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Plan won’t stop Korean aggression – their author

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

This risk is precisely the primary concern of security intellectuals in the region about Global Abolition and its implication that END may be obsolete and needs to be retired soon.[18] Undoubtedly, a recession strategy could be implemented via existing bilateral security alliances. However, recession is unlikely to contain let alone reverse the damage already done by North Korea's nuclear weapons program to regional stability. Should the Obama Administration quietly shift from reinforcing END to nuclear recession, the allies would be likely to revise critical aspects of alliance with the United States, with or without American concurrence. In this sense, recession would achieve too little, too late. Indeed, it could be read as regressive and backward-looking US strategy designed to sustain a broken status quo ante rather than providing pro-active leadership to deal with North Korea and other regional insecurities-a regional agenda that would require vision and far-reaching institutional change based on legitimate leadership, not just reliance on the old instruments of hegemonic power. This is the case because even without the inclination of the Obama Administration to reinforce END rather than shift to nuclear recession, such an incremental, even timid US strategy as nuclear recession does not substitute for pro-active leadership and institutional vision that is rooted in legitimate leadership. Put differently, the ideological, institutional, and unique capabilities that constituted nuclear hegemony during the Cold War are now so disjointed and contradictory that minor changes cannot overcome the trend towards rapid decline.

-- Zero solvency – North Korea won’t believe the plan

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

There are other complications. One would be that US extended deterrence for the ROK can not readily be eliminated. The US will continue to be devoted to democracy and human rights, and thus to the health and well being of the world’s democracies, particularly large and important ones like Japan and the ROK. It will also remain committed to nuclear nonproliferation. Practicing deterrence with these in mind will directly or indirectly involve the possibility of nuclear retaliation unless the US adopts complete nuclear disarmament. If so, how credible can a renunciation of the American nuclear umbrella over South Korea really be, particularly to a government like North Korea’s which is so deeply mistrustful of US intentions. In the same way, how can a regional nuclear umbrella be eliminated when it rests on a massively global nuclear capability? As noted, the US withdrew its nuclear weapons from the peninsula in 1991 but North Korea still worries about a nuclear attack. The US does not need to keep nuclear weapons in East Asia to deliver highly accurate nuclear attacks anywhere in the region, from thousands of miles away. And many of the nuclear weapons the US withdrew from its navy were stored and could readily be reinstalled. The US also has many other stockpiled nuclear weapons for planes, cruise missiles, etc. Analysts have long noted that pledges of nonuse or no first use of nuclear weapons can not be taken seriously because they are unlikely to be honored if the face of a grave attack. Why should a US pledge to not retaliate with nuclear weapons for, say, a nuclear attack on Japan or the ROK, be taken as inviolate? The only reliable way to eliminate American extended nuclear deterrence is to eliminate American nuclear weapons. But that would make the proposed tradeoff even more sensitive and provocative.

No automatic nuclear tripwire 

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

Conversely, noone should ever assume that the US commander-in-chief would automatically launch a nuclear reprisal. It follows that the reduction in putative deterrence effects after first or nth use from committing to non-nuclear response is arguably small or non-existent in such circumstances. After such an attack, it is highly likely that all the nuclear weapons states would stand behind the attacked party to hold the aggressor to account, and conventional force would suffice for this purpose. In fact, because conventional force takes more time to mobilize and deliver, it provides a built-in escalation brake that would enable the United States to conduct forensic analysis, intelligence operations, and diplomatic warfare whereas a countervailing strategy that is based on nuclear counterattack entails the opposite, a compression of decision-making time to absurd levels.
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Plan green-lights North Korean attack

Stevens 3 (Terry C., “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options”, Comparative Strategy, 22(5), December)

The NIPP Working Group’s analysis indicates that it would be unwarranted to discount a major attack aimed at fulfilling North Korean leader Kim Jong Il’s self-proclaimed “destiny”; that is, reunification of the Korean peninsula on the north’s terms. Frankly, it is wishful thinking to believe that this contingency is a relic of the past. Consequently— although addressing North Korea’s nuclear program is important—we chose to structure our scenario around a possible North Korean attack in order to underscore this uncomfortable possibility to U.S. policymakers. Our scenario, crafted in early 2002, posited the following: Given a set of plausible ROK and ROK–U.S. developments, Kim Jong Il perceives that the DPRK has a fleeting opportunity to reunify the peninsula on his terms, and initiates hostilities. Unfortunately, given developments on the Korean peninsula over the last few months, this scenario appears increasingly probable. The “plausible developments” hypothesized in the specific scenario were meant to include such factors as: --A growing rift in the U.S.–ROK alliance;  --A United States diverted by other events worldwide; and  --Other catalytic developments in South Korea, such as the coming to power of leadership that may act to jeopardize a bilateral cooperative relationship with the U.S. Our analysis of Kim Jong Il’s personality and his regime indicates that these factors, considered together, might lead Kim to calculate that he has a fleeting opportunity to make a military grab at reunification. With such a perception, Kim Jong Il could decide to pursue the culminating military action upon which his entire regime is founded, and which provides a fundamental source of its legitimacy. Such a conclusion on the part of North Korea’s leadership may well prove to be a miscalculated blunder—but it is nonetheless one that would lead to war. 

-- Turn – appeasement – Korea is fundamentally hostile – plan emboldens aggression

Cortright and Lopez 98 (David, Senior Fellow – Fourth Freedom Forum, and George A., Chair in Peace Studies at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies – University of Notre Dame, “Carrots, Sticks, and Cooperation: Economic Tools of Statecraft”, http://www.fourthfreedom.org/Applications/cms.php?page_id=40)

In diplomatic practice, carrots and sticks are usually combined. Incentives may be offered to increase the attractiveness of a preferred course of action, while sanctions are threatened if objectionable behavior is not halted. As Alexander George has emphasized, coercive diplomacy often requires offers in addition to threats to achieve success. According to David Baldwin, the use of negative sanctions can lay the groundwork for the subsequent application of positive incentives. 2 In the former Yugoslavia, the promise to lift sanctions was an effective incentive in gaining the participation of the Milosevic regime in the Dayton peace process. The United States has maintained an "outer wall" of sanctions (for example, blocking Belgrade's membership in international financial institutions) and has made the removal of these restrictions dependent on, among other things, cooperation in preventing conflict in the South Balkans, especially Kosovo. In North Korea, the offer of economic and diplomatic incentives was accompanied by the threat of sanctions and the movement of U.S. military forces in and around the Korean Peninsula; this simultaneous coercive message no doubt enhanced the appeal of the proposed inducements. As Alexander George has emphasized, deterrence is most effective, especially with respect to crisis prevention, when it includes inducements for cooperation as well as punishments for resistance. What the stick cannot achieve by itself may be accomplished by combining it with a carrot. 3 Combining sanctions with incentives can help to avoid moral hazards. Researchers have found that incentives work best when they are offered from a position of strength rather than out of weakness. If conciliatory gestures are made pusillanimously as a substitute for decisive action, the recipient may indeed attempt to exploit the situation and engage in further aggression. According to Martin Patchen, incentives work best when they flow from strength and are accompanied by a latent threat capacity. Russell Leng has similarly observed that offers "are more likely to be effective when the influencer has the requisites for the effective use of negative inducements as well." 4 When carrots are mixed with sticks, or at least the threat of sticks, the danger of appeasement and of encouraging wrongdoing can be diminished. 
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-- North Korea hates the plan – sparks allied aggression and conflict

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

This is the perspective from which to assess any suggested trade of the US nuclear umbrella for major steps by North Korea. The following considerations would be very important. First, the nuclear umbrella would ideally help to offset uneasiness about other possible changes – steps toward unification, for example, or a collapse of the North, or an end to the US-ROK or US-Japan alliances, or just a major decline in the role of the US in regional security affairs. This suggests that removal of the nuclear umbrella should come late in the process of resolving the conflict between North Korea and the ROK and US and adjusting regional security relationships accordingly. This would require that the nuclear umbrella be treated, even by North Korea, as valuable for getting through the transition period (in the way the North has sometimes described the US military presence in the ROK). The North might consider it a useful constraint on Japan and China, for example.

-- No risk of Korean war

Meyer 3 (Carlton, Editor – G2 Military, The Mythical North Korean Threat, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm)
The chance of a Korean war is extremely unlikely. North Korean leaders realize they have no hope of success without major backing from China or Russia.  The previous South Korean President, Kim Dae Jung,  encouraged peace and visited North Korea.  The two countries are reconnecting rail lines and sent a combined team to the Olympics.  Even the United States is providing $500 million dollars a year in food to the starving North Koreans.  The new South Korean President, Roh-Moo-hyun was elected on a peace platform and suggested US troops may be gone within ten years.

-- No escalation 

Meyer 3 (Carlton, Editor – G2 Military, The Mythical North Korean Threat, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm)

Even if North Korea employs a few crude nuclear weapons, using them would be suicidal since it would invite instant retaliation from the United States.  North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, despite the hopes and lies from the National Missile Defense proponents in the USA.  North Korea's industrial production is almost zero, over two million people have starved in recent years, and millions of homeless nomads threaten internal revolution. The US military ignores this reality and retains old plans for the deployment of 450,000 GIs to help defend South Korea, even though the superior South Korean military can halt any North Korean offensive without help from a single American soldier.  American forces are not even required for a counter-offensive.  A North Korean attack would stall after a few intense days and South Korean forces would soon be in position to overrun North Korea.  American air and naval power along with logistical and intelligence support would ensure the rapid collapse of the North Korean army.  

-- Deterrence checks

Perry 99 (William, Former Secretary of State, “Solving the North Korean Nuclear Puzzle”, 10-12, http://www.isis-online.org/publications/dprk/book/perryrpt.html)

Under present circumstances, therefore, deterrence of war on the Korean Peninsula is stable on both sides, in military terms. While always subject to miscalculation by the isolated North Korean government, there is no military calculus that would suggest to the North Koreans anything but catastrophe from armed conflict. This relative stability, if it is not disturbed, can provide the time and conditions for all sides to pursue a permanent peace on the Peninsula, ending at last the Korean War and perhaps ultimately leading to the peaceful reunification of the Korean people. This is the lasting goal of U.S. policy. 
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-- Won’t go nuclear

Korea Herald 9 (“N.K. Nukes for Survival, Not War”, 2-14, Lexis)


North Korea is unlikely to use its nuclear weapons unless it feels the regime's survival is at risk, the chief U.S. intelligence official said Thursday. The remark by Dennis Blair, director of national intelligence, signaled a softened U.S. threat perception on North Korea's nuclear ambition. "Pyongyang probably views its nuclear weapons as being more for deterrence, international prestige, and coercive diplomacy than for war-fighting and would consider using nuclear weapons only under certain narrow circumstances," he said in a report presented at a Senate Select Committee on Intelligence hearing.  "We also assess Pyongyang probably would not attempt to use nuclear weapons against U.S. forces or territory unless it perceived the regime to be on the verge of military defeat and risked an irretrievable loss of control," Blair said in the report, titled "Annual Threat Assessment of the Intelligence Community." The report said that Pyongyang "is less likely to risk selling nuclear weapons or weapons-quantities of fissile material than nuclear technology or less sensitive equipment to other countries or non-state actors," to avoid "a regime-ending military confrontation with the United States." Experts and analysts here said the new Barack Obama administration may craft its North Korea policy based on the appeased perception, which could contradict that of the conservative South Korean government.

-- North Korea won’t lash-out

Scalapino 98 (Robert, Robson Research Professor of Government, The US and the Two Koreas, p. 36)

Evidence suggests, however, that while quantitatively strong, the DPRK military is very uneven in various qualitative respects. Energy shortages, for example, have greatly curtailed training time for pilots. The use of soldiers for a wide variety of civilian tasks from construction to agricultural pursuits raises questions about training. Moreover, despite the high expenditures, budgetary restraints prevent the purchase of modern equipment from abroad. Thus, obsolescence is an increasingly troublesome problem. Most important, however, few leaders commit suicide on behalf of themselves and their country. The DPRK leaders know that while they could exact heavy damage on the South by a sudden strike, they would subsequently be pulverized by the combined ROK‑U.S. air, sea, and ground forces. Today, the U.S. commitment is firm‑and fully credible in the North as in the South. So it must remain. The North may well initiate recurrent military provocations and incidents, but the likelihood of an all out war seems very remote under current conditions. Survival, not extinction, is the primary goal of the DPRK elite.
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Troop withdrawal doesn’t end the tripwire. U.S. nuclear umbrella guarantees escalation

Bandow 7 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “North Korea and Umbrella Proliferation”, National Interest, 2-1, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=13538)

Maybe the United States and its allies will strike an accord with Pyongyang next week, but North Korea has been dashing the hopes of Western diplomats for years. With military pre-emption seemingly off the table, despite the arrival of the F-117 Nighthawk fighters, what can be done if the North forges ahead?  The conventional wisdom is to strengthen and extend America’s nuclear umbrella. Umbrella Proliferation Indeed, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice responded to recent talk about possible development of a countervailing Japanese or South Korean nuclear weapon by flying to East Asia.  She declared:  “It’s extremely important to go out and to affirm, and affirm strongly, U.S. defense commitments to Japan and to South Korea.” Those promises were understood to be nuclear.  Tokyo, in particular, responded by disclaiming any interest in going nuclear. Although America’s nuclear umbrella for Japan dates back to the end of World War II, the United States has not limited nuclear guarantees to historic allies. In order to convince Ukraine to disgorge the nuclear weapons that remained on its territory after the break-up of the Soviet Union, Washington reportedly provided Kiev with some security guarantees. Whether they include a promise to use nuclear weapons against Russia on behalf of Ukraine has never been revealed. In any case, Kiev may have given up its ultimate deterrent in the belief that Washington was offering an implicit commitment. Moreover, Jim Hoagland of the Washington Post wants America to provide nuclear guarantees for the Middle East.  He writes: “Bush should announce that he wants consultations with Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt, Jordan and other Arab states—as well as principal U.S. allies in Europe—on extending a U.S. or NATO nuclear umbrella over friendly states in the Gulf.”  This would, Hoagland contends, “enable Arab states to forgo developing their own nuclear programs, just as the U.S.-Japan bilateral security treaty is intended to keep Japan nuclear-free.” It’s one thing to promise to respond to a nuclear attack by a potential global hegemon, the Soviet Union, against a major ally, such as Germany or Japan, especially when Washington has deliberately disarmed them. Very different is to promise to protect Jordan or Kuwait, friendly countries, true, but neither historic nor important allies, against an attack by Iran, a regional power without global reach.  The latter is an extraordinary extension of a doctrine fraught with danger. The Tripwire Doctrine The principle behind extending Washington’s nuclear umbrella is deterrence. That is, smaller nations, even if evil or aggressive, will not risk American retaliation by threatening friendly states.  Moreover, friendly states, sheltered behind a U.S. guarantee, will avoid taking steps opposed by Washington—most particularly, constructing their own nuclear weapons. Undoubtedly, security commitments help deter. The possibility of U.S. intervention raises the cost of war, and thereby discourages aggression. If aggression is less likely, then so is the likelihood that countries will adopt extreme defensive measures. Advocates of extended security commitments, and particularly nuclear guarantees, emphasize these effects. However, though a military guarantee may help deter conflict in this way, it makes conflict more likely in other ways. First, if the U.S. commitment is not credible, there is no deterrent effect. Even a written treaty may not be enough. The famous Chinese challenge—you won't risk Los Angeles to protect Taipei—suggests some doubt in Beijing that the United States would pay the potential price of confronting a nuclear power in order to protect a peripheral geopolitical interest. Second, if war erupts, U.S. involvement (assuming America makes good on its promise) is automatic. Washington loses the ability to weigh costs and benefits in the particular case at the particular time. For decades the quintessential example of this policy was the forward deployment of U.S. forces in Korea, the so-called “tripwire” that ensured sufficient American deaths in any North Korean invasion to trigger U.S. involvement.  That policy may have reduced the likelihood of war breaking out, but only by ensuring U.S. involvement in any conflict. Even a small risk of war would be extraordinarily dangerous when dealing with nuclear-armed states. Confronting China, which has global ambitions, or even Iran or North Korea, assuming they develop a capacity to hit the United States, would be far different than attacking Serbia or Iraq. It would be tragically ironic to survive the Cold War without a nuclear exchange and then blunder into one by intervening in a small conflict of limited importance.

Ext – Green Light Turn

U.S. military presence key to deter China, North Korea and prevent terrorism – even the perception of decline will spark an arms race

Blumenthal, 09 – resident fellow at AEI (5/1/2009, Dan, Far Eastern Economic Review, “The Erosion of U.S. Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445)

Though "soft power" and "smart power" (as opposed, one presumes, to the "stupid power" exercised by President Obama's predecessors) are all the rage in the Obama administration, Asia remains a dangerous place where good, old-fashioned "hard power" still matters. Since World War II, the U.S. military has guaranteed the peace and prosperity that, with few exceptions, have characterized the region. Yet no peace keeps itself; someone has to enforce it. This truism is particularly true in Asia, where just beneath the surface America's allies fear a rising China, a nuclear North Korea, and the continued threat of jihadi terrorism. In short, America's military presence in the region is as important as ever.
One need only scan a map of the region to understand the totality of America's strategic tasks in Asia. The geographical area encompassing the American Pacific Command's "area of operations" includes 50% of the world's population, 36 countries within 15 time zones, the world's three largest economies and five largest militaries. In addition, the U.S. has five alliances to attend to in the region.

While the Pacific Command's main jobs are shielding Japan, South Korea and Taiwan against aggression and maintaining its solid alliance with Australia, on any given day Pacific forces further could be simultaneously engaged in antiterrorist exercises with the Philippines, humanitarian relief operations in Oceania, military exchanges with India, helping to  professionalize the Indonesian military and policing the vital sea lanes through which one third of the world's trade travels.

In fulfilling its security duties in the region, the U.S. military is providing one of the principle public goods of East Asia. To be sure, America's regional allies want Washington to participate in Asia's many diplomatic conferences and contribute to regional economic integration. But to paraphrase Teddy Roosevelt, one of the first American statesman to recognize the Pacific's importance, as much as Asians want the U.S. to "speak softly," they also want it to carry a "big stick." They welcome the U.S. for its unique ability to ensure a stable balance of power in a region marked by a rising global power, China, and a weak but dangerous nuclear nation, North Korea.

