JDA) conducted a similar internal review of Japan’s nuclear options in 1995, entitled “A Report Considering the Problems of the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction” and set against the background of the first North Korean nuclear crisis.18 What was striking about both the 1968/70 and 1995 reports, however, was the continuity of shared conclusions that Japan’s nuclear option was not a credible or necessary one, especially as long as Japan could rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella and because the domestic political, technological, and international diplomatic costs involved were simply too high.19 In fact, the perceived confidence Japanese policymakers have in the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent proved key in their relatively relaxed response to China’s nuclear test in 1964, to the Soviet Union’s constant nuclear targeting of Japan throughout the Cold War, and to the 1993–94 North Korea nuclear crisis.20 Since the advent of the second North Korea nuclear crisis, however, Japan’s nuclear options have once again become the subject of debate. Tokyo’s initial opposition in 1993 to the indefinite extension of the NPT raised questions about Japan’s nuclear stance, although in fact Japan’s doubts about extension have mainly been related to the encumbering of peaceful nuclear development and the preservation of the status of the existing nuclear powers. In 1999, Nishimura Shingo, the rightist and then parliamentary vice-minister of the JDA, was famously dismissed for suggesting that Tokyo’s failure to consider the acquisition of nuclear weapons left Japan vulnerable to international “rape.” In April 2002, Ozawa Ichiro, then leader of the Liberal Party, reported that in a recent trip to Beijing he had told Chinese leaders that “If Japan desires, it can possess thousands of nuclear warheads. Japan has enough plutonium in use at its nuclear plants for three to four thousand… If that should happen, we wouldn’t lose [to China] in terms of military strength.” In May and June 2002, in response to direct questions on the issue, then Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda Yasuo and Abe restated the government’s consistent position that Japan had no intention of developing nuclear weapons, but that their possession would not be unconstitutional. Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro then moved to smother debate by stating in June 2002 that “Japan was never going to change its non-nuclear policy.”21 

Withdrawal => Japan Prolif
Any loss of the US security commitment leads to Japan nuclearization

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

As the nuclear crisis has unfolded and North Korea has moved largely unfettered toward acquiring nuclear weapons, however, Japan’s principal alliance dilemmas have shifted more toward possible abandonment. Japan has some reason to question U.S. implacability and capability to roll back North Korea’s nuclear program, especially as Washington has indicated that it is highly unlikely to utilize military power to force North Korea to desist and may even have to acquiesce in regard to North Korea’s existing program as long as Pyongyang does not cross the red line of proliferation to other states. In turn, Japanese policymakers might speculate that U.S. determination to defend its ally could waver, and Washington could begin to decouple its security from that of Japan. There are a number of possible symptoms of the slipping of U.S. security guarantees toward Japan. One would be Washington’s scaling back of U.S. forward-deployed forces in Japan that could be held “hostage” to North Korean nuclear attack. Others would be Washington using its advanced military technology to erect a missile defense system to defend only the United States rather than Japan or diluting the U.S.-Japan alliance by re-extending security guarantees to North Korea in a final attempt to settle the nuclear issue, the last of which might then call into question U.S. willingness to retaliate against North Korea in the event of an attack on Japan.37 Any loss of confidence in U.S. security guarantees and fear of abandonment might force Japan to fall back on its own national conventional and (possibly) nuclear resources. At the present moment, however, there appears to be little prospect of U.S. abandonment of Japan in the face of the North Korean nuclear threat. President Bush was quick on October 9, 2006 to affirm existing U.S. security guarantees to East Asian allies, and Secretary of State Rice on October 19 offered an emphatic guarantee to Prime Minister Abe, stating that “Japan’s security is the United States’ security.”38 The recent bilateral efforts to restructure and strengthen the regional and global security functions of the U.S.-Japan alliance are also not suggestive of any weakening of U.S. commitments to Japan. In accordance with the conclusion of the bilateral Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI) in May 2006, the United States is relocating around 8,000 Marine Corps personnel to Guam, but around 30,000 U.S. personnel stationed in Japan (including 14,000 from the U.S. Seventh Fleet) will remain. In fact, all the indications are that Japan will become an even more important provider of bases for the United States. Note that the United States is relocating the U.S. Army I Corps headquarters to Japan, collocated with the Ground Self Defense Forces’ (GSDF) new rapid reaction force headquarters at Camp Zama. Washington is also establishing joint BMD and airspace control at Yokota, deploying its first missile defense capable Aegis cruisers to Japan, and promoting the overall integration of U.S. and Japanese forces. The DPRI has been accompanied both by some Japanese concerns that the de facto expansion of the alliance to allow for freer global deployments of U.S. forces might denude its ally’s capability to defend Japan and by concerns on the U.S. side that Japan is continuing to hedge on the extent to which Tokyo is willing to fully outline its alliance commitments to the United States in regional contingencies.39 Nevertheless, despite the inevitable cautious inching forward of the alliance relationship, it is clear both that the United States maintains an ample trip-wire presence in Japan and that there is no effective decoupling of bilateral security. On the contrary, Tokyo’s main long-term concern is surely entrapment rather than abandonment, especially given Japan’s key strategic importance to the United States in relation to North Korea, China, and even over other allies such as South Korea.40

In this situation of relatively firm alliance guarantees, Japan is not likely to seek to overturn its non-nuclear stance even in the face of a deployed North Korean nuclear capability. Furthermore, Japanese policymakers are aware that exercising an indigenous nuclear option would exacerbate not only security dilemmas against North Korea and China but also the dilemma of abandonment by the United States. Japan’s previous investigations into nuclear weapons concluded that Tokyo’s possession of nuclear weapons would simply serve to alienate the United States and weaken its security guarantee because of the overall destabilizing effect that such weapons would have on regional security (although the United States in the 1970s did actually toy with the possibility of allowing a Japanese nuclear supplement to the U.S. nuclear umbrella),41 and similar concerns are on the minds of current Japanese policymakers. As Ishiba Shigeru, the former director general of the JDA (and self-confessed “hawk”) stated in 2006, “If we develop nuclear weapons, that would be tantamount to saying we don’t trust the nuclear deterrence of the United States…we thereby could make enemies out of both the United States and China, which is the scariest scenario.”42 