All regional allies know that China has not become a postmodern, European-style power that eschews military force. To the contrary, China has become quite fond of its newfound military muscle. Beijing proudly displayed that might last week in Qingdao, as China celebrated the 60th anniversary of her growing navy.

Neither has the conventional threat North Korea poses to its southern neighbor and Japan disappeared. Tokyo watches in dismay as Pyongyang inches ever closer to acquiring the means to deliver its nuclear weapons.
But it is the transformation of Chinese military power that is causing the most Asian heartburn. China has built up its military across the board. Its submarine fleet has grown faster than any other in the world, it now has a large and lethal arsenal of conventional cruise and ballistic missiles, and it has announced plans to deploy aircraft carriers. Worrying about China is far from a case of what Defense Secretary Robert Gates calls "next war-itis." The U.S. isn't in a war with China--mercifully--but there is already a military competition.

Take China's submarine fleet for example. Since 1995 China placed into service 38 new submarines--a rate of 2.9 per year. In contrast, during the same period of time the U.S. has reduced its submarine force by about 25 boats.

The Chinese have not only noticed the imbalance, they are counting on a continued decline in America's Pacific naval power. China's Rear Admiral Yang Yi gloated that "China already exceeds the United States in [submarine production] five times over . . . 18 [U.S. submarines--the amount resident in the Pacific] against 75 or more Chinese submarines is obviously not encouraging [from a U.S. perspective]." The Chinese admiral is spot on. U.S. boats are superior, though the quality gap is closing. And in this vast region, numbers matter.

The rise of the Chinese submarine fleet and symmetrical decline in American subs is reflective of a broader trend. China is well on its way to having the greatest number of fighter planes, surface ships, missiles and submarines in the region. U.S. Secretary Gates rightly wants the military to concentrate on the "wars we are in." But we cannot do so at the expense of the military competition we are in. China military strength is not some futuristic abstraction. Indeed, we might think of China as a power-of-tomorrow, but our Asian allies see the daily realities of rising Chinese power. Beijing has already changed the military balance in the Asia-Pacific region to the great consternation of America's key allies and friends, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and India.

The point is not that Washington is poised to go to war with North Korea or China. Rather, only by maintaining its role as Asia's security guarantor can the U.S. hope to secure an enduring peace in this dynamic region. It has a strong interest in avoiding even the perception of American retrenchment. That would be a recipe for a spiraling arms race among the region's great powers. It is no accident that Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, all capable of acquiring nuclear weapons, have not yet taken that road. They have been confident in the American security umbrella. If current trends continue, are we sure those states would not reconsider the wisdom of that policy?
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U.S. military presence is key to deter a number of Asian conflicts – perception of decline will gut U.S. credibility

Auslin, 10– resident scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/17/10, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments,” House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130)

 

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region.  There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad.  Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after.  Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time.

There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa.  Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific.  Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions.  The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either.  

It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region.  From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm.  And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts.  Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

Ext – Green Light Turn

Reducing troop deployments weakens extended deterrence in Asia --- turns the case
Scales and Wortzel 99  (Robert, Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Doctrine at Headquarters Training and Doctrine Command – US Army and PhD in History – Duke, and Larry, Col. – US Army, Dir. Strategic Studies Institute – US Army War College, and PhD in Pol. Sci. – U. Hawaii, “THE FUTURE U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA: LANDPOWER AND THE GEOSTRATEGY OF AMERICAN COMMITMENT”, 4-6, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit.23 China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea.24 Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.”26 Strong U.S. diplomacy combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them.

Ext – Green Light Turn – Invasion 2NC
Withdrawal will cause North Korea invasion of Seoul – Carpenter agrees

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560)

However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the guise of arguing that such a reduction of U.S. forces would save tax-payer dollars, as well as U.S. lives, should there be an armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula. 

In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists.

Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.

That escalates to global nuclear war

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560)

It may be wishful thinking, but I believe China has the ability to help shape the future in the region in a positive way. For the U.S. to withdraw from the ROK, as proposed by Carpenter, might very well initiate not only another Korean War but also possibly another World War. When I lived in Seoul and attended Yonsei University in 1969-70, my Korean father and Yonsei professor, Hahm Pyong Choon, later to become Ambassador to the United States and national security adviser to the President of the Republic of Korea, told me there were always those who sought to purchase liberty and freedom on the cheap. At an embassy reception in Washington, he reminded me what he had told me in class: “Those on the left think you are imperialists; those on the right do not want to spend the money”.

In 1985, the communists planted bombs in Burma where the ROK cabinet was meeting. Professor Hahm was killed by the very same North Korean communists whom wish to see the withdrawal of American forces from the region.  To save a few dollars, however unintentionally, we might end up the North Korean army in downtown Seoul.  Certainly, armed with nuclear weapons, the North will be difficult at best to deter from such an attack.  To the people of the Republic of Korea: America will not leave, we will not run, we will not forget the extraordinary sacrifices we both have made to secure the freedom of your country and ours. This is the basis for the Bush Administration’s strategy, and with that sufficient reason it should be supported. 

Ext – Green Light Turn – A2: Irrational
Kim Jong Il’s track record proves he isn’t irrational.

Stratfor 9 (5/29, “Debunking Myths About Nuclear Weapons and Terrorism,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20090528_debunking_myths_about_nuclear_weapons_and_terrorism, WEA)

Kim Jong Il undoubtedly ranks very high among the world’s most idiosyncratic world leaders. But he has deftly transferred and consolidated control over a country that was run by a single individual, his father, for nearly 50 years. By balancing various groups and interests, he has both maintained internal control and loyalty and kept the attention of some of the world’s most powerful countries focused on North Korea for more than 15 years. Indeed, he has overseen the allocation of resources necessary to build both crude intercontinental ballistic missiles and crude nuclear devices while faced with crushing international sanctions. This is the track record of a competent (if annoying) leader, not a crazy one.

If Kim was merely suicidal, he has had the artillery, artillery rockets and short-range ballistic missiles at hand to destroy Seoul and invite a new Korean War since before his father died — a choice that would be far quicker, cheaper and even more complete than the prototype nuclear devices that North Korea has so far demonstrated. Rather, his actions have consistently shown that his foremost goal has been the survival of his regime. Indeed, he has actually curtailed much of the more aggressive activity that occurred during his father’s reign, such as attempting to assassinate South Korea’s president.

While Kim’s actions may seem unstable (and, indeed, they are designed to seem that way in order to induce an element of uncertainty at the negotiating table), Pyongyang regularly uses ballistic missile tests and even its nuclear tests as part of a larger strategy to not only keep itself relevant, but to ensure regime survival.

Ext – Appeasement Turn

History proves – North Korea will cheat – only conditional inducements leverage denuclearization
Dueck 6 (Colin, Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Colorado, “Strategies for Managing Rogue States”, Orbis, 50(2), Spring)

The problem with engagement is that it seriously underestimates the Kim regime’s malevolence. It is rather naı¨ve to expect that any package of economic, diplomatic, and strategic inducements will necessarily alter the fundamentally hostile and authoritarian nature of the Kim regime by, for example, integrating that regime into regional patterns of economic interdependence. Kim will see any attempted integration as a potential threat to his rule. Nor can negotiations be conducted under the assumption that they will automatically result in softening or satiating the North’s foreign policy goals. All prior experience indicates that Pyongyang will wring whatever concessions it can from this process, without abandoning its revisionist ambitions. It is absurd to suggest that Kim ‘‘feels’’ insecure primarily because of the policies of the Bush administration. Both his insecurity and his clandestine nuclearweapons program predate President Bush. The United States certainly caused alarm in Pyongyang with talk of regime change, but the root cause of this crisis is with North Korea, not George W. Bush. For practical reasons, however, direct rollback is not a plausible alternative. To begin with, any preventive U.S. military strike against North Korea and its weapons sites would probably result in a horrific conflict that would make Iraq look tame. The United States would ultimately win this war, but only at immense cost. Hundreds of thousands of innocent civilians would be killed. So would thousands more American troops. South Korea would be devastated. There would be no coalition support for such a preventive war under current circumstances. Nor are there any guarantees that North Korea’s weapons sites would actually be destroyed and its nuclear weapons unused. This prospect should warn us not only against a preventive strike, but indeed against any actions that might hasten war. A stated American policy of regime change or indirect rollback against Pyongyang risks this very possibility. Insofar as Washington appears to indicate that its primary goal is overthrowing the Kim regime, the fewer incentives Pyongyang will have to abstain from lashing out in a dangerous policy course involving very high risk, coercive diplomacy, and even full-scale preventive war.35 The baseline American strategy in relation to North Korea must therefore be neither rollback nor integration through engagement, but containment, supplemented by some careful, hard bargaining. A successful strategy of containment requires absolute clarity about the deadly consequences for Kim and his government should he choose to act aggressively. It also requires having military capabilities on the spot to make that threat credible. Fortunately, the United States and South Korea have those capabilities. The North can therefore be deterred, so long as U.S. defensive commitments are unambiguous. Kim cares little for the lives of his people, but he does value his own power and survival. For this very reason, even in relation to a leader like Kim, containment can work, as it has in the past.36 
Ext – Appeasement Turn

Prefer our evidence – history and theory prove the plan comparatively increases the risk of Korean prolif and war

Dueck 6 (Colin, Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Colorado, “Strategies for Managing Rogue States”, Orbis, 50(2), Spring)

With regard to both North Korea and Iran, engagement and rollback advocates each commonly argue that their own approach is the surest road to regime change. But regime change is an aspiration, not a strategy. Kim Jong Il and the mullahs of Iran have already lasted longer than many predicted; there are no signs that either regime is facing imminent collapse.43 A vague policy of integration through engagement risks strengthening these regimes, without necessarily receiving much in return. A policy of rollback risks American isolation at best and war at worst. Since the United States is not about to invade and occupy either North Korea or Iran, a refusal to negotiate directly with these governments is to effectively acquiesce in their development of nuclear weapons. American officials must therefore walk a fine line between opposing dangers, in relation to both countries, by following a firm yet prudent strategy of containment alongside limited bargaining. This is not a strategy that has ringing emotional appeal on the campaign trail. Its only virtue is that it is demonstrably better than any of the alternatives. Appeasement, engagement, containment, rollback, nonentanglement— while no single one of these is always the best option, one can draw some general lessons regarding their use, along with their relative costs and benefits. The first is that strategies that rely solely upon inducements and rewards are unlikely to be effective against revisionist, adversarial rogue states. The notion that such states can and must be accommodated or appeased through positive incentives alone has a long and sorry history. In fact, the dangers of firmness in the face of rogue state aggression are much less than the dangers of weakness. Democracies’ policies of non-entanglement, appeasement, or engagement frequently strengthen rogue states without doing anything to alter their hostile intentions. If anything, these strategies may actually increase the danger of war, by giving a possibly misleading impression of unending indifference or passivity on the part of democratic powers. At a minimum, therefore, the United States and its allies should rely upon strategies of containment in relation to rogue state challengers—that is, upon strategies of deterrence, of military preparedness, of strong alliances, and of clear commitments. Some versions of containment, however, are too simplistic to serve the national interest, and here we come to the second lesson: that containment often works best when supplemented with limited incentives and careful negotiations. Adversaries are most likely to respond to demands when faced with a broad combination of rewards and punishments.44 Economic incentives and diplomatic or political recognition are forms of power that the United States possesses alongside its military and economic tools. Why would we renounce any one of these forms of power? To do so would be to voluntarily reduce our influence over a given rogue state. The key is to treat economic and diplomatic incentives as part of an overall strategy in which incentives are linked to disincentives, as well as to reciprocal, verifiable actions or concessions on the part of other states. A closely related prerequisite is to avoid deluding ourselves about the purpose of diplomacy with such states. Every foreign regime, no matter how hostile, understands the concept of hard bargaining, and under certain circumstances the benefits of negotiating may outweigh the costs for the United States. But negotiations must never be initiated or concluded out of a vague hope in the transformational power of diplomatic or economic contact. Rather, negotiations with rogue states should only be undertaken under the limited assumption that we are bargaining over reciprocal, concrete concessions, and not in the hope of altering our adversaries’ basic intentions. Any other approach is irresponsible. Elements of rollback, like elements of engagement, can be used to supplement baseline strategies of containment, but again, hybrid approaches must be conceived and implemented with great skill and care for each case. To directly roll back a given regime through force is, by its very nature, typically more difficult, costly, and risk-prone than containment. Even indirect forms of rollback carry considerable costs. A declared intention to overthrow a foreign government is obviously provocative and may even encourage the target state to launch a preventive strike. Such strategies are also less likely to attract allied support. In some circumstances, elements of indirect rollback can usefully supplement strategies of containment, for example, by weakening, destabilizing, and/or delegitimizing target states, and/or by holding out hope of change to political dissidents overseas. But making regime change the official U.S. policy against a given state must be based upon demonstrable, concrete advantages—including those for the citizens of the target state—and not simply upon rhetorical, ideological, or emotional appeal. Commentators often fixate on the supposed beliefs or preferences of a given rogue state’s leaders, so that the debate then circles around questions of intentions that cannot really be conclusively or definitively answered in the present. The safest assumption under such circumstances is to presume that rogue leaders are hostile but strategic actors—that is, that they weigh the costs and benefits of their own behavior within a given international framework. The United States has considerable ability to shape that framework by offering, threatening, or withholding various incentives and disincentives. It would be self-defeating for the world’s only superpower to renounce a priori the use of any instrument to promote its own interests. The only sensible conclusion is for the United States to preserve its ability to offer a wide range of rewards and punishments in meeting any particular rogue-state challenge. The default or preferred strategy in most cases, therefore, is containment, supplemented from time to time by a little hard bargaining. Inconsistency, weakness, or confusion in implementing this strategy is usually a greater danger than that of provoking one’s adversary. 
A2: Withdrawal Inevitable

Backlash won’t cause full-scale withdrawal

Dao, 03 (1/5/03, James, NY Times, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html)

Of course, American military presence will continue to be controversial, on both sides of the Pacific. Koreans and Japanese have protested for years about criminal behavior by American troops. Those protests could pressure the United States to pull out some of its troops. But they are unlikely to cause a full-scale withdrawal anytime soon, experts say.
"This is like the Carter thing," said Morton Abramowitz, who as a senior Pentagon official helped block President Carter's troop withdrawal plan. "The whole point is to preserve stability. You would take a great risk by pulling out troops."

Ext – No NK War

Worst case is an artillery barrage. Escalatory war won’t happen.

National Post ‘9  (“A ticking bomb on Korean peninsula”, 5-28, L/N)

Q What are the chances of war?  A Very low. North Korea is highly unlikely to repeat its invasion of the South because this would entail a war with the United States that Mr. Kim would certainly lose. Staying in power is Mr. Kim's one overriding aim. If he begins a general war, this would undoubtedly cause the downfall of his regime.  Q What are the other possibilities?  A Small-scale clashes are likely. The maritime boundary in the Yellow Sea has never been agreed. This could be the setting for naval skirmishes, especially if the United States and South Korea stop and search ships using Northern ports.  Q What about North Korea's nuclear weapons?  A North Korea is believed to have built a small arsenal of nuclear bombs -- perhaps fewer than 10 -- using plutonium taken from its reactor at Yongbyon. But these are not as threatening as you might think. North Korea has probably failed to convert them into nuclear warheads for delivery by a missile. So dropping the bombs from a plane would be the only way of conducting a nuclear attack. Any military aircraft taking off in North Korean airspace during a war would probably be shot down very quickly.  Q So what is the worst that North Korea can do?  A The biggest danger for South Korea is that its capital, Seoul, is only 50 kilometres from the border with the North. This means that 20 million South Koreans live within range of Mr. Kim's heavy artillery. North Korea's army deploys 17,900 artillery pieces, many of them aimed at Seoul. In the event of war, these guns could fire between 300,000 and 500,000 high explosive shells at Seoul every hour.

Pretense for hostility is just bargaining. No escalation.

Global Insight, 2 – 22  (Sarah McDowall, “North Korea Seeks Talks on Kaesong Industrial Estate Despite Border Tension”, 2010, L/N)

Significance:The countries' disputed Yellow Sea border has been particularly tense since a clash last November badly damaged a North Korean patrol boat. But despite the friction, North Korea has proposed to hold discussions with the South over Kaesong. The Seoul government had originally proposed the date of 23 February and has not yet decided whether to agree to the revised date. In the security realm, limited provocation from the North towards its southern neighbour is unlikely to escalate into more serious conflict on the Korean Peninsula, as the North's motivations are not to increase hostility, but to improve its bargaining position and pressure the international community for concessions while inching towards nuclear-disarmament talks.

North Korea won’t provoke war

Lynch 9 (Colum, Staff Writer – WP, “North Korea Threatens to Attack South”, Washington Post, 5-28, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/27/AR2009052701060_2.html?sid= ST2009052703825

Analysts in Seoul said they regarded North Korea's warnings as serious but doubted the willingness of Kim to provoke a large-scale confrontation.  "The problem is that both sides cannot afford to make a concession," said Dong Yong-seung, a senior fellow at the North Korean division of Samsung Economic Research Institute. "It is like a game of chicken."  Andrei Lankov, a professor at Seoul's Kookmin University who has written several books about North Korea, said, "Small-scale shooting is possible and even probable, but nothing more serious than that."  "The location of mansions where Pyongyang's leaders enjoy their Hennessy cognac is well known to the American military, and North Koreans know the precision of U.S. cruise missiles," Lankov said. "The North will steer clear of any action which might lead to a real confrontation." 

Ext – No NK War

No chance of Korean war

Whatley 9 (Stuart, Associate Blog Editor – HP, “Why North Korea’s Antics are Good for Obama”, Huffington Post, 5-28, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/stuart-whatley/why-north-koreas-antics-a_b_208712.html)

Both China and Russia have in the past been complacent towards North Korean aggression. Though Kim's missile launches and nuclear tests are surely a diplomatic annoyance, it is never enough for Beijing or Moscow to issue more than a verbal wrist-slap to their vestigial Soviet-era ally. But this time is different, and the advantage is all Obama's. Indeed, neither country actually wants a nuclear armed North Korea to join the geopolitical chess match. The global financial meltdown squeezing GDP growth worldwide, and both countries now following up on G-20 pledges for better ties, all bodes well for a concerted, harsh response that finally goes beyond just words. Indeed, the current crisis allows for unprecedented cooperation between global players that could lead to good faith dealings with other prickly issues, such as global security, the economy and climate change. With the mandate that a unified front will provide, harsh sanctions specifically targeting Kim's military will finally be feasible, as will a full-court press on North Korean vessels under the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) with South Korea onboard after years of reticence. Most essential of all, however, is the possibility that China will finally close off trade and aid channels that have for years propped up the North's regime. Admittedly, such additional provocations could lead the DPRK to back up its shrill rhetoric with violence. But multiple experts, speaking to the Washington Post Wednesday, for their part, agreed that a large-scale clash is extremely unlikely.  All things considered, much good could come out of the current crisis. Sure, Obama didn't ask for any of this. But if the pieces continue to fall into place against the Hermit King, this week's mess could be next week's fortuitous moment.

No risk of war. All parties want de-escalation.

Nikonov ‘9  (Vyacheslav, Pres. – Politika Foundation and former Prof. Pol. Sci. – CalTech, Defense and Security, “KOREA: WILL THERE BE A WAR”, 6-5, L/N)

The nuclear test North Korea run became the most important event in the world. Moreover, the DPRK launched some missiles and voided the truce with South Korea. The international community including the UN Security Council unanimously condemned Pyongyang. Experts began speculating on the possibility of a shooting war.  Will there be a war? To answer this question, it is necessary to consider who may attack whom in principle and what the chances that it will happen are.  It is from North Korea itself that aggression is expected. Its leaders plainly say that should South Korean ships try to examine North Korean ones, the DPRK will go to war. Granted that this particular danger exists, it is clear nevertheless that North Korean leaders know better than wish for a shooting war. These masters of political survival are not suicidal. They know what is at stake and they know the risks.  And what do they need an atomic bomb for? This correspondent heard the following explanation in Pyongyang: nobody will ever convince us after Yugoslavia and Iraq that there is no need for nuclear weapons. The Americans never attack countries with nuclear weapons.  North Korean leaders were prepared once to barter the national nuclear program for a direct dialogue and guarantees of security from the United States and for economic aid from the international community. The Americans, however, denied them both the dialogue and the guarantees. The Japanese never even began to fulfill their obligations, and South Korean leadership took a firm stand with regard to Pyongyang. The DPRK therefore decided that its "concessions" (i.e. the promise to suspend its nuclear and missile programs) had been a wasted gesture.  The nuclear tests were simply blackmail, a device Pyongyang decided on in order to resume the bargaining first and foremost with the United States. They had nothing to do with preparations for aggression.  Besides, who can North Korea attack? The United States is out of reach. Its missiles can reach Japan only in theory, and even that is questionable. In a word, South Korea is the only potential target. Actually, the Koreans living on both sides of the demilitarized zone regard themselves as one and the same people. They hate the government of the other country but not the people. Besides, Pyongyang knows that it will have to fight the United States whose contingent of nearly 40,000 men is stationed in the southern part of the peninsula.  What about an attack on North Korea then? What country can launch it? South Korea? This advanced and densely populated country knows all too well what this war will spell. South Korea is not going to attack its northern neighbor. It will even try to keep others, first and foremost the United States, from attacking North Korea.  Barack Obama is determined to pull out from Iraq and eventually from Afghanistan. The situation being what it is, Washington is unlikely to launch another intervention where there will be numerous casualties and whose successful outcome is not guaranteed. America's allies in the region will object to a war, both South Korea and Japan, that is earnestly afraid of North Korean rockets.  Neither will China and Russia back the decision to go to war. Without them, the United States cannot hope to legitimize its actions at the UN Security Council.  Also importantly, China will never permit the fall of the communist regime in the DPRK or a unification of the two Koreas. The prospect of ending up with a country across the border with a population approaching 70 million and an ally of the United States to boot is the last thing Beijing wants.

Ext – No NK War
South Korea would pressure the US to back out.

Robinson and Baker ‘3  (Colin, Research Analyst – Center for Defense Information, and Stephen, Senior Fellow – CDI and Retired US Navy Admiral, “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences”, May, http://www.cdi.org/north-korea/north-korea-crisis.pdf)

Despite the large number of worrying possibilities and the numerous North Korean military demonstrations outlined above, the chances of immediate military conflict as a result of the current crisis between the DPRK and the United States are low. There is little political support for U.S. military action within the new South Korean government, and the United States has several times downplayed talk of military action. If Washington were to decide military action is necessary, U.S. officials would face the challenge of convincing their South Korean counterparts – while also contending with the requirements of troops in Iraq, which have drawn off great amounts of the personnel and material most critical for military action on the Korean Peninsula. Furthermore, there is the question of the DPRK’s likely possession of nuclear weapons. Given its restraint from major overt military action in the last decades, as well as the amount of international attention the United States is trying to force onto the issue, the DPRK is unlikely to initiate military action itself.

War won’t escalate – China and Russia won’t back North Korea

Bandow, 8 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

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

Moreover, the North’s one-time military allies, Russia and China, both recognized Seoul as the cold war concluded. The ROK now does more business with Beijing than with America. The likelihood of either Moscow or Beijing backing North Korea in any new war is somewhere between infinitesimal and zero. The rest of East Asia would unreservedly stand behind South Korea.

No risk of war – threats only

Christian Science Monitor 5/26 (Donald Kirk, 5/26/10, " Diplomatic stance trumps tough talk on North Korea ", http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0526/Diplomatic-stance-trumps-tough-talk-on-North-Korea)

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appeared in full accord with her South Korean hosts during a four-hour stopoff Wednesday in which the language was tough – but diplomacy rather than a military response toward the North was clearly taking top priority.

At a press conference, Mrs. Clinton called on North Korea “to halt its provocations and its policy of threats and belligerence,” as seen in the in the sinking of the Cheonan, the South Korean Navy corvette, that resulted in the death of 46 sailors. 

But when it came to the bottom-line issue of how to achieve these goals, according to a spokesman for South Korea’s President Lee Myung-bak, Clinton and Mr. Lee agreed that “strategic patience” was the way to go.

“Time is on our side,” the spokesman was quoted by South Korean media as saying after the meeting. “We shouldn’t go for an impromptu response to each development but take a longer-term perspective.”

The ultimate goal appears to be avoiding another clash that could turn the standoff into a war.

“Things are not going to escalate beyond a certain level,” says Lee Jong-min, dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei University. “The objective is to make sure it does not go beyond a certain point.”

That strategy portends a period of rhetoric and recriminations, intermingled with threats from North Korea, while the United States mounts a massive campaign to bring about international condemnation of North Korea and more sanctions by the UN Security Council. 

Ext – No NK War

Deterrence solves North Korean aggression

Bolton 2009 – former US ambassador to the UN (7/3, John, Fox, “North Korea Fires Four More Test Missiles: Should U.S. Be Worried?”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529932,00.html, WEA)

VAN SUSTEREN: Is any risk they're going to turn it towards Seoul? I mean, there's -- I mean, it -- I mean, it's not that far away. And if they're really so unwilling and irrational, why do we think they're rational and won't hit Seoul?
BOLTON: Well, I think, fundamentally, they recognize that if they were to attack South Korea, particularly if they were to use chemical or biological weapons, the retaliation would be unbelievable. Secretary Colin Powell, when he was a civilian, after he was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, used to say to people that if North Korea ever attacked the south with chemical or biological weapons, that we would turn North Korea into a charcoal briquette. And I think even they understand that.

South Korea would crush them, and any war would end fast.

MEYER 2003 - served one year with the US Marine Corps in Asia and participated in the massive TEAM SPIRIT 1990 military exercise in Korea. (Carlton, “The Mythical North Korean Threat”, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm) 

When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea.  This  is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army  may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern  equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel.         In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and  ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and  coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout  North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups.        On the other hand, the entire 700,000 man South Korean active duty army can be devoted to the defense of  Seoul.  The modern South Korean army is backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called  to duty in hours.  South Korea has twice the population of the North, thirty times its economic power, and  spends three times more on its military each year.  South Korean military equipment is first class whereas most  of the North Korean military equipment is over 30 years old and much is inoperable due to a lack of  maintenance.  If war broke out, South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and $94 billion in foreign  currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  As a result, South Korea  is roughly five times more powerful than North Korea.       If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which  heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the  road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they  cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically  blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to  clear road paths while under fire.       The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and  concrete fortifications.  However, these attacks would bog down from heavy casualties, and a lack of food and  ammo resupply.  Fighting would be bloody as thousands of South Korean and American troops and civilians  suffer from North Korean artillery and commando attacks.  Nevertheless,  the North Korean army would be  unable to breakthrough or move supplies forward.  Even if North Korea magically broke through, all military  analysts scoff at the idea that the North Koreans could bridge large rivers or move tons of supplies forward  while under attack from American airpower.

Ext – No NK War – A2: Collapse

No chance of a revolution. All their impacts are empirically denied.

Feigenbaum ‘9  (Evan, Senior Fellow for East, Central, and South Asia – CFR, questioned at Washingtonpost.com, “N. Korea To Boycott Nuclear Talks, Restart Weapons Plant”, 4-19, L/N)

Harrisburg, Pa.: If China fears instability within North Korea, from where might this instability arise? Are there any serious organization opposition factions to the present leadership? If so, how much of a potential threat are they?  Evan Feigenbaum: There is not an organized opposition inside the country, although there are sporadic reports of dissent and, as in any country, there must be different views within the elite and among North Korea's millions. We know from North Korean refugees and defectors that there is plenty of discontent in North Korea. But there's nothing to suggest that this discontent is going to produce a revolution from within. Remember that in the mid-1990s, North Korea was in pretty dire straits: famine, economic decline, death of its founding leader, international pressure over its nuclear program. But the regime survived. And that's sobering, at least to me, since reports today suggest that North Korea may have some economic advantages it didn't have back then, including remittances back to North Korea from North Koreans who have fled or moved abroad. Aid and trade with China, South Korea, and other countries also keeps the regime in power. As to what China fears, they appear to fear several things: a wholesale collapse of the North Korean state, refugee flows, and so on.

No collapse. No organized resistance and Kim can lay the smack down.

Korea Times ‘9  (“Lee, Obama Have Few Tools for Nuclear-Free N. Korea”, 6-18, L/N)

If a more conventional country is placed under international sanctions, the material life of its citizens becomes less comfortable and more stressful. This leads to growing discontent as the public begins to blame their government for their declining living standards. The strategy of economic sanctions is based on the assumption that dissatisfied people will press for changes in the policy, or simply overthrow their non-compliant government.  However, none of these mechanisms is likely to work in the case of North Korea. Despite the changes of the past 15 years, North Korea is not liberal enough for its people to have any influence in matters of governance. North Koreans do not vote. Well, they vote with a predictable 100-percent approval for a single government candidate.  They do not rebel either. They are terrified and isolated, they don't even have any rudimentary self-organization, which is necessary to initiate a resistance movement, and they are still to a large extent unaware that other modes of life exist.  In other words, in the unlikely case that China eagerly cooperates with a sanctions regime for a long period of time, they would merely help another few hundred thousand North Korean commoners to starve to death without producing any desired effects.  Needless to say, Kim Jong-il will not lose sleep when briefed about starving farmers. The death of a few hundred thousand would be seen by the tiny Pyongyang elite as a somewhat regrettable but necessary price to pay for the survival of their regime.

China will prop it up to check collapse.

Toloraya, 3 – 2  (Georgy, Dir. Korean Research Programs – Institute of Economics of Russian Academy of Sciences, RusData Dialine - Russian Press Digest, “The price of nuclear ambitions”, 2010, L/N)

Nevertheless, many in the West believe that the only guarantee of elimination of nuclear weapons in North Korea - is regime change. At the same time, Western politicians understand that China will never allow a collapse of the DPRK. The positional game may continue for a long time. However, there is another possibility - soft domestic changes in North Korea under the provision of security guarantees to the regime as is. In this case, the "nuclear deterrent" may lose its current appeal for Pyongyang.

*** JAPAN / SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS
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1. Japan/South Korean relations are high now

Auslin, 10 – director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute. (Michael, “Korea Takes Up the Mantle of Leadership,” Wall Street Journal, 5/10, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703866704575225162588210380.html?mod=wsj_india_main)

Korea-Japan relations have traditionally been beset by a host of problems relating to the past, primarily the issue of middle-school-level textbooks that most Koreans believe whitewash Japan's World War II atrocities. Even more painful is the issue of the "comfort women," for whose enforced sexual abuse during the war Tokyo has made apologies that many Koreans, including former comfort women themselves, consider inadequate. 

Yet the weight of history does not obviate the fact that Japan and Korea today are far more like each other than dissimilar. Both are thriving democracies with personal freedoms, a free press, consumer-oriented free markets and enviable higher educational systems, all bound by the rule of law. They are two powerhouses of the global economy, participate in a wide array of global multilateral institutions and are the central U.S. allies in Asia.

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has also reset the tone of his country's foreign policy. He has reached out to the leaders of the U.S., Japan and India, and even shares a close personal friendship with Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono. Mr. Lee has done this while juggling severe domestic political pressures back home, not least of which is North Korea's sinking of the South Korean naval corvette Cheonan last month, which killed 46 sailors. He also sports an impressive economic record: South Korea's GDP expanded at an annualized rate of 7.5% in the first quarter of 2010, driven largely by exports. 

Across the water, worries overshadow the Japanese landscape. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's approval ratings are down to 20% after only six months in office. His government's confused handling of the Futenma airbase relocation issue has strained relations with the U.S. Yet in Japan there is a deeper malaise, just the opposite from South Korea: the sense that the country is becoming more isolated and less relevant in world affairs. Prime Minister Hatoyama's call for a new East Asian Community, for example, was seen as a vague attempt to reassert some level of Japanese leadership in an Asia increasingly responsive to Chinese influence and policies.

Hence it was not surprising that South Korean officials I've spoken with recently are taking the initiative in pushing the idea of closer relations with Japan. They are fully aware of the sensitive nature of the Korea-Japan relationship and the need to overcome historical grievances. Yet they also have one eye firmly fixed on the future. That future is dominated by an unstable North Korea and a growing China, which Seoul's policy makers recognize are the greatest challenges to the South's stability. 

Bowing to reality, the South Korean officials I talked with all saw a triangular U.S.-Korea-Japan relationship as the most likely way for Seoul and Tokyo to work together. High on their list was improving Korea's ballistic-missile defenses, along with continued pressure on Pyongyang to denuclearize. Beyond that, though, they understood that America's security posture in East Asia is not credible without its Japanese bases and a close working relationship between Tokyo and Washington. They worry about the current tension between Japan and America over the Futenma base and are equally concerned that problems between the two could impede the functioning of the alliance, should a crisis on the Korean peninsula erupt. 

2. Pro democratic peace studies are flawed

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 14-15

To my mind, the empirical evidence in support of both the dyadic and the nomadic DPP is problematic for several reasons. The most recent studies alluded to earlier, which indicate that democracies are less likely to fight each other and are more peaceful, in general, than non-democracies, are beset by research design problems that severely hinder their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi​dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actually the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged​ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely, extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel, 1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes​tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post​colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research design address this omission. 
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3. Democracies start more wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 146

Are Democracies More Peaceful than Nondemocracies with Respect to Interstate Wars? The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu​ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars. The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini​tiate—interstate wars.

4.  Democratic transitions lead to civil wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.147-148

Are Democracies in the Postcolonial World Less Likely to Experience Civil Wars? The results fail to support the democratic peace for civil wars in post-colonial states since democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased probability of intrastate war in postcolonial states. Instead, the results corroborate previous findings that semidemocracy is associ​ated with an increased likelihood of civil war. Therefore, although coherent democracy does not appear to reduce the likelihood of post​colonial civil wars, partial democracy exacerbates the tensions that result in civil war. Given the findings from Chapter 6, these results sug​gest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is not likely to succeed for those states that need it most—the postcolonial, or third world, states. Further, even if full-fledged democracy were to engender peace within these states—which is not indicated by the findings reported here—it would likely generate conflict, internationally, since democracies are more prone to initiate and become involved in inter​state wars and militarized disputes. As noted earlier, the promise of egalitarianism, which is the true appeal of democracy, seems to involve a Hobson’s choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an increased likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a decreased likelihood of international stability.
Ext – Japan / SK Relations High
Relations high – North Korean tension brought them together

Agence France Presse, 10 (“US leads warnings to N.Korea, China seeks restraint,” 5/21, lexis)

Experts also see China as benefiting from the division of the Korean peninsula, which provides a buffer state separating it from the US troops in South Korea.

There was no immediate reaction from Russia, another member of the six-nation talks, which historically has enjoyed warm relations with Pyongyang.

Japan, which has long advocated a hard line against North Korea, said it fully supported South Korea.

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama called the torpedo attack "unforgivable" and offered for Japan to spearhead any resolution at the UN Security Council against North Korea.

The United Nations said the findings against North Korea were "deeply troubling," while Australia, Britain, France and the European Union offered condemnation.

Japan fully supports South Korea

Kyodo News, 10 (“Japan offers support to South Korea in dealing with sinking incident,”
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring, May 16, 2010, lexis)

Gyeongju, South Korea, 16 May (Kyodo): Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada offered support to his South Korean counterpart Yu Myung Hwan on Sunday in dealing with the sinking of a South Korean warship in March.

"We will spare no effort in offering cooperation to South Korea," Okada told Yu at the outset of their meeting that took place in South Korea following a meeting of foreign ministers from Japan, China and South Korea on Saturday.