Withdrawal => Allied Prolif
US abandonment in East Asia leads to allied prolif

Huges, 07 -  Reader/Associate Professor, University of Warwick, UK (January, 2007, Christopher W., Asia Policy no. 3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan” http://www.nbr.org/publications/element.aspx?id=116)

In turn, national security dilemmas as potential drivers of nuclear proliferation are heavily influenced by related alliance dilemmas and the concomitant presence or absence of security guarantees from more powerful states, whether conventional (e.g., forward-deployed trip-wire forces) or nuclear (e.g., extended nuclear deterrence, first-use policy, and use against non-nuclear weapon states). In practice, for much of the post-war and post–Cold War periods this has meant superpower and most particularly U.S. security guarantees. States may fear the alliance dilemma of “abandonment” if an ally is perceived to waver in and “decouple” from its existing conventional and nuclear positive security guarantees, or if states cannot find either a substitute ally, or perhaps a “quasi-ally” at least prepared to extend a negative security guarantee.10 Alternatively, states may fear the alliance dilemma of “entrapment” resulting from an overly assertive ally. The ally may become emboldened by the deployment of new forms of conventional and nuclear strategy and related offensive and defensive weaponry, which increase the ally’s sense of invulnerability and confidence in the utility of military force and lead it to seek military confrontations that draw in other states as proxy targets.11 In these instances of abandonment or entrapment, states may feel pressed to take their security destiny into their own hands either through the acquisition of nuclear weapons outright or by launching nuclear programs that enable them to attract the attention and re-extract security guarantees from an ally or quasi-ally. Moreover, these proliferation dynamics are compounded both by the perceived slippage of the NPT and other non-proliferation regimes and by the sense of a lack of collective measures to prevent or punish nuclear proliferation. 

Reunification => Japan Prolif
Reunification of the Koreas causes Japan to nuclearize 
Chanlett-Avery & Nikitin, 09 – Specialist in Asian affairs **AND Analyst in Nonproliferation (2/19/09, Emma and Mary Beth, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf)

Any eventual reunification of the Korean peninsula could further induce Japan to reconsider its nuclear stance. If the two Koreas unify while North Korea still holds nuclear weapons and the new state opts to keep a nuclear arsenal, Japan may face a different calculation. Indeed, some Japanese analysts have claimed that a nuclear-armed reunified Korea would be more of a threat than a nuclear-armed North Korea.

Such a nuclear decision would depend on a variety of factors: the political orientation of the new country, its relationship with the United States, and how a reunified government approached its historically difficult ties with Japan. Although South Korea and Japan normalized relations in 1965, many Koreans harbor resentment of Japan’s harsh colonial rule of the peninsula from 19101945. If the closely neighboring Koreans exhibited hostility toward Japan, it may feel more compelled to develop a nuclear weapons capability. The United States is likely to be involved in any possible Korean unification because of its military alliance with South Korea and its leading role in the Six-Party Talks. U.S. contingency planning for future scenarios on the Korean peninsula should take into account Japan’s calculus with regard to nuclear weapon development. 

Korean unification would bring Japanese nuclearization
Mochizuki, 07 - (PhD, Harvard University) holds the Japan-U.S. Relations Chair in Memory of Gaston Sigur at the Elliott School of International Affairs (July 2007, Mike M., Nonproliferation Review, volume 14, no. 2, “Japan Test the Nuclear Taboo,” http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/142mochizuki.pdf)
Korean reunification in the future could provoke both a fundamental rethinking of U.S. strategy in East Asia and a dramatically altered regional security environment. For example, a reunified and nuclear-armed Korea that is hostile to Japan and/or aligning with China would severely test, if not overwhelm, Japan’s non-nuclear identity and strengthen realist calculations in favor of nuclear weapons*especially if the United States chooses or is compelled to retreat militarily. But such a strategic juncture remains only a remote hypothetical possibility for the time being. Despite North Korea’s alarming nuclear ambition and brinksmanship, this factor does not alter the strategic landscape enough to drive Japan to go nuclear. It may have weakened the taboo in Japan to discuss publicly the nuclear weapons option, but it will not cause Japan to exercise that option. 

A2: Flexible Deterrence Turn
Troop presence is key to flexible deterrence 

Eberstadt et al 2007 -- Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, Christopher Griffin – research fellow at AEI, Friedberg – prof at Princeton, AEI, 10/6/2007, “Toward an America-Free Korea.” http://www.aei.org/article/26924) 

Military Readiness. There is no doubt that replacing the U.S. contribution to South Korea's defense would be immensely expensive--to the extent that it could actually be replaced.

American forces in South Korea are far more than "trip wires" and "trigger pullers." They provide surveillance, intelligence, command and control, and missile-defense capabilities that Seoul simply does not possess, and would have to develop on its own, at very considerable expense, to maintain a credible deterrent posture.

In times of crisis, South Korea would also lose access to the range of "flexible deterrent options" the two sides have developed to bring more U.S. forces into the region when necessary, as well as to the American nuclear umbrella. If war occurred, the U.S. might ultimately come to Seoul's assistance, but only after delays that could cost many Korean soldiers and civilians their lives.