Okada also said he respects the stand of the South Korean government, which is responding "resolutely and calmly in a difficult situation." During the trilateral ministers' meeting the previous day, the three countries agreed to "calmly" await the outcome of the ongoing investigation into the sinking, while suspicions grow about North Korea's involvement in the incident.

South Korea has said that determining the cause of the incident must come before a resumption of the stalled six-party talks aimed at ending North Korea's nuclear ambitions, a stance also supported by Japan. The multilateral framework brings together the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United States.

The outcome of the investigation, conducted by South Korea and experts from the United States and other countries, is expected to be announced around Thursday.

If North Korea's involvement becomes clear, or there are very strong suspicions that Pyongyang is involved, then South Korea may seek to have sanctions imposed on the North by raising the issue at the UN Security Council.

North Korea has denied involvement in the incident, which occurred near the South's western sea border with the North on 26 March and killed 46 sailors.

Okada and Yu were also to have discussed ways of creating a future-oriented relationship between their countries in various areas, including the economic field.

Ext – Democracy Bad – War
Democracies are more likely to start wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.68-70

My findings refute the monadic level DPP, which suggests that democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, and they reveal that democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to be involved in—and to initiate—interstate wars and MIDs. Wedding these findings to those in Chapter 2, it appears that the spread of democracy may precipitate an increase in the likelihood of wars as individual states become democratic and, subsequently, more war-prone. Further, cast​ing these findings in the light of recent studies of the DPP highlights some daunting prospects for global peace. For example, recent empirical findings indicate that regime changes are much more likely to occur during or following wars and that losing states are much more likely to experience regime change (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992). Since democracies are more likely to win wars as compared to nondemocracies (Lake, 1992; Stain, 1996; Reiter and Stain, 1998a), it follows that nondemocracies are more likely to experience regime change, which in some cases may result in their full democratization. The result is that war involvement may actually increase the proportion of democratic states in the system and, subsequently, increase the likelihood of war​fare for those newly democratic states. From this perspective, the spread of democracy will create more of the most war-prone states, thereby increasing the likelihood of war involvement and initiation for those states. These relationships hardly encourage a sanguine view of the prospects for peace with a democratic enlargement strategy.
New studies prove democratization doesn’t stop war

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.146

Are Democracies Less Likely to Fight Each Other? The replication and extension of Oneal and Russett (1997), which is one of the most important studies on the DPP, showed that democracies are not significantly less likely to fight each other. The results demon​strate that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings in support of the DPP are not robust and that joint democracy does not reduce the probability of international conflict for pairs of states during the postwar era. Simple and straightforward modifications of Oneal and Russett’s (1997) research design generated these dramatically contradictory results. Specifically, by teasing out the separate impact of democracy and political distance (or political dissimilarity) and by not coding cases of ongoing disputes as new cases of conflict, it became clear that there is no significant relationship between joint democracy and the likelihood of international war or militarized interstate dispute (MID) for states during the postwar era. These findings suggest that the post—Cold War strategy of “democratic enlargement,” which is aimed at ensuring peace by enlarging the community of democratic states, is quite a thin reed on which to rest a state’s foreign policy—much less the hope for international peace.

The democratic peace theory is obsolete

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.145

In this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study and briefly discuss their research and policy implications. The main finding resulting from the statistical analyses is that democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of internation​al wars, militarized disputes, or civil wars in postcolonial states. There does not appear to be a dyadic democratic peace or a monadic one. To the extent that a democratic peace obtains, it does for extrastate wars, which are more than likely relics of a bygone era; nevertheless, even for these wars, while democracies in general are less likely to become involved in them, Western states—especially Western democracies— are more likely to fight them. These findings result from analyses using straightforward research designs, similar data, and identical sta​tistical techniques as those found in research supporting the DPP. They suggest that politico-economic factors in the postwar era greatly con​tributed to the phenomenon that is erroneously labeled the “democrat​ic peace.” Further, they imply that foreign policy strategies aimed at increasing the likelihood of peace in the future by spreading democra​cy are likely to be ineffective, at best, or conflict exacerbating, at worst.
Ext – Democracy Bad – War

Even if democratic peace theory is true, it will only minimally dampen propensity for conflict

Randall Schweller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, 2000, American Democracy Promotion, p. 43

The bad news is that extending the democratic zone will not lead to a per​petual peace among nations. This is because the fundamental causes of inter​national conflict will remain, for they cannot be transcended. The spread of democracy promises to dampen potential conflicts but it will not effect a major ‘qualitative change’ in international politics, which will remain much as it has always been: a struggle for power and influence in a world of, at a min​imum, moderate scarcity. Though I am willing to concede the point—though other realists have challenged it—that democracies have not fought each other in the past, I, like Kydd, ‘find it perfectly possible that democracies could fight—indeed could fight long and bloody wars against each other—so long as the aims of the populations are in fundamental conflict’
Countless examples disprove democratic peace

Schwartz and Skinner, 2 - * Professor of Political Science at UCLA, AND ** Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and the Hoover Institution and Assistant Professor of History and Political Science at Carnegie Mellon University, (Thomas and Kiron, “The myth of the democratic peace,” Orbis, v46 issue 1, Winter
Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.) Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain) Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France) War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain) Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico) Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico) Roman Republic vs. France, 1849 American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy) Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863 Franco-Prussian War, 1870 War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia) Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian nations) Spanish-American War, 1898 Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State) World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.) Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina) Ecuador-Peru, 1941 Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon) Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic) Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus) Ecuador-Peru, 1981 Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan) Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia) Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia) Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia) Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and allegedly Russia) Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995 NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999 India-Pakistan, 1999 Whether these examples refute democratic pacifism depends on how one answers two questions. Question 1. What is a democracy? Some democratic pacifists prefer "republic" or "liberal state"; none favors "democracy" in the etymological sense of popular rule. Whatever the label, most would accept six criteria: broad adult suffrage (ideally universal and equal), competitive elections, the usual civil liberties, the rule of law, equality before the law, and a fair measure of either popular choice or legislative control of the executive. Because those criteria admit of degree, we can always save democratic pacifism from disconfirmation by demanding ever higher degrees of fulfillment, by raising the bar of democracy. But every time we do that we shrink the democratic category, and that makes the theory weaker, less testable, less interesting. If we raise the bar so high that there are no democracies or only one, we make the theory vacuous: there can be no disconfirming evidence, but for that very reason there also can be no confirming evidence. In examining the examples above, we do not insist on setting the bar of democracy high or low: we accept any setting that helps the democratic pacifist make his case for an interesting theory. We do insist on not tilting the bar¯¯on not imposing tougher standards of democracy on some states than others. We also insist on counting the United States as a democracy, now and in times past, if any state counts: at some times maybe even the United States did not count, but then no state counted. We are not chauvinists, but the United States has long been so powerful (latently at least) and so staunch in its advocacy of democracy that a "democratic peace" that excluded the United States would not amount to much. Question 2. Is democratic pacifism to be read as an exceptionless law or a mere tendency? To be generous we shall read it as a tendency: owing to their shared form of government, democracies fight each other proportionately less than states in general do. That allows exceptions but opens a problem of measurement. One cannot measure fighting between states by counting wars between them. If democracy-democracy wars were numerous but unusually low in magnitude¯¯in duration, casualties, expenditures, and damage to property¯¯there would indeed be proportionately less fighting between democracies than between states in general, but to show that one would have to go beyond counting wars and weight them by magnitude. Besides, a mere counting of wars would be highly sensitive to how one divides belligerent activity into distinct wars, and the conventional ways of doing that are somewhat arbitrary. Obviously what matters is how much fighting has taken place between two states, not how finely politicians or journalists have, in the heat of the moment, divided that fighting by christening parts of it with episodic names containing the morpheme "war." Yes, it is often easy to see causal connections between episodes of a single war, conventionally so called. But likewise between whole wars. Witness King George's War, the Seven Years' War, and the American Revolution, also the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars (jointly plural, severally anonymous), the Texas Independence and Mexican wars, the two Balkan wars, the Franco-Prussian and First World wars, and especially World Wars I and II.
*** MILITARY MODERNIZATION
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South Korean will develop nuclear weapons – conventional can’t fill the gap

Choi and Park 8 (Kang, Director-General and Professor of American Studies – Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, Seoul, and Joon-Sung, Distinguished Researcher – Department of National Security and Reunification,  Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, Seoul, The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, p. 392-393)

The possibility of either a decision by South Korea to go nuclear or a regional nuclear arms race still seems remote, but neither can be ruled out completely. Unless timely and appropriate measures are taken, nonnuclear states in the re​gion, including South Korea and Japan, may be compelled to consider their own nuclear options. At this time, the United States is believed to hold the key to pre​venting this worrisome development. The key is the continued provision of the U.S. nuclear umbrella.41 The latest reaffirmation of the U.S. extended deterrence commitment to South Korea was made at the thirty-eighth SCM in 2006. What is notable about the SCM was that the term extended nuclear deterrence was inserted in the Joint Communique upon South Korea's insistence.42 Due to this, the excessive fear of nuclear threat in South Korea has been largely mitigated. The insertion of the term altered nothing significant in the ROK-U.S. security relationship. Why then did South Korea so persistently request this wording in the Joint Communi‑ que? To answer this question, it is important to revisit the evolution of the ROK's defense strategy. As discussed earlier, it is now clear that "ground-based" nuclear deterrence has been replaced by "offshore" deterrence. The former was viewed as particularly strong since it consisted of a "trip-wire" strategy with forward deployment of the USFK and the presence of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons on South Korean soil. Though more flexible, "offshore" deterrence is mainly conventional and is largely symbolic in nature. The trip-wire strategy, which deliberately made the USFK "hostage" in the event of a North Korean attack, was perceived to ensure an automatic U.S. mili​tary involvement. It assuaged the FoA among South Koreans. Despite the recent drawdown of USFK strength, the remaining U.S. 2nd Ill still serves this func​tion. Nowadays, though, U.S. officials say that a trip-wire strategy is outdated and no longer valid:43 yet they argue that the United States is firmly committed to the defense of South Korea. Having agreed on a wide range of outstanding military-related issues, such as the relocation of the Yongsan garrison and the 2nd ID, the USFK's strategic flexibility, and the transfer of OPCON to the ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff ( JCS), all of which would ultimately dissolve the trip-wire strategy, South Korea and the United States have already moved from trip-wire deterrence to real "offshore deterrence." The present problem is that both Seoul's and Washington's efforts to compen​sate for the loss of physical links and a weaker security guarantee have fallen short of each other's expectations. Certainly the United States will provide a "bridg​ing capability" for South Korea in the form of time and know-how as the ROK military prepares to assume the current roles and missions of the USFK.44 These military preparations will inevitably take considerable time and money. In par​ticular, their enormous budgetary implications could impede policy implementa​tion. There is only a slim chance that South Korea would acquire enough strategic assets, such as C4ISR, counter-ABC (atomic/biological/chemical), air-defense, long-range strike, and lift capabilities, to meet the schedule. Something has to fill the security gap, and this is exactly why the insertion of the term extended deterrence matters to South Korea. Strangely, though, the continued provision of U.S. extended deterrence seems to have opposite effects on FoA and FoE in South Korea: The continued provision of the U.S. nuclear umbrella for South Korea helps reduce FoA, but the new U.S. nuclear doctrine also increases the level of FoE. Basically, the FoA and FoE issues relate to how the United States will handle the North Korean nuclear problem. South Korea's FoA could soar if the United States tacitly accepted North Korea's nuclear weapon status with a condition of nonproliferation. Conversely, the FoE would linger as long as the public believes that a U.S. military strike on North Korea is possible.45 U.S. missile defense and PSI are concerns as well. To assuage Seoul's concerns, the United States has shown greater flexibility and enthusiasm for diplomatic negotiations while maintaining a strong combined military deterrence.46 Strong reaffirmation of the U.S. extended deterrence com​mitment has raised South Korea's confidence in its security and strengthened the U.S. position when dealing with North Korea. 

That causes Asian prolif and war

Richardson 6 (Corey, a Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator. “South Korea must choose sides” Asia Times, www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html)

A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances.  For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.

Military Modernization – 1NC

Status quo solves – modernization now

Sung-ki 10 (Jung, 5/26, Staff reporter for the Korea Times, “Defense Reforms 2020 to be revised for NK threat”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/special/2010/06/242_66548.html)

The five-year-old defense reform initiative aimed at building smaller but high-tech armed forces is under intense review following the sinking of the frigate in a "surprise attack" by North Korea. The Defense Reform 2020 plan was initiated in 2005 by the liberal Roh Moo-hyun administration in pursuit of a "self-reliant" military that could deal with regional threats beyond defense against a North Korean invasion. The plan included reducing the number of standing troops and instead equipping the armed forces with advanced weapons systems by 2020 in stages. The Roh administration believed the level of North Korean threat would decrease gradually with the help of its engagement policy. Against that backdrop, the previous administration put more emphasis on developing a blue-water Navy and advanced Air Force, rather than strategies to deter North Korea's conventional forces. But the situation has changed drastically, as the Cheonan tragedy reminded South Koreans that they are facing one of the most belligerent regimes in the world, defense experts say. "Last year's revision of the original Defense Reform 2020 called for boosting a readiness against North Korea's asymmetrical threats and its weapons of mass destruction. But the new version still ignored its conventional capabilities," Cha Doo-hyeon, a senior researcher at the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses (KIDA), told The Korea Times. "A case in point is a submarine attack as seen in the Cheonan sinking." "So now we need a critical and comprehensive review of the defense reform plan to look at what are the real threats we're facing now and then how can we readjust reform plans enough to thwart such threats," said the researcher. Some analysts are worried that the reform plans would be too much focused on the North Korean threat to cope with emerging, regional threats in the long-term. "I'm worried that defense authorities will be in a hurry to come up with stop-gap measures, not envisioning long-term military development," a former Navy admiral said, asking not to be named. "The best scenario is drawing up plans to deal with both North Korean and regional threats in the future. I hope the Defense Reform plan is readjusted and refocused in a more balanced manner." Last year, the Ministry of National Defense revised the Defense Reform 2020, amid growing calls to prepare for North Korean asymmetrical threats and its nuclear and missile programs. The first revision called for securing independent capabilities to remove such North Korean weapons by deploying sophisticated surveillance, reconnaissance and precision-strike assets. Key procurement items included high-altitude unmanned aerial vehicles, a ground-based early warning radar, PAC-3 interceptors and SM-3 ship-to-air missiles. The Army is supposed to triple the number of its K-9 self-propelled howitzers and multiple launch rocket systems to counter attacks by the North's long-range artillery near the border under the plan. The military readjusted its target troop cut number to 517,000. The original plan called for reducing the troop level from 690,000 to 500,000 by 2020. 
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Turn – Military Modernization leads to a Northeast Asian arms race

Salim Osman 9/18/09 (Indonesia Correspondent for The Strait Times, “Naval build-up in North-east Asia; Analysts advise caution amid higher defence spending”, LexisNexis)

A naval arms race that could have catastrophic consequences is developing in Asia-Pacific waters, a military expert warned at a conference here yesterday. The naval build-up in North-east Asia has exceeded basic modernisation with the addition of new capabilities such as submarines, destroyers, large amphibious ships and long range missiles, experts said. Professor Desmond Ball of the Australian National University warned that the build-up could lead to a calamity if it becomes a full-fledged arms race. 'There's no arms control regime in Asia that might constrain these acquisitions,' he said. He and other experts spoke at a conference on New Challenges To Asia Pacific Security organised by the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific. Prof Ball said that, since 2000, nearly all countries in the region badly hit by the 1997 financial crisis had increased their defence spending again. In South Korea, for instance, it rose 6.2 per cent in 2001 and then to 9.9 per cent by 2007. 'This has resulted, in rough terms, in doubling its defence capability since around 2000 beyond the level considered adequate for modernisation in the 1990s,' he said. He believes that China now spends more on defence than any country in the world except the United States. China has bought large numbers of frigates and destroyers from Russia and plans to acquire aircraft carriers as well. Analyst Sam Bateman of the University of Wollongong in Australia said: 'China is usually seen as the trigger for a naval arms race, potentially shifting the military balance in Asia, although China strongly denies the claims.' Its naval force expansion may explain the acquisition of new missile destroyers by South Korea and Japan, he said in an article distributed at the conference. 'While most navies, including the Chinese navy, stress that their capabilities are being developed for defensive purposes, it is often difficult to differentiate offensive from defensive capabilities,' he said. Chinese analyst Zhang Junshe of the Naval Research Institute said that his country was merely making modest improvements to its maritime defence capability and that its navy 'was still lagging behind other countries'. The head of external programmes at NTU's Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, he warned: 'The consequence of the navy's build-up is the increasing probability of accidents and incidents at sea.'

This risks instable nuclear wars throughout Asia 

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

Failure to contain proliferation in Pyongyang could spread nuclear fever throughout Asia. Japan and South Korea might seek nuclear weapons and missile defenses. A pentagonal configuration of nuclear powers in the Pacific basis (Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas – not including the United States, with its own Pacific interests) could put deterrence at risk and create enormous temptation toward nuclear preemption. Apart from actual use or threat of use, North Korea could exploit the mere existence of an assumed nuclear capability in order to support its coercive diplomacy. As George H. Quester has noted: If the Pyongyang regime plays its cards sensibly and well, therefore, the world will not see its nuclear weapons being used against Japan or South Korea or anyone else, but will rather see this new nuclear arsenal held in reserve (just as the putative Israeli nuclear arsenal has been held in reserve), as a deterrent against the outside world’s applying maximal pressure on Pyongyang and as a bargaining chip to extract the economic and political concessions that the DPRK needs if it wishes to avoid giving up its peculiar approach to social engineering. A five-sided nuclear competition in the Pacific would be linked, in geopolitical deterrence and proliferation space, to the existing nuclear deterrents in India and Pakistan, and to the emerging nuclear weapons status of Iran. An arc of nuclear instability from Tehran to Tokyo could place U.S. proliferation strategies into the ash heap of history and call for more drastic military options, not excluding preemptive war, defenses, and counter-deterrent special operations. In addition, an eight-sided nuclear arms race in Asia would increase the likelihood of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war. It would do so because: (1) some of these states already have histories of protracted conflict; (2) states may have politically unreliable or immature command and control systems, especially during a crisis involving a decision for nuclear first strike or retaliation; unreliable or immature systems might permit a technical malfunction that caused an unintended launch, or a deliberate but unauthorized launch by rogue commanders; (3) faulty intelligence and warning systems might cause one side to misinterpret the other’s defensive moves to forestall attack as offensive preparations for attack, thus triggering a mistaken preemption.

Military Modernization – 1NC

A modernizing South Korea would jack US-ROK relations

Japan Times 9/19/06 (“A positive U.S.-ROK summit”, Lexis)

While Japan has focused on the modernization of its alliance with the United States, the Republic of Korea (ROK) has been seeking a new equilibrium in its relationship with Washington, too. The maturing of South Korea's economy and political system, and the coming to power of a new generation have shifted the center of gravity in that bilateral relationship. Both sides are working to find a new balance; it has been a sometimes messy process but dire predictions of the end of the alliance are not destined to come true. Both Washington and Seoul realize that the mutual interests that provided a foundation for their alliance a half century ago remain. They both desire security and stability on the Korean Peninsula; they worry about the North Korean threat and South Korea's room for maneuver as "a shrimp among whales." And, perhaps most significant, they recognize that the U.S. is an honest broker - and the government best suited to that role among all the contenders. But changes in both countries and in the region require a modernization of their alliance. At their summit last week, U.S. President George W. Bush met South Korean President Roh Moo Hyun and proved that predictions of the death of the alliance were exaggerated. Yet it is also important that the two governments acknowledge the problems that they confront and deal with them honestly: Papering over the cracks in the U.S.-ROK alliance will provide only the briefest of respites. Mr. Roh was elected president in 2002, seizing upon anti-American sentiment to storm to victory. Fears of a rupture in the alliance with the U.S. have since not abated, even though Mr. Roh has reiterated his commitment to the alliance and backed the U.S. on key foreign-policy issues, even dispatching troops to Iraq. Yet Mr. Roh has also made plain his readiness to disagree with Washington on key issues, the most important of which is relations with North Korea. To Mr. Roh, and many of his party, the greatest threat from Pyongyang emanates not from strength but from weakness. Their concern is not invasion, but collapse. This puts the Roh administration at odds with Mr. Bush, who has characterized the regime in North Korea as "evil." The U.S. has confronted North Korea about its nuclear-weapons program, its human-rights practices and its other alleged illegal activities. The U.S. prefers a diplomatic solution to the problems that the world has with Pyongyang, but it has taken a hard line to compel the North to hew to international standards. Seoul prefers engagement, fearing isolation could prompt the North to lash out or to collapse. Either scenario is grim for South Korea. There have been fears that this divergence would drive a permanent wedge into the U.S.-ROK alliance. But North Korea's recent brinkmanship - missile tests in July and the prospect of a nuclear test - have helped bring Seoul and Washington closer together. At their summit last weekend, Mr. Bush and Mr. Roh restated their commitment to the stalled six-party talks on the North's nuclear program. They spend more time emphasizing their agreements now rather than their differences. The problem is that the potential differences are profound. In addition to the North Korea question, the two governments have also begun negotiations on a free-trade agreement and the two militaries are working out the transition to South Korean control of military forces in the event of war. The first item is designed to broaden the foundation of the bilateral relationship by strengthening its economic pillar. The second is designed to reflect new capabilities in South Korea and its military's readiness to assume the primary burden in the event of a conflict. Both are in the long-term interest of the two countries. Detractors argue that failure to reach a trade deal will create even more bad blood between the two countries. They also worry that the military handoff will lead to the dissolution of the military alliance and the end of the U.S. commitment to defend the South in the event of war. Japan has a powerful stake in these issues. Free-trade negotiations between Seoul and Washington raise two questions: why aren't the U.S. and Japan pursuing negotiations and why are Japan-ROK talks stalled? Will Japan be disadvantaged if the U.S.-ROK deal is concluded? Japan must also be concerned about the prospect of a weakening of the U.S.-ROK alliance. If such a step creates instability in the region, then Japan will have to contemplate the implications for its own defense and security policies. Presidents Bush and Roh are right to focus on the issues that unite their countries. They must convince their publics that the interests that bind them together provide ample reason for a continuing alliance. They must also recognize that the two countries have changed, however, and their relationship must be updated. Both realism and optimism can sustain the U.S.-ROK alliance as it faces a difficult future.

US/South Korean relations are key to regional stability, checking US/China war, and preserving heg in Asia


Kim 3 (Seung-Hwan Kim, Professor of International Affairs – Myongji University, “Anti-Americanism in Korea,” Washington Quarterly, Winter, http://www.thewashingtonquarterly.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kim.pdf)

The future of the U.S.-Korean alliance is too important for Washington and Seoul to overlook this current trend of rising anti-Americanism and the potential rise of anti-Koreanism, as they directly threaten the special U.S.- ROK symbiotic relationship. The alliance with the United States is critical for South Korea to preserve stability on the peninsula and in the region. In addition, Korean instability that could arise in the absence of a U.S. security commitment would complicate Korean efforts to sustain current and expected levels of foreign investments throughout the country, thus threatening continued economic progress. Regional stability is also critical for South Korea because it conducts more than two-thirds of its trade in the Asia-Pacific region, with the volume of current South Korean trade through Asian naval transport routes exceeding 40 percent of its total trade. Even after unification, South Korea’s alliance with the United States will continue to be important to protect the peninsula from once again becoming the political, if not the military, battleground where the major Asian powers have historically sought regional hegemony. The alliance with South Korea is also critical for the United States to maintain its leadership position in the Asia-Pacific region. The partnership helps prevent the eruption of hostilities on the Korean peninsula, which could otherwise draw China into a reenactment of the Korean War. It helps preserve a stable balance of power in the region by hedging against the rise of an aggressive regional power and regional rivalries, and it helps protect U.S. economic interests. More than one-third of total U.S. trade is conducted with the Asia-Pacific region, and millions of U.S. jobs would be at stake if continued regional growth and development were jeopardized. 
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US/China war causes extinction

Straits Times 00  (“No One Gains In War Over Taiwan”, 6-25, Lexis)

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Ext – Nuclear Prolif Turn – Links
Decline in the credibility of the umbrella will push the South to nuclearize

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)

The adverse consequences of a U.S. nuclear guarantee that no longer assures Seoul should not be underestimated. Coverage by the nuclear umbrella has played an important role in discouraging South Korea from building a nuclear arsenal of its own, for example. If the guarantee were to lack credibility, one of the barriers to a revived South Korean nuclear weapons program would be lowered. And a nuclear ROK would be a wild card in a region already faced with the prospect of greater instability in the future. 

Perceived decline in credibility of security guarantee with spur South Korean proliferation

Campbell & Einhorn, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, where he works on a broad range of nonproliferation, armscontrol, and other national security issues (Kurt M. Campbell and Robert J. Einhorn, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “12. Avoiding the Tipping Point: Concluding Observations,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss)

Alleviate Security Concerns

With the exception of Syria, all the countries covered in this study derive substantial security benefits from their association with the United States. Some (Germany, Japan, South Korea, Turkey) are formally allied with the United States through bilateral or multilateral (that is, NATO) security treaties; one (Taiwan) has received commitments in the form of U.S. legislation and presidential policies; another (Saudi Arabia) has relied on informal understandings and close defense cooperation; and still another (Egypt) has been an intimate partner of the United States in regional peace arrangements and bilateral security ties. These various security relationships with the United States have been instrumental in each country’s nuclear calculus. Indeed, in the cases of South Korea and Taiwan, the historical record suggests that perceived erosion in the reliability of security guarantees from the United States can dramatically change the calculation of the costs and benefits of remaining non-nuclear.
In the period ahead, questions may arise about the continued value of the U.S. factor in the security equations of a number of the countries studied. In response to fundamental changes in the international security environment since the end of the cold war – especially the demise of the Soviet threat to Europe, the spread of WMD and other asymmetrical military capabilities, the emergence of failed states and militant Islamic movements, and the growth of well-financed, capable terrorist networks operating on a global basis – the United States is now proceeding with a massive overhaul of its force deployments overseas. As U.S. forces are reconfigured and repositioned to meet the evolving requirements of the war on terrorism, friends and allies (including some whose perceptions of the terrorist threat and prescriptions for dealing with it differ from those of Washington) may wonder whether these changes are fully consistent with their own security priorities. For example, many South Koreans, including strong supporters of the U.S.-South Korean alliance, are troubled by plans to relocate U.S. troops away from the demilitarized zone and out of Seoul, especially while the impasse over North Korea’s nuclear program remains unresolved. Japanese are speculating about how U.S. force realignments in Korea and elsewhere will eventually affect them. In Southwest Asia, while U.S. forces are now heavily committed to stabilizing and rebuilding Iraq and Afghanistan, major questions exist about the future of America’s military presence in the region.

Ext – Nuclear Prolif Turn – Turns Case

Turns Asian war and prolif – their author

Hayes and Green 10 (Peter, Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, and Michael Hamel, Victoria University, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, Nautilus Institute Special Report, 1-5, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

Given the high stakes involved, North Korean proliferation, if unaddressed and unreversed, has the potential to destabilize the whole East Asian region and beyond. Even if a nuclear exchange does not occur in the short term, the acute sense of nuclear threat that has been experienced for over five decades by North Koreans as a result of US strategic deterrence is now likely to be keenly felt by fellow Koreans south of the 38th Parallel and Japanese across the waters of the Sea of Japan. China, too, must surely feel itself to be at risk from North Korean nuclear weapons, or from escalation that might ensue from next-use in the Korean Peninsula resulting not only in the environmental consequences noted above, but in regime collapse and massive refugee flows. South Korea and Japan appear willing to rely on their respective bilateral security pacts with the United States to deter North Korean nuclear attack for the time being. However, should South Korea and/or Japan acquire nuclear weapons, the outcome would be destabilizing, especially if this resulted from rupture of their alliance relationships with the United States. Both have the technical capability to do so very rapidly. South Korea has previously engaged in nuclear weapons research but desisted after US pressure. Japan still proclaims its adherence to the three Non-Nuclear Principles although recent 

confirmation that the United States routinely transited nuclear weapons through Japan and retains the right of emergency reintroduction of nuclear weapons has tarnished Japan’s non-nuclear image. Moreover, it has large stockpiles of plutonium that could rapidly be used to produce nuclear warheads. Such responses, already advocated by conservative and nationalist groups within South Korea and Japan, could trigger a regional nuclear arms race involving the Koreas, Japan, Taiwan, and China, with incalculable wider consequences for Southeast Asia, South Asia and the whole Pacific and beyond. These developments would spell the demise of the current global non-proliferation regime as underpinned by the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Failure to reverse the DPRK’s nuclear breakout is also an important factor driving a general malaise in the exercise of American power which one of the authors has characterized elsewhere as “the end of American nuclear hegemony.”8 

Ext – Nuclear Prolif Turn – A2: No Tech Capability
-- Most recent defense reports disprove

Jung 3-18 (Sung-Ki, “S. Korea, Japan Can Build Nuclear Weapons Quickly”, Korea Times, 2010, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/03/113_62636.html)

South Korea, like Japan, has the technology to build a nuclear arsenal quickly if it decides to do so, a U.S. defense report said Thursday.   "Several friends or allies of the United States, such as Japan and South Korea, are highly advanced technological states and could quickly build nuclear devices if they chose to do so," said the Joint Operating Environment (JOE) 2010, released on Feb. 18, by the U.S. Joint Forces Command.   The biennial report forecasts possible threats and opportunities for the U.S. military.  The 2008 report categorized South Korea, Taiwan and Japan as three "threshold nuclear states" that have the capability to develop nuclear weapons rapidly, should their political leaders decide to do so.

-- Technological capacity for prolif exists

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

Seoul possesses 19 nuclear plants and has the industrial, technological, and scientific assets necessary for a program. Peter Hayes of the University of Sydney has observed: "There is little doubt, however, that South Korea now has a near-nuclear option."41

-- This ensures prolif would be rapid

Hersman and Peters 6 (Rebecca KC, Senior Research Professor in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass. Destruction – National Defense University, and Robert, “Nuclear U-Turns: Learning from South Korean and Taiwanese Rollback”, Nonproliferation Review, 13(3), November, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf)

Many U.S. analysts believe that this industry, combined with South Korea’s sizable number of highly trained engineers and scientists, gives the South a robust capability to produce nuclear weapons. Therefore, should Seoul reconsider its nuclear weapons future, it could probably restart a program fairly quickly. Additionally, some segments of the South Korean government and population believe that an independent nuclear capability would provide more autonomy on the world stage and greater advantage when dealing with the United States. These groups support those who view a South Korean nuclear arsenal as being the best way to guarantee security in the emerging strategic landscape. 

-- Even small perceived shifts in U.S. guarantees cause nuclear hedging – triggers the impact

Hersman and Peters 6 (Rebecca KC, Senior Research Professor in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass. Destruction – National Defense University, and Robert, “Nuclear U-Turns: Learning from South Korean and Taiwanese Rollback”, Nonproliferation Review, 13(3), November, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf)

A 2006 snapshot of South Korean and Taiwanese capability and intent places both countries squarely in the passive hedge, medium-capability category. Such data, combined with an understanding of their reasons for pursuing nuclear weapons, suggests that the United States must remain engaged with Seoul and Taipei to ensure that neither country feels the need to attain an indigenous nuclear capability. Should South Korea or Taiwan feel that the U.S. security relationship is weakening and a nuclear weapons program is justified, they could develop a weapons capability in a relatively short period. Alternatively, either country might seek to enhance its hedging strategy and focus on creating a latent nuclear capability short of fully constituted nuclear weapons. Relatively small shifts in intent, consistent with a hedging strategy, could quickly catapult these two states into the ‘‘danger zone,’’ but with far less chance of detection.
Ext – Nuclear Prolif Turn – A2: Prolif Good

Turns don’t apply – South Korean prolif can only be stabilizing within the context of strong US/South Korean relations – plan spurs regional security dilemmas and war

Easley 7 (Leif-Eric, Ph.D. Candidate – Harvard University’s Department of Government, “Defense Ownership or Nationalist Security: Autonomy and Reputation in South Korean and Japanese Security Policies”, SAIS Review, XXVII(2), Summer-Fall, http://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~easley/DefenseOwnership.pdf)

South Korea’s national identity debates focus on how to inclusively deal with North Korea and the necessity of overcoming a history as a ‘shrimp among whales.’ These identity concerns help motivate a defense ownership campaign for greater national autonomy. Japan’s national identity debates focus on regaining the pride once supplied by the Japanese economic miracle and attaining the status of a ‘normal’ country. These identity concerns help motivate a defense ownership campaign for enhancing Japan’s international reputation. It is important to understand these defense ownership campaigns, and their national identity contexts, because of their significant policy implications. South Korea’s increasing military self-reliance, in terms of command structure and greater independent defense capabilities, can improve U.S.- South Korea alliance burdensharing, better deter North Korea, and help reassure Japan. But if pursued within a context of an unraveling U.S.-South Korea alliance instead of a comprehensive plan for alliance transformation, Seoul’s military upgrades could fuel regional security dilemmas and tragically decrease South Korean security. 
Ext – Status Quo Solves

Talks of military modernization have been going on for 15 years – no reason to change now

Mary Grace Gato 6/3/10 (Editor for BusinessWorld, “Military modernization decisions up to next gov’t”, LexisNexis)

EXPLORATORY TALKS have started with foreign governments for bidders in the military modernization program, the results of which may spill over to the next administration, acting Defense Secretary Norberto B. Gonzales said yesterday. "We introduced government-to-government mode of purchase precisely to make things move faster and at the same time to do away with controversial bidding," he said during an event involving an underground wastewater facility. "We made the preparations for acquisitions decided by the [Armed Forces] even before we came in. But we knew that even if we closed a deal during my term, deliveries will be made in the next two to three years," he said. In an earlier statement, Mr. Gonzales said the military is coordinating with other countries on the procurement of additional equipment. These are Canada, Italy, Israel, Singapore, South Korea and France. Two multi-role vessels (MRVs) worth P5 billion to P10 billion will be acquired by the Navy through a government-to-government contract with either Singapore or South Korea, Mr. Gonzales said last month. The MRVs are set to be delivered in two years. For the Air Force, more than a dozen Cobra combat helicopters are due for delivery this year, he added. The P3-billion contract was inked with Israel. Meanwhile, Mr. Gonzales debunked claims of Senator Francis N. Pangilinan that the military was into so-called midnight deals under the modernization program before the administration exits on June 30. "Why must we cram such large and crucial purchases into the last month of this administration's term when, in fact, the multi-year obligational authority for the [military] is not co-terminus with the outgoing administration?" Mr. Pangilinan said in a statement on Tuesday. Mr. Gonzales said in the statement that the modernization program that started 15 years ago is expiring this year thus the need to speed up the bidding and procurement process. He also denied allegations of attempting to spend the entire P300- billion modernization fund. "It is impossible to use up the entire amount in seven months and we were not crazy to attempt to do so. We simply sought to maximize what we thought was achievable in my stay in the [department]," he said. 