Troops becoming more flexible now 
Suh 2008 -- associate professor and director of Korean Studies at the School for Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University (Jae-Jung, Foreign Policy in Focus, “Korean bases of concern.” http://www.fpif.org/articles/korean_bases_of_concern) 

 

Nowhere is the trinity of transformation, realignment, and restructuring more vividly demonstrated than in South Korea. There U.S. bases are being consolidated to facilitate the “strategic flexibility” of the U.S. forces. With this flexibility, various U.S. forces can be flown in from outside the region and assembled into a lethal force, and U.S. forces in Korea can be projected out of Korea and Asia to be parts of a larger force. According to the Pentagon plan, the new bases will function as lily pads on which new high-tech forces will land to jump off to far away places. Welcome to the Pentagon’s new world.

Realigning Bases in South Korea

This new world entails a major reshuffling of overseas bases, including a significant realignment of U.S. bases in South Korea. The most ambitious part of the realignment is to consolidate most of the U.S. military facilities, now scattered south of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) that separates South Korea from the North, in Pyongtaek City, about 55 miles south of Seoul. Camp Humphreys in Pyeongtaek City, currently home to U.S. Army Garrison Command and the Area III Support Activity of the U.S. Army Installation Management Command Korea, is expected to absorb most of them. As one of only two planned “enduring hubs,” the camp is slated to grow by as much as 500% by 2012, rocketing from its current 3,500-troop population to more than 17,000, and making it the largest installation on the peninsula. Combined with family members, civilian staff, and contractors, the population is expected to grow to more than 44,000, according to official estimates.
***Politics DA
Plan Costs Political Capital 
Withdrawal crushes political capital

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

Power of the Status Quo – For anyone to tackle all the issues I have listed above it would take extraordinary dedication and effort to do so that would need to be maintained over a number of years until the pull out of forces from Korea is complete. For many political leaders, putting forth the multi-year effort necessary to withdraw USFK is simply too much work with little political payoff, so why bother trying?

Withdrawal would be massively unpopular – several reasons
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 181-182)

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Korean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyongyang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. 

Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic arguments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic arguments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. 

The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunification is achieved. 

"The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield. "17 

South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the support of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epitomized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilky persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this,” Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host countly."18 For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equivalent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief' presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with regional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.

Plan Costs Political Capital 
Empirically withdrawal is unpopular

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 182-183)
Covering South Korea since 1967, I have often felt as if I am in a revolving door. Year after year, South Korean leaders and their Pentagon allies have sought to fend off cutbacks in U.S. military aid and force levels by setting target dates for achieving South Korean self-reliance. Year after year, these target dates have been extended. To forestall further reductions after Nixon announced his troop cut, President Park declared that the South would achieve self-reliance by 1975, only to say then that further cuts would still be premature "until we have the capability to defend ourselves, and tllat will take four or five more years. 'U() In 1983, South Korean leaders spoke confidently of reaching military parity with the North in three years, but in 1985, Gen. William Livsey, the U.S. commander in Korea, said that parity would not be achieved until “the yearly 1990's.”»21 General Livsey's successor, Gen. Louis Menetly, announced in 1989 that thanks to U.S. military aid, "there should be stability on the peninsula without the United States being part of the equation in the mid-1990s. "22 Soon afterward, a South Korean Defense White Paper said that "by 1996, the armed forces of the South would be able to defend the country alone. "23 The latest target date was more cautious. Announcing a five-year defense modernization plan in 1999, a Defense Ministry spokesman said that the new plan would enable the South to reach parity with the North by 2010.

Plan Unpopular With Defense Lobbies
Defense lobbies in South Korea and United States will fight arms control measures 
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 135-137)

Until recently, the South Korean Defense Ministry never publicly acknowledged that it is planning for the possibility of a U.S. force withdrawal. In March 2000, however, the ministry pointed to the danger of U.S. disengagement as a justification f0r increased defense spending. "In order to prepare for a possible withdrawal of U.S. forces or a change in their mission," said a study forecasting future defense needs, "we should allocate the resources necessary to develop forces of our own that can substitute for the U.S. forces if necessary."17 The ministry called for a five-year buildup from 2002 through 2006 totaling $70.6 billion, starting with $12.7 billion in 2002, a 7.6 percent increase over 2001.
Whatever the immediate impact of a U.S. withdrawal on the existing military balance in the peninsula, it is clear that South Korea, with its overwhelming economic superiority, could achieve military dominance over the North on its own in those aspects of its defense posture where it does not already have the edge. How long this would take and whether the United States should help in this process with targeted military aid are debatable issues. That is why an abrupt U.S. withdrawal would be undesirable and why a transitional peace process of the type envisaged in subsequent chapters should be pursued. Such a peace process would make it possible for the South to reduce and downgrade rather than increase and upgrade its forces. But whether or not this occurs, the capacity of the South to cope with its own security is indisputable. 

The South had 8.1 million males fit for military service in 1997, more than double the number in the North. Demographic data show that roughly 456,000 men turn eighteen every year in the South, compared to 247,000 in the North, and that the ratio of sixteen-to twenty-eight-year-olds to the total population is steadily dropping in the North.19 More important, the South has developed an extensive indigenous military-industrial complex, aided by a conscious U.S. effort to transfer defense production technology to South Korean companies as an incentive for them to purchase defense equipment in the United States rather than elsewhere.

 The South Korean effort to maximize self-reliance in defense production started with the creation of the Agency for Defense Development in 1970 and has been accelerated by subsequent government encouragement of the defense-related petrochemical, chemical, iron, steel, and machine-building industries. By 1979, when the United States agreed to provide F-5 fighter planes to the South, Seoul began to push for "direct offset" arrangements comparable to those that had already routinely accompanied U.S. defense sales to European allies. Under these arrangements, the U.S. manufacturer sweetens the deal by agreeing to transfer technology without increasing the price and to permit the local assembly of the equipment being sold. 

Assessing the rapid growth of these arrangements, a U.S. analyst concluded in 1987 that the South's offset program "is more demanding, more focused and more precise than any other offset program now being executed. The technology already transferred to the ROK runs the full gamut of medium to high technology defense equipment. It is a successful program that has actually forced the transfer of technology and has created an independent defense industry for the South that might otherwise not have existed. "20 General Sennewald recalled that "every large defense transaction between South Korea and the United States has had an offset component. It isn't called offset any more, but it's alive and well." By 1999, more than eight hundred free technical data packages had been given to South Korean defense industries as part of licensing and co-production agreements linked to U.S. commercial defense sales with a cumulative total value of at least $13 billion.21 
Nearly one-third of all defense-spending in the South from 1970 to 1990 was channeled into defense production. By design, some of this spending was tied in with the establishment of civilian automobile and shipbuilding industries. There were 83 defense contractors in South Korea in 1999 producing 319 categories of defense equipment ill 130 factories. In some items, such as small arms, ammunition, mortars, tanks, artillery, and patrol boats, the South is now largely self-sufficient. The companies producing sophisticated aerospace, communications, and electronic systems are still dependent in varying degree on imported components and subsystems. Surveying South Korean defense industries in their totality, a 1999 Chinese study said that the South "is transforming its military strategy from one of dependence on advanced foreign weapons purchases to one of self-reliance based on licensed production, coproduction and imports of technology.
The close defense production cooperation between South Korea and companies has led to continuing frictions resulting from the terms of offset arrangements, which prohibit South Korean exports to third countries of defense equipment produced under these arrangements. The companies concerned must grant permission for such third-country exports, and they have done so in no more than one out of seven cases, a South Korean study has charged.24 Many of these U.S. companies fear that South Korean defense manufacturers will eventually be their competitors. But another, much more profound dilemma has resulted from the U.S. policy of building up a South Korean military-industrial complex. There is now a powerful, deeply entrenched lobby in Seoul that works hand in glove with the South Korean military establishment and its allies in Washington to block any arms-control agreements with North Korea that would reduce the South Korean defense budget and lead to a mutual reduction of North and South Korean forces. 
***COUNTERPLANS
CP – Redeploy TNWs to ROK 
Counterplan solves by neutralizing the North Korean nuclear threat

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

Some conservatives argue the government should ask the U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) to re-deploy its tactical nuclear weapons to deter nuclear-armed North Korea.

Tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) typically refer to short-range weapons, including land-based missiles with a range of up to 500 kilometers and air- and sea-launched weapons with a range of around 600 kilometers.

The USFK removed its TNWs in 1991. Prompted by mounting concerns about the security of nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union, then U.S. President George Bush announced in September 1991 that the United States would eliminate its entire worldwide inventory of ground-launched TNWs and would remove all nuclear weapons from surface ships and attack submarines.

Jeon Seong-hoon at the Korea Institute for National Unification said, ``As North Korea's nuclear capability increases, the effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear umbrella could decrease. In that context, I believe, the redeployment of USFK's tactical nuclear weapons, at least on a temporary basis, could be the best option.''

A military official concurred. The official, who requested to remain anonymous, said the USFK should deploy tactical nuclear weapons again as long as it is not violating the 1991 Washington-Moscow arms control agreement.

``Redeployment of air-launched tactical nuclear weapons do not violate the 1991 agreement,'' the official said. ``If there were 10 tactical nuclear weapons in the South, North Korea's nuclear threat could be easily neutralized.''

CP - Conditioning – NK Will Accept Simultaneous Concessions
Their say no evidence assumes demands for pre-conditioning – even with North Korea has to make greater concessions it is important to emphasize simultaneous and equivalent action by both sides
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation. (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 91-92)
Other North Korean Negotiating Tactics: Reciprocity, Simultaneity, and Form Versus Substance

Other notable aspects of North Korean negotiating tactics include preoccupations with equivalency, simultaneity, and reciprocity in relations with the United States, including public expressions of equivalency in the negotiating relationship, even in cases where the underlying substance reveals significant North Korean concessions. For instance, North Korean negotiators have been highly attentive to the structure of joint agreements with the United States to ensure that the perception of equivalency is maintained, even where there are North Korean concessions on substantive issues. The Geneva Agreed Framework and other documents-such as the February 25, 1994, Agreed Conclusion between the United States and North Korea and the initial June 11, 1993, joint press statement36 – have been carefully crafted to underscore the appearance of equivalency and simultaneity of actions by the United States and North Korea. 'When substantive concessions have been made, North Korean negotiators have also requested that public statements reflect rough equivalency in terms of number of concessions made in order to save face, particularly if the North Korean side has been forced to yield substantive concessions. In some cases, the wording of a concession may be more important to North Korean negotiators than the substance itself.
For instance, North Korea accepted a light-water reactor of American origin, but not one specified as a "South Korean standard model" light-water reactor. North Korean negotiators would not agree to "special inspections" but did agree to come into compliance with IAEA standards to ensure "continuity of safeguards." In both cases, the external demands for North Korean concessions politicized certain terms and made them into "hot button" issues for the North Korean leadership. It became necessary to use alternative expressions to conceal North Korean concessions on these points. Emphasizing the concepts of equivalency and reciprocity, North Korean negotiators sought language that emphasized simultaneity of action consistent with their desire for a political agreement, rather than conditionality. Even Kim II Sung emphasized the principle of reciprocity, saying, "The way to resolve the problem is for the United States to abide by its pledges. If the United States would simply agree to top-level talks with no preconditions, we could solve the problem.,,37

CP – Conditioning – NK Will Accept Simultaneous Concessions
North Korea will only agree to simultaneous concessions – demanding preconditions fails
Snyder, 99 – Director of the Center for US-Korea Policy and senior associate of the IR programs of The Asia Foundation. (Scott, 1999, “Negotiating on the Edge- North Korean Negotiating Behavior” pg. 92-93)
A corollary of the North Korean emphasis on equivalency with the United States in negotiations has been insistence on simultaneity rather than conditionality as the fundamental principle for carrying out negotiations and implementing agreements. The negotiations would falter each time the United States employed a conditional approach in which one side would have to take action in order to achieve progress without reciprocal measures by the other side.