**** SOUTH KOREA SOFT POWER
SK Soft Power – 1NC

Long timeframe – South Korean soft power takes forever to rebuild

Cho, Senior editor for the Korean Times, 9 – 27 – 09 [Jae-hyon, “Weak Political System Restrains National Power” 
L/N] 

State-of-the-art factories, high-tech weapons, advanced information/communications infrastructure are the key components that a country must have for a stronger international competitiveness.  However, for these "hard power" ingredients to become true engines to propel the country's growth and prosperity, they must be backed by more sophisticated and highly efficient "soft power" that runs the hardware.  Unfortunately, South Korea is relatively weak in soft power - the combination of governance, political power, diplomacy, culture and the administrative capability coping with internal and external changes.  It's the ability enabling a nation to accomplish its goals. It's not tangible.  "Soft power is not something we can strengthen in a short-term. It's a field we should nurture and incubate with a mid-to long-term strategy," said Kang Hong-ryul, a researcher of the Korea Information Society Development Institute.  Korea has achieved a rapid growth in what is dubbed as a compressed growth after the Korean War (1950-1953). It didn't come without costs: Imbalance is conspicuous in every social and economic field.  The nation outperformed other nations in bolstering its hard power under the government-led industrialization programs. However, politics, culture, diplomacy and other governing areas remain underdeveloped.  "Instead of complementing hard power, it works as a restraint," Kang said. "The core of national strategy should lie in enforcing the basis for soft power for a fresh take-off.  Korea has made advanced toward a knowledge-based society with the development of information and telecommunications industry. 
-- Alt cause – Op Con – 

Won’t be transferred

Yoo 3-24 (Jee-ho, “Korea, U.S. could delay wartime control transfer”, JoongAng Daily, 2010, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2918257)
South Korea and the United States both feel the need to delay transferring wartime operational control from Washington to Seoul under the current climate, a senior government official said this week.   Some South Korean officials have recently called for a delay of the transfer, which is scheduled to take place in April 2012, because of persistent threats from North Korea.   Addressing reporters in a background briefing Monday, the senior official explained that under the South Korea-U.S. agreement on the planned transfer, the two sides can discuss delaying the shift of the control by one to two years.   Problems related to the security situation on the Korean Peninsula or to strategic weapons could warrant such discussions, the official added.   “But the problem is that some people would like to see the transfer itself entirely reconsidered,” the official said. “The [conservative] Korea Retired Generals and Admirals Association has called for changes to the existing terms of the deal because its members are worried about the adverse impact that the control transfer could have on the peninsula.
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Tanks South Korean independence
Harrison 2 (Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 165-166)

THE "OP CON" ISSUE

In the U.S. view, the termination of the U.N. Command would intensify what is already a growing debate in South Korea over the return of oper​ational control to Seoul. Even a U.S. general, the late Richard G. Stil​well, once commented that the degree of operational control enjoyed by the United States in Korea is "the most remarkable concession of sover​eignty in the entire world." Stilwell pointed in particular to the fact that the U.S. commander of the U.S.—South Korean Combined Forces Com​mand "reports only to U.S. higher authority" and would have the tech​nical legal freedom to do so even with respect to the use of nuclear weapons, in contrast to the dual authority over the nuclear trigger in Germany.2 For Lim Dong Won, like many other leading South Koreans, the con​tinuance of U.S. operational control so many years after the Korean War is not only an affront to sovereignty but also an impediment to meaning​ful dialogue with the North. "South Korea must recover its independent identity as the main player in negotiations with North Korea," Lim de​clared in 1996. "This issue is intrinsically related to the question of re​covering the operational control of its military forces from the Com​manding General of the U.N. Command. Only with the reversion of operational control will North Korea respect and fear the South. Only then will North Korea genuinely respect South Korea's authority and capability. Unless operational control is returned to us, North Korea will continue to confine its approaches to the United States alone and to exclude South Korea as its natural negotiating partner." Urging on an​other occasion that wartime operational control "must be returned as soon as possible," Lim said that this would necessarily entail the restruc​turing of the existing U.S.—South Korean Combined Forces Command along the lines of the U.S.—Japan military arrangements, "linking two separate operational structures on a cooperative basis." A continued U.S. force presence in Korea is desirable, he added, emphasizing that the U.S. presence is "primarily based on the R.O.K.—U.S. Mutual Security Treaty of 1953 and is totally unrelated to the existence or dissolution of the U.N. Command."' Similar sentiments have been expressed by another retired major gen​eral, Hwang Won Tak, who succeeded Lim as national security adviser to Kim Dae Jung, and by Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, a former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Kim has told me on repeated occasions that U.S. operational control leads to a "dependent psychology" and that South Korean forces would develop "greater confidence in facing the North" if Washington turned over wartime operational control to a South Korean general.
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Korean diplomacy strong now – plan destroys it – without the U.S., they’ll be totally ineffective
Choi 8 (Dr. Young-Jong, Professor of International Relations – Catholic University, “South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation”, AsiaViews, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices= 20081120141855)

Regional security cooperation is in South Korea’s interest. Moreover, South Korea is in a good position to take the initiative for regional institutional cooperation. The US and North Korea are very well known for their sensitivity to state sovereignty. Accordingly, the US has quite often opted for unilateralism over multilateralism, and North Korea has even refused to join the international society. China is slightly behind but still very sensitive to its sovereignty. Even though Japan is far less sensitive, Japan’s leadership is still a cause of concern for countries like China and South Korea. South Korea, a medium-level power with great enthusiasm for an active foreign policy, is best suited to take the initiative. As a junior partner to the US, South Korea is used to compromising national sovereignty for security purposes.   South Korea is well known for its enthusiasm for regional institution-building. Starting from the ASPAC (Asia Pacific Council) initiated by Park Chung-hee in 1966, South Korean presidents have continuously shown great interests in regional economic and security cooperation. In recent years, Kim Dae-jung gave a clearer shape to the future East Asian Community by initiating the East Asian Vision Group and the East Asian Study Group in 1998. Roh Moo-hyun ambitiously pushed the Northeast Asian cooperation initiative. Building a peace regime on the Korean peninsula, as well as a multilateral security cooperation regime in Northeast Asia, were his top foreign policy priorities.  This kind of active regional policy is not strange to a middle power like South Korea. The concept of a middle power as a distinctive category of actor in international relations is not unproblematic, particularly concerning its definition. Some define it with attributes like GDP, population, and size; and others define it with behavior, particularly with active internationalist diplomacy. In recent years, constructivists treat it as a self-created identity or ideology. South Korea may lag behind traditional middle powers like Canada, Australia and most Nordic countries in terms of diplomatic capabilities and commitment to internationalism. However, South Korea has long maintained a strong identity as a middle power.   This diplomatic activism is in part related to South Korea’s domestic politics, particularly the five-year, single-term presidential system. Under this restrictive system, South Korean presidents have difficulty time-wise in successfully carrying out their own domestic agendas. Foreign policy is an attractive alternative to boost their popularity and legitimacy. Such an incentive is even stronger for presidents from minority parties. This was the case with Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, and it is not coincidental that they were the two strongest advocates of an active foreign policy in South Korea’s history. South Koreans have also learned from history that South Korea should not be excluded from a table set to discuss critical regional issues. An active foreign policy holds a key to deal with this concern. The actual performance of South Korea’s middle power activism, however, does not live up to the rhetoric or the actual effort. The most notable case was Roh Moo-hyun’s assertive diplomacy, to enhance South Korea’s autonomy from the US, to secure North Korea’s survival, and to institutionalize regional politics. The result was a total disaster, and ended up paying a high price for adventurism in return for nothing. This failure is largely attributable to the absence of support from the United States. South Korea under President Roh did not just passively avoid seeking US support but quite often actively challenged key US interests in the region. South Korea’s regional drive was in part geared toward diluting US influence on the Korean peninsula as well as in East Asia. East Asian community building and EAS (East Asian Summit) were enthusiastically sought after since they excluded the United States. In the process, the South Korean government has quite often showed more affinity with China, Malaysia or other developing countries than with the US or other advanced countries in the Asia Pacific region.

SK Soft Power – 1NC
US/South Korean relations are the foundation of active regional cooperation – a balanced position from the U.S. is key to sustain it
Choi 8 (Dr. Young-Jong, Professor of International Relations – Catholic University, “South Korea’s Middle Power: Diplomacy and Regional Security Cooperation”, AsiaViews, November, http://new.asiaviews.org/?content=ger53rger567664&voices= 20081120141855)

The Case for US-ROK Cooperation 
Institutionalized security cooperation in Northeast Asia can be South Korea’s diplomatic niche. This area is relatively disregarded by major regional powers like the United States, China, and Japan, who have been more concerned about global affairs and ad hoc handling of regional issues. As a result, East Asian economic cooperation has been led by ASEAN and South Korea, instead of regional powers like China or Japan. Similarly, Northeast Asia security cooperation may be led by secondary states, and South Korea is more than willing to lead an active diplomacy in Northeast Asia. 
On the part of the US government, its lack of interest in regional initiatives led to the decline of its influence in East Asia. The US was not only disinterested in regional institutions but also tried on several occasions to discourage regional initiatives that excluded it. The US government thought bilateral security alliances would do for regional security. However, bilateral alliances are under strain for various reasons. In particular, China sees the US-ROK and US-Japan alliances increasingly with suspicion, as a scheme to contain its rise. There is a strong voice against US unilateralism in the region, too. The US needs to find a regional institutional structure to complement its bilateral alliance system. A rising China requires sustained and constructive engagement by the United States, and China feels more comfortable in a regional than a bilateral setting with the United States. A regional security structure will also be useful to decelerate China-Japan rivalry being intensely waged on a regional scale. 
Washington does not have to assume all the responsibilities for maintaining regional stability or building a regional security structure. Cooperation with regional countries is essential, and Washington needs to understand the beauty of leadership from below. In this regard, the South Korea card deserves more attention. As mentioned above, South Korea has a long history of active regional policy. Despite its recent aberration, it has largely been a faithful alliance partner. Fortunately, a pro-US government is in power in South Korea, and Washington has to take advantage of this opportunity, thereby expanding the scope of bilateral cooperation and laying the foundation for a multilateral security structure for the region. South Korea’s activism will not draw as much opposition as China’s or Japan’s may from neighbors.
Tasks Ahead in US-ROK Cooperation 
Washington and Seoul should and can work together to bring institutionalized security to the region. For this joint mission, both sides need to rebuild or restore mutual trust and share a common vision for the future of the region as well as for the bilateral alliance. Recently, both countries agreed to strengthen the bilateral security alliance to meet the challenges of 21st century, specifically, to transform it into a “more nimble and agile alliance” that can deal with various problems arising from a fluid and complex security environment in the region. The task ahead is to share a common vision for the region. So far, regional major powers like the US, Japan, and China have felt no strong need to come to a mutual understanding, and it would not have been easy even if they had tried. Regional major powers have instead worked hard to prevent each other from taking a leadership position or to prevent regional secondary powers from falling under each other’s influence. The outcome is a sluggish progress toward institutionalization. 
The US needs to strengthen its cooperation with South Korea to come up with as well as to realize a common vision for the region. The United States also has to recognize South Korea’s genuine value in regional politics as a partner to complement its hegemonic leadership. This requires the US to keep a more balanced position between Japan and South Korea. KORUS FTA was a right move in that direction, and it must be ratified at the earliest possible moment. Judging from the strong interests expressed by Japan and China in FTAs with South Korea afterward, the KORUS FTA can not only trigger region-wide economic integration, but also become a starting point for South Korea’s genuine middle power regional diplomacy, built upon bilateral cooperation with the United States. Both countries can work together to let success in the economic realm spill over into the security realm.

For the success of this joint effort, South Korea needs to mature politically and diplomatically, thereby reestablishing itself as a trustworthy partner for the United States. South Koreans are still suffering from a victim mentality or an inferiority complex. As a result, they are overly sensitive to national sovereignty or pride. Anti-Americanism still commands a wide audience. Mob mentality is taking foreign policy hostage, which has to be a rational calculation of national interests. Policy makers and the general public quite often forget budget constraints or inevitable trade-offs between important values like security and autonomy. Most important of all, South Koreans must realize that its middle power activism can succeed only if the United States is behind it.
SK Soft Power – 1NC
South Korea has no political will to use its soft power
Robertson 8 (Jeffrey, Trade Research Specialist with the Foreign Affairs, Defence, and Trade Group – Australian Parliamentary Information and Research Service, “Middle Power: A New Strategy for Korea?”, Korea Herald, 3-28, Lexis)

There are notable challenges to the pursuit of a middle-power foreign policy in South Korea. Firstly, reflecting its historical background, South Korea often falls victim to an internal policy debate between "independence" and "reliance" that can constrain its foreign policy choices.
Since its emergence as a modern state, Korean foreign policy debate has centered on the question of independence versus reliance. A long time before the terms "sadaejuui" (reliance on a greater power) and "juche" (self-reliance) were corrupted by communist propaganda, these and other analogous terms framed the nationalist debate on how Korea should develop and modernize, and what role it should play in the region. Indeed, the debate between independence and reliance continues in contemporary South Korean politics, as can be seen in the clash of foreign policy aims between former President Roh Moo-hyun and current President Lee-Myung-bak.
However, the question of independence versus reliance constrains South Korean foreign policy. In South Korea, as a result of the security situation on the peninsula, independence versus reliance is often framed as a debate between extremes and is further muddied by ideological overtones. This constrains South Korea's capacity to use reliance and independence as a means to achieve diplomatic aims.
Another associated challenge is the lack of South Korean interest in the pursuit of a middle-power foreign policy. At the risk of overgeneralizing, there remains a very low estimation of middle-power diplomacy in South Korea. Amongst the foreign policy elite, there is little appreciation of the contribution that middle-powers make to international society. This is partly a consequence of historical and cultural attitudes which remain very influential.
Traditionally, middle-power participation in Korean Peninsula affairs has been limited. The Korean Peninsula is geographically remote from other middle-powers. Unlike the second tier powers of Europe, the Korean Peninsula has not enjoyed geographic proximity or reliable diplomatic contact with other middle-power states throughout its history. Not only is the peninsula geographically remote from other middle-powers, it is also strategically positioned between the Japanese archipelago and the Manchurian hinterland, meaning that control and/or influence over the peninsula has remained vital to the security interests of surrounding major powers and other major powers with a strategic interest in the region. 
From this condition and the historical events that have evolved around it, international relations on the Korean Peninsula have tended to be viewed through a realist lens. Realism posits that the acquisition of power is an inevitable goal of foreign policy. The realist tradition in Korea can be traced back to its earliest modern thinkers on foreign affairs. Korea's first modern newspaper the Hanseung Sunbo on Dec. 20, 1883, opined "the major powers are never satisfied with what they have. If a country makes warships, another produces cannons; if a country plunders land, another annexes islands ... there is no end to the strong devouring the weak."
As a consequence, until recently, both North and South Korea have demonstrated a tendency to discount the role of middle-powers in international relations. Both Koreas have relied heavily upon relations to major powers, while at the same time espousing a strong commitment to self-reliance in political rhetoric. Even today, there remains a healthy dose of skepticism regarding the ability of middle-powers to achieve diplomatic goals.
This attitude is also influential amongst the wider population. Reflecting perhaps pride, historical rivalry, ambition, or all three, South Koreans tend to compare themselves more with major powers than with other middle-powers. Middle-powers are viewed as idyllic states to emulate, but considered as largely irrelevant to Korea's future.

SK Soft Power – 1NC
U.S. withdrawal won’t increase South Korean regional ties

Morgan 7 (Patrick M., Ph.D., Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies – University of California, Irvine, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, International Journal of Korean Studies, XI(2), Fall, p. 76)

Another element often cited is the rise of regional identity in East Asia, a development to which South Korea has made important contributions. This is being driven by rising economic interdependence in the area. The extensive bilateral economic ties between the US and many countries in the region are now mediated by the rise of China as more and more investment money (American included) has poured into China to make the cheap goods that flow to the US. Countries all over the region are depending very heaving on selling raw materials, machinery and semi-finished goods to China. South Korea aspires to an important role in the region, and, since many others have reservations about the dominance of the US, a relaxation in USROK relations is useful to the ROK. On the other hand, there is no evidence that a better relationship with other East Asian governments could only have been obtained by letting the alliance erode. No other country except North Korea has made that a prerequisite to expanded ties. 

Ext – Soft Power High

South Korea is already a strong middle power

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

For some, South Korea has long been a middle-power. This reflects the most common understanding of "middle-power" - a state that is positioned in the middle of an international hierarchy based on measurements of capacity, such as physical, economic and military resources.
In the 1980s, using comparative measurements of capacity, South Korea could conceivably have been left off a list of middle-powers. Within one decade, it could no longer be left off. In the early 1990s, South Korea played an instrumental role in the establishment of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum. In the mid-1990s, South Korea joined the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development and in September 1999, South Korea became one of the founding members of the G20 forum, which brings together finance ministers and central bank governors of systemically important countries within the Bretton Woods system. 
Of course, South Korea has further transformed since the 1990s. South Korea today has a population that ranks it 26th in the world; a gross domestic product of $1.206 trillion that ranks it 16th in the world, and military expenditure of $21.8 billion that places it 11th in the world. Measured against definitions based on capacity, South Korea is unarguably a middle-power.