An example of the North Korean resistance to conditionally structured agreements came following the second round of the Geneva negotiations in the fall of 1993, when North-South contacts and the resumption of IAEA inspections were presented as two conditions that the United States would require before resumption of negotiations. North Korean unwillingness to respond to the conditional approach stalled the talks for many months and almost led to the escalation of the crisis in late fall of 1993 as a result of the IAEA's inability to ensure the continuity of its inspection regime in North Korea. When American negotiators expressed future actions using conditionality, such usage brought heated objections from the North Korean side, which saw conditional statements as implying inequality or as an infringement on their sovereignty. "Hour after hour, I would be required to read, 'when you have done A, we will do B, ", reported one American negotiator whose North Korean counterpart would respond in effect by saying, "My instructions say if you mention preconditions, I am out ofhere."38

The modest Agreed Conclusion of February 25, 1994, negotiated between the United States and North Korea in months of contacts from September 1993 through February 1994, returned to the principle of simultaneity in the structure of the agreement that the United States would declare a cancellation of Team Spirit military exercises, a perennial focus of complaint by North Korean officials, and announce the third round of the Geneva negotiations in return for North Korea's willingness to allow IAEA inspections and establishing working-level contacts to prepare for the exchange of special envoys between the two Koreas. Although the Agreed Conclusion broke down over other issues, the principle of simultaneity of action leading to progress (reflected in the Geneva Agreed Framework and subsequent U.S.North Korean agreements) versus conditional steps taken in sequence (for instance, demands that resumption of North-South dialogue be resumed before the fulfillment of actions desired by North Korea) was reinforced as an essential prerequisite for progress in negotiations with North Korea.
CP – Consult ROK – 1nc
The United States Federal Government should propose that it__________________________________________________________________ 

to the Republic of Korea for binding consultation. The United States should support the proposal during consultation and abide by the result of consultation. We’ll clarify.

Only genuine consultation can sustain relations

Levin 4, Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)

Somewhat less directly related to core ROK military interests perhaps but still highly significant, security cooperation with the U.S. gives Korea an important voice in U.S. policy deliberations. This is reflected in part in the increasing number of summit meetings between the leaders of the two countries. In the first 13 months of the Bush administration alone, President Bush met formally with President Kim three times—or nearly once every four months on average. Such access would be difficult to imagine absent the close security relationship. 

An elaborate set of consultative mechanisms strengthens this access. At the strategic defense dialogue level, for example, there are several major forums.21 

• The U.S.-ROK Security Consultative Meeting (SCM): The SCM involves roughly annual meetings by the defense ministers of the two countries and their top aides, including the chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other high-ranking military and diplomatic officials from both sides. Established in 1968, the SCM includes both a plenary session co-chaired by the two defense ministers and separate meetings of five working-level committees that deal with everything from major policy issues to security assistance, logistics, and defense industrial cooperation.22 As such, the SCM serves as a vehicle for institutionalized, top-level consultations on major security issues. Many Koreans consider it an additional pillar underpinning the security relationship itself. 

• The Military Committee Meeting (MCM): Established in 1978 along with the CFC, the MCM addresses the full range of military issues, from the nature of current threats and direction of military strategy to the development of combat resources. The MCM meets regularly, both annually in conjunction with the SCM and whenever requested by either side, to consult on pending military issues and provide operational guidance to the commander of CFC. Co-hosted by the chairmen of the U.S. and ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff, the MCM includes the commander of U.S. forces in the Pacific, the commander of the CFC, and the director for strategy planning on the ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

• The “Big-4” Meeting (sometimes called the “2 plus 2” meeting): This involves informal but regular meetings in Seoul between the ROK’s defense and foreign ministers and the U.S. ambassador to Korea and commander of U.S. Forces Korea (USFK). 

These strategic dialogue mechanisms are not completely troublefree. Koreans sometimes complain, for example, about more SCM meetings being held in the U.S. than in South Korea, despite the principle that they rotate locations every year, and they are sensitive to instances where they feel that the meetings are being used more to “inform” than “consult.” Still, even most complainers understand that such meetings provide Korea with opportunities for coordinating security perspectives and cooperation with the U.S. that are unique outside the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The general movement in these sessions over time, moreover, has been from formal declarations to in-depth discussions on policy issues and jointly determined policy directions.23 This was evident in the most recent SCM on December 5, 2002. Included in the meeting agendas were issues ranging from the global war on terrorism and North Korea’s continuing WMD activities to the need to adapt the U.S.-ROK alliance to changes in the global security environment.24 Such policy coordination opportunities attest to the benefits Korea receives from close security cooperation with the United States. 

CP – Consult ROK – Say Yes
Consultation with the ROK over US military presence has ROK support and strengthens Korea
Levin 4, Senior Analyst at the RAND Corporation, (Norman D, “Do the Ties Still Bind?: The US-ROK Security Relationship After 9/11,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2004/RAND_MG115.pdf)

For all these reasons, Korean leaders see the U.S.-ROK security relationship as having great value. It offers protection against a North Korean threat. It provides insurance against Korea’s stronger neighbors. And it facilitates greater ROK military self-reliance, while enhancing Korea’s power projection capability and regional military role. Close security ties with the U.S. also bolster prospects for continued economic growth and political stability, while providing Korea extensive access to U.S. leaders. 

Not surprisingly, even the Kim Dae Jung administration—the most liberal ROK government in Korea’s postwar history until the election of Roh Moo-hyun—repeatedly emphasized the importance of the alliance, a continued U.S. military presence in Korea, and close U.S.-ROK security cooperation. Indeed, characterizing U.S. forces stationed in Korea as the “core element” and “decisive factor” in the maintenance of peace and a balance of power in Northeast Asia, President Kim stressed virtually from the beginning of his tenure that Korea “must maintain close ROK-U.S. security cooperation.”25 He subsequently went on to stress the need for U.S. forces in Korea even after the threat from North Korea has receded. This emphasis on the long-term need for the alliance and for a U.S. military presence in Korea was formally endorsed by both allies at all four SCM meetings between the 30th SCM (January 1999) and the 33rd (November 2001). The 34th SCM (December 2002) emphasized “the need to continue to maintain a U.S. troop presence on the Korean Peninsula,” while adapting the alliance “to changes in the global security environment.”26 

CP – Trilateral Peace Commission
A trilateral peace commission where the U.S. would become an honest broker and troops would not be directed at the North will be accepted by the DPRK and still retains regional stability

Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. xxi-xxii)
In answering the argument that North Korea has not given up the goal of "liberating" the South militarily, I focus in part 3 on three key factors: 

First, the change in the Russian and Chinese role in Korea since the end of the cold war and the very low odds that either Moscow or Beijing would intervene in Korea militarily again, barring a U.S. supported South Korean invasion of the North. 

Second, the severe deterioration in North Korea's military readiness and its resulting inability to sustain a protracted war. 

Third, the fundamental change in the North Korean worldview that has taken place during the past three decades. 

Despite its military setback in the Korean War, North Korea remained confident during the early years after the armistice that it would eventually achieve reunification under its control through political means. Now Pyongyang is on the defensive, fearful of South Korean, U.S., and Japanese pressures to bring about its absorption by Seoul. The loss of its massive cold war Soviet and Chinese subsidies was a traumatic blow that has left a deep sense of economic and military vulnerability. The North is acutely aware that the South would be able to sustain a long war even without U.S. combat forces, given the strength of its economy, the technological sophistication of its armed forces, and the dynamism of its military-industrial complex. 

In dealing with the argument that North Korea's forward military deployment proves its aggressive intentions, I take into account in part 3 the North Korean counterargument that these are defensive deployments necessitated by the overwhelming superiority of forward-deployed U.S. and South Korean forces. My analysis of the North Korean position goes beyond formal pronouncements, drawing on a series of discussions I have had with North Korean generals, including one together with Gen. Edward C. Meyer, former U.S. Army chief of staff. The burden of the North Korea position is that U.S. airpower gives the South a critical advantage and a capacity for “leapfrogging" the North's defenses that can only be offset by forward deployments. This is a plausible rationale, but it does not alter the magnitude of the threat posed by such large forward deployments so close to Seoul, especially the North's deployments of heavy artillery and multiple rocket launchers. After putting the threat posed by North Korean conventional forces into a balanced perspective, I suggest a basic change in the nature of the U.S. military role in the peninsula. At present, the mission of U.S. forces in Korea is limited to the defense of the South. North Korea has put forward a peace proposal in which the United States would become an honest broker, like Russia and China, playing a role designed "to prevent any threat to the peace either from the South against the North or the North against the South." Drawing on elements of this plan, I propose in part 3 U.S. participation in a trilateral mutual security commission consisting of North Korean, South Korean, and U.S. generals. The new commission would replace the Military Armistice Commission and the United Nations Command, both Korean War relics that symbolize an adversarial relationship. This would be accompanied or preceded by conclusion of U.S.-North Korean and U.S.-Chinese peace treaties ending the Korean War. The new commission would carry on the same peace monitoring functions now performed by the Military Armistice Commission while assuming a new and broader role as a forum for negotiations on tension-reduction and arms-control measures.
CP – Trilateral Peace Commission
CP solves – China, Russia and North Korea all want the  U.S. to reconfigure the role of its forces on the peninsula to become an honest broker
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 100-101)
In chatting new policies in Korea attuned to post-cold war realities, the starting point for the United States should be an expression of regret for the U.S. role in the division of the peninsula addressed to both the South and the North, accompanied by a declaration of support tor peaceful reunification much more explicit and much more positive than the 1992 Bush statement. 

Visiting Pyongyang on March 31, 1992, Rev. Billy Graham stopped just short of expressing regret in his airport arrival address but displayed a sensitivity to Korean feelings that should be emulated in U.S. official pronouncements. "Korean unity," he declared, "was a victim of the cold war. Because of the competition which existed then between the United States and the former Soviet Union, decisions and compromises were made which divided Korea at the thirty-eighth parallel I share the concern of many Americans that my nation was one of those which had a part in those cold war decisions, and I pray that the Korean people will soon be united peacefully."19 

During the decades since 1945, the polarization of Korea along cold war lines constituted a built-in barrier to reunification. Nevertheless, the division of the peninsula, while a tragedy for the Korean people, did not destabilize Northeast Asia. In the post-cold war environment, however, a divided Korea is increasingly likely to become a focus of rivalry involving not only the neighboring powers but also the United States. The American interest in a stable Northeast Asia would thus he served by the emergence of a reunified Korean buffer state, leading to the neutralization of the peninsula as an arena of major power conflict. 