Soft power growing now

Nye 9 (Joseph, Badass, “South Korea's Growing Soft Power”, Korea Times, 11-13, Lexis)
Finally, there is the attractiveness of South Korean culture. The traditions of Korean art, crafts, and cuisine have already spread around the world.  Korean popular culture has also crossed borders, particularly among younger people in neighboring Asian countries, while the impressive success of the Korean diaspora in the U.S. has further enhanced the attractiveness of the culture and country from which they came.  Indeed, the late 1990s saw the rise of "hallyu," or "the Korean wave" - the growing popularity of all things Korean, from fashion and film to music and cuisine.  In short, South Korea has the resources to produce soft power, and its soft power is not prisoner to the geographical limitations that have constrained its hard power throughout its history.  As a result, South Korea is beginning to design a foreign policy that will allow it to play a larger role in the international institutions and networks that will be essential to global governance.
Ext – SK Soft Power Fails
Structural barriers stop effective South Korean diplomacy

Snyder 10 (Scott, Director – Center for U.S.-Korea Policy at the Asia Foundation and Adjunct Fellow for Korean Studies – Council on Foreign Relations “South Korea's Emerging Global Security Role”, World Politics Review, 3-23, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/article.aspx?id=5316)

Despite the plans the Lee administration has put in place for South Korea to make global security contributions, several potential practical obstacles could stand in the way of attaining such an ambitious vision. First, for all the South Korean military's efforts to "go global," it is facing cost-cutting pressures that are squeezing future military operations and acquisition budgets. Second, demographic pressures caused by a low birth rate will affect the future manpower pool from which the South Korean military will be able to draw. Third, there are still substantial risks that the Korean public could sour on an international military role if casualties are taken for causes that seem far from South Korea's core concerns. Fourth, if the situation in North Korea were to become unstable, South Korean leaders might have to refocus their attention on Korean mission only.
*** CHINA / SIX PARTY TALKS
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China has no influence in the talks

Lee 9 (Sunny, “China’s Influence on NK Limited”, 5/14, Korea Times Correspondent, Lexis)
BEIJING - The George W. Bush  administration was criticized for several years for "sub-contracting" the North Korean nuclear issue out to China. The U.S. turned in large measure to Beijing for the initiative in multinational negotiations, or six-party talks, hoping it would be able to goad North Korea into giving up its nuclear ambitions. But after several years, some observers are beginning to point out that Beijing "didn't do enough" with its authority as the host of the talks, and failed to exercise its influence as virtually the only lifeline to the North. It has sparked debate on "China's identity crisis" - whether it's unable or unwilling to influence North Korea. In an exclusive interview with The Korea Times, Bruce Klingner, a former CIA agent on North Korean affairs and now a senior fellow with the Heritage Foundation, said contrary to the prevalent perception, China's influence over North Korea has proved to be limited by its own choice and called for Beijing to examine its global identity, commensurate with the expectations of the international community. He said Beijing has less influence over Pyongyang than many people think it does, and even though it declared that a nuclear North Korea was against its core national interest, it was unwilling or unable to pressure its neighbor into stopping its nuclear programs. "China also, despite its best efforts, was unable to prevent North Korea's missile launch in 2006 and a nuclear test in the same year as well as the most recent missile launch this year," he added. "After the nuclear test in 2006, China sent a senior-level envoy to North Korea but Kim Jong-il refused to see him. And before the missile test this year, China sent another senior envoy to North Korea, but North Korea went ahead with its missile test." In his view, China couldn't even get North Korea to implement Chinese-style economic reforms despite repeated inducement and urgings. "One can debate whether China is unwilling or unable to pressure North Korea. But in either case, what is clear is that it has not played the beneficial role that the U.S. policy makers have repeatedly and publicly praised Beijing for. "What we need to do now is to more truthfully characterize Beijing's role. After the U.N. Security Council action in which China vetoed to adopt a resolution, we should now stop describing China as playing a beneficial role as the chairman of the six-party talks. It provided tea and cookies, but beyond that, it didn't appear to have done too much." Then, how would he characterize China's role? "I think we should more accurately and truthfully and publicly characterize China's actions at the U.N. Security Council as 'obstructionism,' contrary to the consensus of the international community, as evidenced in U.N. Resolution 1718, which called for North Korea to abandon its nuclear programs in a complete, verifiable and irreversible manner. So, China, together with Russia, was obstructing efforts to enforce the U.N. resolutions. "If Beijing wants to do something, it could certainly do something right now, as some countries are floundering around, trying to find out what to do. Right now, China could step into the bridge, first by not obstructing the efforts to enforce the international law and the U.N. resolutions. But the lack of initiative by Beijing clearly undermines the assertion that China is willing," he said. "If China has so much influence over North Korea, why is it unable to prevent a minor country across its borders from violating China's core strategic national interest," he questioned. "Most people point to China as having considerable 'potential' influence because it could turn off all the spigots of oil deliveries and the all the deliveries of the food to North Korea. That really is an unreasonable option. It's an extreme option China would never take. We need to find some kind of policy option short of that," he said. He said, "In the 1990s, I worked as a CIA agent here in Seoul and saw the country's change. During the Roh Moo-hyun administration, South Korea turned closer to China. There was even a soccer game held between Chinese Communist Party officials and South Korean lawmakers. Now with Lee Myung-bak administration, it has turned to America again. Some say South Korea is swinging between the two superpowers. Others point out South Korea's strategic option is to hedge between these two powers." He added that South Korea has a very strong relationship with China, which is its largest trading partner. But there are greater concerns about China's future intentions over Korea than U.S. intentions. The Goguryo controversy and the so-called "China shock," in which South Korea's top policy makers held an emergency meeting over the country's over-dependence on China, as well as the recent Chinese students' violence surrounding the Olympic torch relay in Seoul and some other incidents, have all raised questions in South Koreans' minds as to how closely they want to move towards China, he said. "South Korea has the psyche of nervousness and weariness of its neighbor. Although there has been acknowledgement of China's historical and cultural influence on Korea, there is also the wariness of how many times Korea has been invaded by its neighbor," he added. Also, the lack of shared values between South Korea and China would certainly make the continued strong and evolving relationship in both military and overall partnership with the U.S. of much greater interest to South Korea, he said. "Internationally, there is a concern that a growing and rising China might not respect the wishes of smaller countries and may not follow the international norms of behavior. So, the strong presence of the U.S. in East Asia provides a hedging strategy for South Korea to maintain not only its sovereign independency but also the independence of policy," he said. What is the key difference between China and the U.S. in their approach to the region? He answered, "If you look at the objectives of these two superpowers, the U.S. clearly doesn't have territorial ambitions in Asia. The U.S. in fact has been the defender of South Korea, certainly against North Korean aggression."

China / Six Party Talks – 1NC
China won’t pressure North Korea – fears a collapse

Korea Times, 10 (6/9/10, Kang Hyun-kyung, “China’s double standard on N. Korea,” 

http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/113_67338.html,)

China sided with the rest of the world to impose sanctions on North Korea last year after the latter launched missiles and conducted an underground nuclear test, condemning Pyongyang for escalating tensions on the Korean Peninsula.

However, it has remained silent over the North torpedoing the South Korean Navy ship Cheonan, claiming the lives of 46 sailors in March.

China's double standard on the reclusive state's belligerent behavior has prompted experts to speculate over its motives.

Professor Kenneth Quinones, dean of research evaluation of Japan's Akita International University, told The Korea Times that there has been a change in China's policy toward North Korea since it supported the U.N. Security Council (UNSC) sanctions last year.
"China's approval of U.N. sanctions last year caused an intense debate within the Chinese government over whether to use pressure or to try to induce North Korea's cooperation," the former U.S. diplomat said.

Quinones said the foreign ministry preferred using international pressure but the Chinese Communist Party and the People's Liberation Army preferred using inducement.

"The party and the army won the debate so after the U.N. sanctions that were approved in June, China moderated its policy toward Pyongyang," he said.

Some experts observed China learned a lesson that sanctions beget another bellicose act and that the side effect might cause the patron to rethink punitive actions.

Ext – China Won’t Pressure

China won’t change its stance on North Korea and endorse a harder line

Korea Times, 10 (6/9/10, Kang Hyun-kyung, “China’s double standard on N. Korea,” 

http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/113_67338.html)

His comments came hours before Chun Yung-woo, second vice foreign minister, returned to Seoul Wednesday empty handed after wrapping up a two-day visit to China.

During the trip, the South Korean envoy met with several high-ranking Chinese officials to try and persuade them to join the Seoul-led effort to lock the North into appropriate codes of conduct.
South Korea initiated the diplomatic effort in retaliation for the North Korean torpedo attack.

Diplomacy, however, appeared to reveal its limitations as the South Korean envoy allegedly failed to influence China to look beyond its so-called strategic interests on the Korean Peninsula.

Beijing reportedly remained unchanged in its position to shield Pyongyang from coordinated punitive measures over the Cheonan case.

According to media reports, China is unwilling to join any UNSC statements or resolution if they specify North Korea as a player responsible for the act.

China won’t support a tougher line – they think it provokes North Korea to lashout

Korea Times, 10 (6/9/10, Kang Hyun-kyung, “China’s double standard on N. Korea,” 

http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/113_67338.html)

***Note – Drew Thompson is the director of China Studies at the Nixon Center in D.C.

'Sanctions beget another provocation'

Thompson pointed to the negative fallout of China joining the effort to punish North Korea at the UNSC as a possible clue that can help Beijing's decode double standard.

"Some Chinese might determine that China's support for the U.N. resolution last year might have contributed to North Korea's decision to launch a torpedo attack on a South Korean vessel, and therefore conclude that supporting another effort at the UNSC will not deter provocations," he said. "(Sanctions) might even encourage more provocations."

A2: Chinese Soft Power Impact
Chinese soft power undermines democracy and erode U.S. leadership 

Hoey, 07 – Lieutenant, United States Navy (September 2007, (James H., Thesis for the Naval Postgraduate School, “The Global Reach of Chinese Soft Power: China’s Rise and America’s Decline,” http://stinet.dtic.mil/oai/oai?&verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA473955)

China’s exertion of influence includes the recent increase of soft power expansion, which is the ability to influence by persuasion and example rather than coercion. For instance, Beijing’s joining of multilateral institutions, supporting peacekeeping operations, powering economic growth in Latin America and Africa, developing nations with emerging markets, and fighting narcotics and human trafficking all reflect its growing soft power strategy. Yet, China’s growing power also exports its domestic problems. Chinese companies’ poor labor and environmental records and opaque governance practices arrive in Latin America and Africa along with Chinese investment. These aspects of China’s soft power could prove to be disastrous for developing nations. China’s model may not be best suited for democratization, for anticorruption initiatives, and for good governance. In addition, most importantly China’s soft power could have a significant impact on American interests. If Beijing discovers that its interests do not overlap with America’s, its soft power has enabled China to force countries to decide between Washington and Beijing. China’s benign image has made other countries feel more comfortable establishing closer ties to Beijing and nations in Asia, Latin America, and Africa are using Beijing as a hedge against America’s soft power. In places where America’s soft power has declined, one finds that China has stepped in to find willing partners. In a worst-case scenario, China’s wielding of soft power will incrementally push Japan, Taiwan, and even the United States out of regional power positions.
Democracy prevents several scenarios for extinction

Diamond, 96 (Larry, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, “1. Why Promote Democracy?” wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm, JMP)

OTHER THREATS 

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

LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 

The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
*** SOUTH KOREAN POLITICS DA
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Lee has capital to pass economic reforms now – its contingent on avoiding political controversy

Herskovitz 10 (Jon, Staff – Reuters, “Five Political Risks to Watch in South Korea”, AlertNet, 2-1, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/SGE6102ER.htm)

Besides the threat posed by the unpredictable government of North Korean leader Kim Jong-il, investors in South Korean assets face risks from the country's volatile politics, which regularly complicates policymaking. Sovereign 5-year credit default swaps for South Korea <KRGV5YUSAC=R> are trading at a spread of 103.75 basis points, below the Thomson Reuters Emerging Asia Index weighted average of 134.40. That implies default risk is lower than Thailand, with a spread of 111, but higher than Malaysia at 101.67. Following is a summary of key South Korea risks to watch: * THE NORTH North Korea has indicated it is ready to resume dormant nuclear talks, perhaps in the first few months of this year. The move could decrease tension in North Asia, which accounts for one-sixth of the global economy. But the mercurial North, which conducted its second nuclear test last May, could quickly change its accommodative tone if it feels its calls for aid and better global standing are not met. [ID:nTOE5BA005] The greatest risk to regional economies would be military conflict -- North Korea could lob tens of thousands of artillery rounds into the Seoul region which is home to about half of South Korea's population, and fire hundreds of missiles at major cities in South Korea and Japan. Such an attack might take less than an hour but would do severe economic damage. It would also mean suicide for the North's leaders who would be hit by a U.S.-led counter-attack. Another key risk is that the sudden implosion of the North Korean regime leads to a difficult reunification process that undermines the South Korean economy. [ID:nSP522703] What to watch: -- Return to the six-country nuclear talks. North Korea has said it is willing to end its boycott of disarmament-for-aid talks. The North has tied various conditions to its return that include an end to U.N. sanctions, establishing formal diplomatic ties with Washington and drawing up a peace treaty with the United States to replace the armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War. Pyongyang has used similar tactics before to muddy the waters prior to talks in an attempt to win concessions to lure it back to the table. If its dialogue partners do not bend, the North could try to raise tension through military moves. -- Clues on the stability of the North Korean regime. South Korean assets would dive if it seemed the North was imploding and reunification was likely. The costs of unification could easily top $1 trillion, some studies say, leaving Seoul with a mountain of debt. The North's decision to revalue its currency in 2009 could spark rare internal protests. [ID:nTOE60503L] -- Military skirmishes and North Korean missile tests tend to have only the most fleeting impact on markets, which have become accustomed to Pyongyang's sabre-rattling. The stock market <.KS11> and won <KRW=> would only face significant pressure if markets believe there is a real risk of a major escalation. * GOVERNMENT EFFECTIVENESS After suffering a collapse in his popularity upon taking office about two years ago, President Lee Myung-bak has seen a surge in his support as South Korea's economy appears to be emerging from the global downturn more quickly than other major economies. Lee said in a policy speech to mark the New Year that his top priority for 2010 is job creation. The government has estimated the country lost some 70,000 jobs on average in 2009, the worst since the 1997/98 Asian financial crisis, and has set a goal of creating 200,000 jobs in 2010.

Plan jacks Lee – causing big domestic backlash

Eberstadt 2 (Nicholas, Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy – American Enterprise Institute, “Our Other Korea Problem”, National Interest, Fall, Lexis)

Indeed, any number of factors could sink Roh's presidential hopes: an unexpected crisis with North Korea (his rival Lee is an outspoken proponent of a tougher posture toward the DPRK, and a staunch supporter of the ROK-U.S. alliance); a successful effort by his opponents to define him as "radical" (most South Korean voters today characterize themselves as moderate, or slightly conservative); or an infelicitous but memorable turn of phrase during the heat of the campaign. But Roh is electable, and even if he loses the coming election, he will not be the last major ROK presidential candidate to cast a cold eye on the United States.  There are other, deeper problems, too. Unresolved structural difficulties in the ROK economy (including, but not limited to, the rapid graying of the ROK population, the to-date tentative progress in desperately-needed corporate and financial reforms, the fragility of the country's service industries, and the country's continuing difficulties in establishing a domestic scientific-research infrastructure) promise to exacerbate economic frictions in the U.S.-ROK relationship. All else equal, and no matter which party wins in December, such frictions will prompt voters to scrutinize the U.S. military alliance more carefully than ever, and to be less deferential in criticizing the alliance's burdens.  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. 
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Capital key to reforms – failure destroys South Korean growth

Young 9 (Dr. Soogil, President – National Strategy Institute and Chair – Korea National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation, “South Korea: A Test of Political Leadership”, 1-5, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/01/05/south-korea-a-test-of-political-leadership/)

The real challenge facing the Korean government next year is to undertake reform measures that will help enhance the longer-term growth potential of the economy. The current crisis could discourage the government from thinking long-term and pursuing fundamental reforms. However, the current crisis can serve an important catalyst in overcoming the vested interests opposed to reforms and help the government push those reforms with a success. It seems that President Lee has already seen this opportunity and is focused on trying to do just this. His agenda now is the removal of some politically-motivated regulation affecting big businesses and real-estate transactions; across the board tax cuts, including cutting corporate tax, reform of the public corporation sector, including downsizing of many such corporations, taming of the labor unions and the teachers’ union, and as much undoing of the forced balancing of regional development as possible. In addition, he has announced, he is embarking on a vision for low-carbon green growth of the Korean economy as a long-term development strategy, proposing not only to cut carbon emissions so as to become an active participant in the post-2012 climate change regime, but also to create new growth engines out of low-carbon green industries and technologies, in order to realize high growth ambitions for the Korean economy long-term. All these measures to enhance the fundamentals of the Korean economy will feed back into the prospects for investment and growth in 2009 and beyond, and should help restore growth dynamism. This requires effective policy implementation, and calls for the exercise of better political leadership on the part of President Lee to have his own party rally behind him and to secure the support of the opposition parties for reform efforts. In the final analysis, getting the Korean economy back on track is a political challenge – that of creating the political will to push, through the current economic crisis, the reforms to enhance the growth potential of the economy. The Koreans will be tested on how they handle this challenge in 2009.

That collapses the global economy

Ejaz 98 (Dr. Manzur, Prof Philosophy – U Punjab, Columnist For BBC, The Nation, and The News, “Pakistan Can Learn From South Korea’s Economic Woes”, 1-5, http://users.erols.com/ziqbal/jan_5.htm)

After dragging their feet for weeks, US, Japan and other industrial nations led by the IMF have decided to pump another $10 billion into the South Korean economy. The major economic players in the globalized world were scared by the impact of the imminent possibility of breakdown of the South Korean: it could lead to a worldwide recession/depression and the situation may get out-of-hand quickly. The South Korean example shows that if the economy is of a significant size--South Koreans have the tenth largest economy in the world--and globalized, the economic superpowers and the IMF can go to any extent to rescue it. Otherwise, in cases like Pakistan, the major players don't do much other than issue soothing statements or throwing in meager amounts.     Japan's economy has been in a lot of trouble for many years and the South Korean economic collapse can further deteriorate the situation: many Japanese financial institutions have become insolvent. The US economy is at its best for now but it can easily tailspin. The IMF has already warned that the present pace of the US economic growth is unsustainable and if proper measures are not taken, it can get into very serious trouble. Therefore, the US and Japan are acting to rescue the South Korean economy, primarily due to self their interests and only partly because of any benevolent reason. Following are the major considerations behind the rescue plan: --The East Asian currencies in general and South Korean in particular have lost about half of their value in the last few months. This means that their exported goods will become much cheaper and the goods produced in Japan and other industrialized countries will not be able to compete with them. Consequently, several production units in the industrialized countries will cease to produce, leading to layoffs and, hence, recession. Therefore, to prop up the battered currencies of South Korea and other East Asian countries is vital for the survival of the industrialized world. --The collapse of South Korean and other East Asian economies will eliminate their ability to import goods from abroad. At present, the US produces high-value goods like machinery, airplanes and defense weapons etc. East Asia, having the sizeable economies and high per capita income, is one of the major markets for the US. If US exports suffer, not only its balance of trade will tilt against it--having serious economic implications-- but also its production will suffer giving rise to recession. Of course, US would like to avert such eventuality at any cost. --South Korea owes more than $160 billion to the foreign banks. If it defaults on its payments and goes bankrupt, many banks in Japan, US and other western nations will get into a serious crunch: many may burst. Although, it is claimed that US banks have not a major exposure in this situation but active maneuvering by the six US largest banks to get this package approved shows that the world banking system has very high stakes in this crisis. --US government officials are anxious to forestall a South Korean default because they fear it would cause a further loss of confidence in other emerging market economies, conceivably leading to worldwide recession. Further, US multinational corporations are major players in the world economy and a deterioration of the emerging markets can lower their profits triggering a downward spiral of the US stock and bond markets. East Asian crisis has already started showing its negative impact on the Wall Street: US stocks market has already lost about 8% to 10% of its value in the last few months.