To pursue this interest, the United States would have to reshape its policies in the peninsula so that it does not stand in the way of movement toward a loose confederation, as it does now, while at the same time doing what it can to promote such movement. This would require, above all, a basic redefinition of the role of U.S. forces in Korea that would induce the South to think in terms of accommodation with the North. In its present form, the U.S. military presence sustains a climate of indefinite confrontation. The United States has an open-ended commitment to one side in a civil war. It is providing a massive economic subsidy that enables its ally to minimize the sacrifices that would otherwise be necessary for the maintenance of the conflict. The South's upper-and middle-income minority, in particular, has acquired a vested interest in the status quo. Without its U.S. subsidy, Seoul, which now spends an average of $13 billion per year for defense, would have to double or triple its military budget to replace the conventional forces 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 cost 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. force structure in East Asia and the western Pacific on which its capability to intervene in Korea depends. So long as the South regards this U.S. economic cushion as an entitlement, it will be under no compulsion to pursue a modus vivendi with the North. 

Some observers argue that the South might respond to U.S. force withdrawals by upgrading its own military capabilities, not by adopting a more conciliatory posture toward the North. These observers cite Park Chung Hee's efforts to acquire a nuclear weapons capability after the U.S. made unilateral withdrawals under the Nixon Doctrine. But there is a basic difference between the environment of unremitting North-South hostility that Park faced during the cold war and the post-cold war climate of accommodation that opened up after the June 2000 summit. Similarly, there is a basic difference between unilateral U.S. withdrawals, such as those that Nixon made, and the U.S. withdrawals envisaged in part 3 as part of arms-control trade-offs in which North Korea, too, would be required to make concessions. In this new context, with South Korea polarized between supporters and opponents of the "sunshine policy," the prospect of an indefinite U.S. presence, with its comfortable economic cushion would help the opposition perpetuate the status quo and block arms-control compromises. By the same token, a U.S. shift to the role of honest broker discussed in part 3, accompanied by the prospect of a declining U.S. presence, would compel the South to make hard choices between military and civilian budgetary priorities that can now be postponed. 

Despite the end of the cold war, the role of U.S. forces in Korea has not changed to keep pace with geopolitical realignments in Korea. The U.S. military presence in the South was a response to the projection of Soviet and Chinese military power on the side of the North. Now Russia no longer has a security commitment to the North. While retaining a nominal security commitment to Pyongyang and keeping up economic aid, China has in reality moved steadily closer to Seoul. Both Moscow and Beijing are increasingly attempting to play the role of honest broker between the North and South. That is what they want the United States to do, and that is what the North also wants the United States to do.
CP – Trilateral Peace Commission
North Korean aggression is caused by US stance towards it NOT presence – the CP is a precondition for arms-control and CBMs
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 154-155)

For North Korea, as this chapter will show, the replacement of the Military Armistice Commission and the U.N. Command with a new peace structure is a precondition for arms-control and confidence-building measures. During most of the cold war, Pyongyang also insisted on the complete withdrawal of U.S. forces as a prerequisite for steps to reduce tensions. As the cold war drew to an end, however, the North accepted the principle that a U.S. withdrawal could be linked to tension reduction. The 1988 arms-control proposal discussed earlier stipulated that each step in a phased U.S. withdrawal would be contingent on parallel North-South force reductions. More recently, while continuing to call for an eventual withdrawal, Pyongyang has further softened its position. American forces could stay for an indefinite transition period, the North now says, if the United States would broaden its mission in Korea from one limited to the defense of the South to a new role designed to deter aggression by either side against the other. During this transition period, the U.S.-South Korean Security Treaty could remain in force. 

This shift in position concerning the purpose and duration of the U.S. presence has been signaled both in formal diplomatic overtures and in unofficial exchanges with U.S. visitors that will be spelled out in this chapter. More important, in a key arms-control offer on June 16, 1998, outlining the terms for ending its missile program, Pyongyang pointedly distinguished between removal of the American military "presence" and removal of the American military "threat." "The United States, which is technically at war with the D.P.R.K., has the largest quantities of nuclear weapons and ICBMs in the world," the 1998 statement said. "With U.S. missiles aiming at our territory, we find no reason to refrain from developing our own to counter them. The discontinuation of our missile development is a matter which can be discussed after a peace agreement is signed between the D.P.R.K. and the United States and the U.S. military threat completely removed. »2 

The U.S. military threat arises not from the U.S. force presence, as such, General Ri and others in Pyongyang emphasize, but from the adversarial posture of the United States toward the North and from a one-sided U.S. military alignment with Seoul. The threat would be reduced, they say, to the extent that Washington shifts to a more symmetrical role. 
North Korea won’t demand a withdrawal of U.S. forces – it just wants the U.S. to shift it adversarial posture
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 191)
In order to pursue verifiable agreements with North Korea that would terminate its long-range missile program and rule out the development of nuclear weapons capabilities, the United States would have to offer a partial or complete withdrawal of its forces. As earlier chapters have explained, Pyongyang has softened its position on the U.S. presence. It would not necessarily press for a complete withdrawal if Washington shifts from its adversarial posture to that of an honest broker. But North Korea can afford to be more flexible than in the past concerning U.S. forces precisely because it is keeping its nuclear and missile options open. The reason for keeping them open is to deter a U.S. preemptive strike. Thus, it is most unlikely that Pyongyang would agree to foreclose the possible development of this deterrent capability in the absence of basic changes in the nature and mission of U.S. forces in Korea.
CP – Trilateral Peace Commission
North Korea is concerned about the overall orientation of U.S. policy – not the presence of U.S. forces
Harrison 03 (Selig, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, is a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and director of the Century Foundation’s Project on the United States and the Future of Korea.  He has specialized in South Asia and East Asia for fifty years as a journalist and scholar and is the author of six books on Asian affairs and U.S. relations with Asia, Baluch expert and left wing theorist at the Carnegie Institute. Former managing editor of The New Republic, Former senior fellow in charge of Asian studies at the Brookings Institution, Senior fellow at the East-West Center and Lecturer in Asian studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Adjunct professor of Asian studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement”, p. 167-173)
Since United States and South Korea are reluctant to take the risks that would be involved in replacing the existing armistice machinery, they have brushed aside a series of increasingly conciliatory North Korean scenarios for a reduction of tensions marked by a softened attitude toward the size and duration of the American presence. 

When Kim II Sung met Jimmy Carter on June 16, 1994, he told him that North Korea was "not too concerned" about a continued U.S. military presence but would like to

see it gradually reduced to about 4,000 from the present level of 37,000.24 Two months later, Ambassador Robert Gallucci was surprised when First Deputy Foreign Minister Kang Sok Ju expressed a tolerant attitude toward U.S. forces over the dinner table during their Geneva negotiations on the nuclear freeze agreement. "He seemed to say that if the United States and North Korea normalized their relations and became friendly, they wouldn't care much about U.S. forces. 25 
The conclusion of the nuclear freeze agreement in October led to a series of North Korean proposals for an undefined "new peace mechanism" to replace the Military Armistice Commission and the U.N. Command. The U.S. government ignored these proposals and made no effort to explore them with North Korea during the ensuing six years. For this reason, my own discussions with senior North Korean officials concerning these proposals merit a detailed review, showing as they do that Pyongyang has been flexible during this period on two key issues: the future of U.S. forces and the nature of South Korean participation in the proposed peace structure. 

In a meeting with Gen. Ri Chan Bok, the North Korean representative at Panmunjom, on September 28, 1995, I pressed him to explain what sort of "new mechanism" North Korea had in mind. First, he said, the armed forces of the United States and North Korea would set up what might be called a North Korea-United States "mutual security assurance commission." It would consist solely of military officers. Immediately following establishment of the commission, the North Korea-South Korea Joint Military Commission negotiated in 1992 but never instituted would begin to operate in parallel with the North Korea-United States commission. 

The functional role of both commissions would be to prevent incidents in the DMZ that could threaten the peace and to develop arms-control and confidence-building arrangements. General Ri said explicitly that the North would not object to the presence of U.S. forces in Korea if the armistice and the U.N. Command were replaced: "The Americans think that if they join in establishing the new peace mechanism that we will raise the question of withdrawing troops from the Korean peninsula. But it's clear from the Asian strategy of the United States that the U.S. army will not pullout tomorrow. It will take a long time. Accordingly, we will set up a new peace mechanism on the basis of a mutual understanding that U.S. forces will continue to be stationed in Korea." 

The purpose of the "new peace arrangements," First Deputy Foreign Minister Kang Sok Ju told me a day later, would be to stabilize the North-South status quo militarily. "The armistice was concluded between two hostile parties," Kang said. "The purpose of the new peace arrangements will be to end adversarial relations and prevent any threat to the peace, whether from the South against the North or the North against the South."

Kim Byong Hong, policy planning director in the Foreign Ministry, observed during my 1995 visit that "Korea is surrounded by big powers-Russia, China, and Japan. We must think of the impact of the withdrawal of U.S. troops on the balance of power in the region." Another said that "if U.S. troops pull out of Korea, Japan will rearm immediately. We will formally ask you to withdraw your troops, but there is room for discussion about this matter." 

I told General Ri and Foreign Minister Kim Yong Nam that in order to be acceptable at some point to the United States, the new mutual security commission should be a trilateral one involving South Korea, or at the very least, the Joint Military Commission should go into effect simultaneously with the proposed United States-North Korea commission. Since the United States could not speak for South Korea, I said, the U.S.-North Korea commission should not deal with North-South issues and should confine itself to issues involving U.S. forces. Their answer was that the North is willing to negotiate a compromise on the modalities of a new structure and to consider arms-control measures. But both insisted on a bilateral mutual security commission consisting only of U.S. and North Korean generals. 

***K STUFF
Can’t Understand North Korea
It’s impossible to understand North Korea—3 reasons

Eberstadt, 09 – Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies. (Nicholas, 10/23/09, AEI, “What to Read on North Korean Politics” http://www.aei.org/article/101220) 

The Democratic People's Republic of Korea (a.k.a. the DPRK, a.k.a. North Korea) is probably the hardest place in the world today for outsiders to understand. Three critical factors limit the West's ability to make sense of this often surprising--and intentionally alarming--state. First, the North Korean system, being at once both a Marxist-Leninist dictatorship and a hereditary Asian dynasty, operates in a universe whose metaphysical coordinates are intuitively alien to children of the Enlightenment and inhabitants of the open society. Second, astonishingly little hard data on the DPRK is available to analysts wishing to draw independent conclusions about it. And third, more than any other country in the modern era (or perhaps in history), it routinely relies upon officially sponsored "strategic deception" to mislead potential adversaries about its strengths, vulnerabilities, intentions, and strategies. The surprise attack in June 1950 that launched the Korean War may be the most famous instance of its strategic deception, but as the ongoing nuclear crisis attests, that same art remains alive and well today in Pyongyang. As might be expected under such circumstances, the literature on this deliberately mysterious country tends to be polarized and politicized, with the ratio of opinion to fact often distressingly high. Fortunately, there is a corpus of careful work on North Korea that the curious and concerned can turn to.

North Korean motives can never be understood

Eberstadt, 02 - Researcher with the American Enterprise Institute and the Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies. (Nicholas, 12/18/01, AEI, “The Threat from North Korea” http://www.aei.org/article/16122) 

North Korea is not an easy state to understand, for three reasons. First, the DPRK is a Marxist-Leninist dictatorship that is also a hereditary dynasty, and is thus fundamentally different from the sorts of states we are familiar with. Second, its government enforces a statistical blackout. Finally, the North Korean government makes its living, and has done so for over half a century, through significant reliance on strategic deception on a grand scale.