South Korean Politics – 1NC

Global nuclear war

Mead 9 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy – Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, The New Republic, 2-4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Link – Plan Controversial in SK

Plan is unpopular in South Korea – trades off with domestic focus on the economy

Lee 6 (Cheoleon, Senior Research Director – The Gallup Organization, “Gallup World Poll: South Korea's Political Dilemma”, 9-22, Lexis)

Withdrawing U.S. Troops From South Korea
Over the last five decades, the presence of U.S. troops in South Korea has been perceived as a "security blanket" for South Korea against the threats from the communist North. Indeed, the military alliance with the U.S. has provided South Korea the stability and security needed for the country to focus on economic development. Now, with the U.S. military stretched thin by the occupation of Iraq, the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troops in Korea is inevitable. According to recent Gallup World Poll data, only about 26% of South Koreans say the U.S. should withdraw from Korea as soon as possible, while 71% say that U.S. troops should remain. For conservative South Koreans, any reduction in U.S. military presence in the Korean peninsula may pose a potential security vacuum, while others, especially more liberal younger generations, may perceive it as a step toward self-reliance. This generational difference is a notable finding: 56% of people between the ages of 15 and 19 are in favor of withdrawal of U.S. troops, while more than 80% of people aged 50 and older are opposed to the idea. When asked if South Korea can handle its national defense and security on its own, 27% of South Koreans said they can be on their own even if the U.S. withdraws. On the other hand, 66% said U.S. withdrawal would greatly impact the stability of the Northeast Asian region. Clearly, the vast majority of South Koreans still perceive that the presence of U.S. troops in Korea is vital for its own national defense as well as for the security of the Northeast Asian region. Nevertheless, most South Koreans tend to believe firmly that the tougher approaches maintained by the Bush administration are not the solutions for North Korean nuclear issues.

Even moderates hate the plan

Hamm 6 (Taik-Young, Professor of Political Science – Kyungnam University, “The Self Reliant National Defense of South Korea and the Future of the U.S.-ROK Alliance”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 6-20, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0649Hamm.html)

However, the Roh government moves to the transfer of the wartime OPCON as the next major issue in restructuring the alliance. Remarks made by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and General B.B. Bell, commander of USFK, show that the U.S. agrees on the transfer in principle. If Seoul gets Washington's consent on the transfer issue in return of the agreement on the strategic flexibility, however, it would be a grave mistake. The transfer of the wartime OPCON of the ROK armed forces should not be a negotiable agenda. The U.S. and the ROK would be required to institutionalize a new joint command structure. Washington is reluctant to transfer the wartime OPCON to Seoul, emphasizing that the latter lags in strategic planning and information capability, but it should be pointed that no other nation has information capability comparable to that of the U.S. An emphasis on military-technical rationality at the detriment of the more important political rationality -- as we witnessed in the recruitment of the ROK army cadres from Japanese trained officers by the U.S. -- would hurt self-recognition of Koreans and poison the ROK-U.S. alliance. The "independents" in Seoul complain that U.S. unilateralism involved in the withdrawals of its troops from Korea has reinforced the perception of vulnerability and has affected the self-respect of Koreans. While the psychological dimension of national security -- or the "identity" problem raised by constructivist literature -- is important, the so-called "security emptiness" of a South Korea without the USFK is false consciousness. If North Korea misunderstands South Korea's will or ability to defend itself, then Seoul has to make Pyongyang face this reality. North Korea does not, however, have a monopoly on misunderstanding. U.S. misreading of North Korea is a subset of a more profound lack of understanding of Korea in general. U.S. ignorance or misconception of South Korea, a close ally with stable democracy, prospering market economy, and millions of devoted Christians, is grating to South Koreans and has the potential to poison the alliance.

Link – Foreign Investment
Continued U.S. presence key to ensure foreign investment in South Korea --- withdrawal causes financial instability
IPS, 04 (11/5/04, "SOUTH KOREA: WHEN U.S. CUTS TROOPS, TIES WITH SEOUL WILL CHANGE", lexis)

But some U.S. academics question the assumption that ties with South Korea have been overly dependent on security issues, such as North Korea.

"It's a mistake to look at South Korean attitudes toward the U.S. military alliance solely in terms of security considerations," Selig Harrison, director of the Asian programme of the Centre of International Policy, said at the same discussion. "The economics of the situation are very important."
He explained that South Korea gets many other benefits from U.S. military presence, a line of argument that U.S. officials also used in countries like the Philippines - which for nearly a century hosted the largest U.S. army and naval bases outside the continental United States.

The U.S.-South Korea alliance, Harrison pointed out, "creates a climate of stability favourable for foreign investment and for the preferential economic treatment by international financial institutions that South Korea has received - for example, the 1997 International Monetary Fund bailout".

He estimated the direct cost of U.S. forces in South Korea to be roughly two billion U.S. dollars a year, apart from billions of dollars in military grants and foreign military sales.

He argued that the "almost unspoken, underlying but very real reason why the prospect of an end of the alliance is unsettling to the South Koreans" is that "the U.S. military presence and the alliance commitment of the United States provides a very large economic subsidy to South Korea, an economic cushion, if you will".

Jobs = Top of the Docket

-- Jobs is top of the agenda

TendersInfo 2-10 (“Bank of Korea Under Political Pressure, May Hold Rate at 2%”, 2010, Lexis)

President Lee Myung Bak has put jobs at the top of the political agenda and predicted the economy will expand 5 percent this year as he prepares for regional elections in May. Finance Minister Yoon Jeung Hyun said this week that it would be premature for the bank to increase borrowing costs, and sent a vice minister to last month s policy-rate meeting, breaking a decade-long practice of excluding political representatives.

Capital Key

Capital key

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

President Lee Myung-bak has set forth his policy direction for 2010, which comprises of ``strengthening global diplomacy, economic revitalization toward becoming an advanced nation, and implementation of centrist pragmatic policies for the poor." There is good reason to believe that President Lee can do well in all three areas, if he shows strong political leadership. His second year in office, 2009, was quite successful in terms of rebounding from the economic downturn from the global financial crisis and enhancing South Korea's diplomatic role in world affairs. South Korea is one of the few countries that seem to be heading in the right direction for economic recovery. The country has won a $20-billion contract to build atomic power plants for the United Arab Emirates (UAE). And Seoul will host the second of the 2010 G20 conferences.

U – SK Econ Low

South Korean economy tanking – structurally screwed now

Young 9 (Dr. Soogil, President – National Strategy Institute and Chair – Korea National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation, “South Korea: A Test of Political Leadership”, 1-5, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/01/05/south-korea-a-test-of-political-leadership/)

The performance of the Lee government in managing the economy in 2008 has been disappointing. It is not so much the failure to deliver a high growth rate per, but more the headstrong and heavy-handed pursuit of high economic growth, including the ill-advised attempt to depreciate the won against the US dollar in order to artificially boost exports as the main growth engine, and other policy bungles. These policies caused serious confusion in the foreign exchange and financial markets and exacerbated the inflationary pressure being fed by the rising prices of oil and natural resources. It had to be abandoned with the growth forecast for the year revised downward to 4 per cent even before the onset of the global financial crisis.

SK Econ Impact – NK War

South Korean economic growth is key to prevent North Korean economic decline and moderate aggression

Abramowitz and Bosworth 3

(Morton, Senior Fellow – Center Foundation, and Stephen, Dean – Fletcher School, Tufts, Adjusting to the New Asia, July/August)

Meanwhile, other players are starting to take on more importance in East Asia. First among these is South Korea, where stunningly rapid economic growth, burgeoning democracy, and generational change have produced a newly assertive and more independent foreign policy. At the same time, Taiwan -- long an economic powerhouse and ward of Washington -- is being further marginalized internationally and increasingly integrated into the mainland's economy. Peaceful reconciliation between the two Chinas thus now seems closer than ever. Changes outside Asia have also affected the U.S. role in the region. First on this list is the Bush administration's preoccupation with the war on terrorism. Fighting terror has become as or more important to Washington than were its traditional concerns for peace and stability. This shift in priorities -- as well as America's demonstrated ability to wage war with minimal international support and the reconsideration of its worldwide basing requirments -- has raised pointed questions about the vitality of the U.S. commitment to its long-standing alliances in Asia and elsewhere. More specifically, the war on terror has led to a new American focus on the growth of Islamic extremism among Muslim populations of Southeast Asia. Suddenly, that area is experiencing significant American involvement -- including the United States' largely unexamined participation in a small war in the Philippines. Together, all of these changes in Asia will ultimately require Washington to reexamine its strategy of the 1990s. That strategy was based on the idea that stability and prosperity in East Asia depend on a "hub and spokes" -- that is, bilateral relationships between the United States and key regional players -- and on the trilateral relationship among the United States, China, and Japan. These relationships will obviously continue to be important. But the United States, consciously or not, has already begun stepping back from its role as the unique balancing power in East Asia and is moving toward a closer relationship with China instead. Despite the strategic differences that remain between the two countries, a new and heretofore unimaginable relationship is developing, with regional actors also playing important roles. Power and influence are diffusing, although this trend has been restrained by continuing tensions over North Korea and Taiwan. NEW DYNAMICS IN KOREA Over the past 50 years, Korea has played a key role in U.S. policy toward Asia; affairs on the peninsula have long affected the more central U.S.-Japan security alliance. Developments on the Korean peninsula now could thus profoundly affect Washington's strategy toward the entire region, and so the peninsula is a good starting place for a discussion of the changes sweeping across East Asia. Already, relations on the peninsula have started to shift dramatically. The two Koreas have moved from unrelenting hostility toward a wary but creeping reconciliation. Simultaneously, Seoul's relationship with Beijing has expanded exponentially, even as China continues to provide crucial economic aid to the North. Meanwhile, U.S.-South Korean ties have become seriously strained. The only thing that has not changed on the peninsula is the totalitarian, militarized nature of Kim Jong Il's regime. For all the criticism leveled at former South Korean President Kim Dae Jung's "Sunshine Policy" of engaging North Korea -- his crude attempt to purchase Pyongyang's favor, the lack of reciprocity, and the creation of a false sense of security in the South -- the idea underlying his strategy has taken root. South Korea is using its economic strength to move the South-North relationship from a Cold War standoff to a cautious but peaceful coexistence. Growing contacts, including a widely watched summit meeting in Pyongyang, have allowed many Koreans, especially in the South, to catch glimpses of their neighbors, reducing fears of war. Few South Koreans now consider the impoverished North's nuclear program or missile capabilities overtly threatening -- at least to them. Many Southerners, especially the younger generation, regard the North more as a charity case than as a security threat. For its part, North Korea has become increasingly dependent on the South's munificence without making real moves toward economic reform. Seoul's tolerance for carrying Pyongyang economically does have limits, both practically and politically. But President Roh Moo Hyun campaigned on promises to continue his predecessor's Sunshine Policy, and so far, his constituents seem more worried about the North's collapse than they are about the costs of engagement or nuclear weapons. This balance could still change, however, if Kim Jong Il overestimates the South's tolerance for his bluster and nuclear provocations -- especially the negative effects his brinkmanship is having on South Korea's economy.

South Korean economic decline causes war with the North

Ejaz 98 (Dr. Manzur, Prof Philosophy – U Punjab, Columnist For BBC, The Nation, and The News, “Pakistan Can Learn From South Korea’s Economic Woes”, 1-5, http://users.erols.com/ziqbal/jan_5.htm)

--The South Korean economy has to be propped up because North Korea is still conceived to be a potential threat to American interests. Commenting on this aspect US Treasury Secretary Robert E. Rubin argued, "If you have economic instability [in South Korea], you run the risk of political and social instability there, and that can have all kinds of national security implications." 

US/South Korean Relations – 2NC
Independently – plan collapses US/South Korean relations

Chung 3 (Jin-Young, Professor of International Relations – Kyung Hee University “Cost Sharing for USFK in Transition: Whither the ROK-US Alliance?” – Recalibrating the U.S.-Republic of Korea Alliance, Ed. Boose, Hwang, Morgan, and Scobell, May, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubid=53)

U.S. demands for increased contributions have been made during a declining U.S. commitment to Korean security. The United States made unilateral decisions to reduce or withdraw its forces while demanding more for maintenance of USFK. This was a very shortsighted policy for two important reasons. First, it aroused a very negative feeling on the Korean side about cost sharing, making the negotiations controversial and divisive. Second, U.S. policy put the future of the alliance in a negative light, preventing the allies from developing a new vision for the alliance. These are the main subjects of the following two sections.

That causes Sino-Japan war

Cha 3 (Victor, Professor and Director of Asian Studies – Georgetown University, “America’s Alliances in Asia: The Coming “Identity Crisis” with the Republic of Korea?” – Recalibrating the U.S.-Republic of Korea Alliance, Ed. Boose, Hwang, Morgan, and Scobell, May, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubid=53)

With regard to the future resiliency of the U.S.-Korea alliance, the key question is whether the alliance can survive the end of the North Korean threat. The stated policy of both Washington and Seoul is that the alliance and U.S. military presence will continue in the postunification era.9 However, political pronouncements about this and the groundwork to achieve it are two separate matters. Resiliency will require adjustments in both the rationale and components of the alliance. Foremost is a reorientation of the alliance’s overall purpose toward the promotion of broader regional stability.10 The primary rationale would no longer be deterring the North Korean threat, but would entail three different but related objectives. One purpose of the alliance would be to prevent dangerous power vacuums from forming on the peninsula. As the experience of the late 19th and early 20th centuries showed, whenever Korea has been unified, such vacuums have been an invitation for major power competition and war. Second, the U.S.-Korea alliance would remain an important political symbol of U.S. forward engagement as a Pacific power, which, in turn, would be key to ameliorating security dilemmas between China and Japan. As has already become clear in the post-Cold War period, Tokyo supports the U.S. presence as a check against China’s rise in the region; and Beijing implicitly supports the continuing U.S. presence as it views Japan’s future intentions with suspicion. Moreover, this amelioration effect would be weaker without the U.S.-Korea alliance. In other words, cutting the U.S. presence in a post-unified Korea but keeping a token presence in Japan is not likely to achieve the same effect, as Japan would remain uncertain of the U.S. commitment (given events in Korea), and China would have heightened suspicions due to Japanese selfhelp security behavior. A third purpose of the alliance would be to reassure a reunified Korea of its security, thereby preempting rash turns to self-help behavior that might be destabilizing in the region (e.g., nuclearization, ballistic missile development). The flip side of this same coin would be for a continued U.S.-Korea alliance to play a “binding” role on a reunified Korea that, replete with resurgent nationalism, might otherwise engage in arms buildups and provocative behavior toward Japan. 

Goes nuclear and collapses the global economy

Samuels 99 (Richard, Professor of International Relations – MIT, The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Past, Present, and Future, p. 6-7)

The same forces that lead China and Japan into an adversarial relationship in the first place might well push them to the brink of war. From a U.S. perspective, this would be disastrous, for several reasons: -War between two of America’s largest trading partners would be devastating to the U.S. economy -U.S. involvement would be difficult to avoid in a war between a former ally and a former enemy -War between a nuclear power and a threshold nuclear power would push the envelope in new and disconcerting ways -War between the two would be (another) humanitarian disaster -Nuclearization in Japan would press both Koreas to do the same, and perhaps pressure other Asian nations to follow suite. Even if China and Japan did not go to war, a Cold War between the two great powers could impose high costs on the region, and indeed the globe, if the last simmering conflict between two giants on the world scene has taught us anything. At a minimum, the remarkable (and hard-earned) domestic politics stability in Japan would further unravel, creating even greater uncertainties for its foreign policy and its evolving role as provider of global public goods.

*** POLITICS DA

Politics – 1NC Link

Plan’s massively unpopular – Congress, Pentagon, and South Korea lobbies oppose

Harrison 2 (Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 180-182)

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 Ko​rean 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 Pyong​yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu​ments 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 ar​guments 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 reunifica​tion 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."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup​port 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 epito​mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley 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 country."" 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 equiva​lent 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 re​gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.

Politics – 2NC Links

This saps capital

Chaulia 3 (Sreeram, Researcher on International Affairs – Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, “A Korean Exit Strategy for the US”, Asia Times, 2-1, http://www.hartford-hwp.com/archives/45/264.html) 

Obstacles to US disengagement 

Harrison points with acuity to a number of hurdles blocking a transformation of the US role from a combatant to a neutral honest broker between North and South. The psychological legacy of the Korean War has resulted in an exaggerated imagery of North Korea as a demonic new yellow peril in American eyes. South Korea has also lobbied intensely against the North by roping in sympathizers in the Pentagon, Congress and US defense industries that have a stake in continued militarization of Korea. Another irritant is the semi-imperial trappings of US military life in Korea, where four-star generals command a country’s army and enjoy unparalleled personal privileges. For Korea to have peace, war-economy interests will have to be smashed by a bold and visionary US president.

No political support for the plan

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

This is not how many American policy makers view the situation. They see themselves as firmly anchored via bases, forward deployments, nuclear weapons, and alliance relationships. They feel comfortable relying upon nuclear threat to contain North Korea for the foreseeable future. They believe that they have firmly under control the allies' propensity to proliferate. In reality, US leadership is much more tenuous than Americans like to believe due to the cumulative impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation, and the economic crisis originating in the United States. In this context, the revival of END hastens the demise of American hegemony, at least in this region. Ironically, actual American forces today are primarily non-nuclear rather than "dual-capable" as was almost universally the case during the Cold War when allies were told that the United States military did not distinguish between its nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Although the United States maintains strategic nuclear forces at home, these have little to do directly with realistic military planning or force postures in the alliances, and even less to do with the expanding scope of military operations by US allies working alongside the US military including peacemaking, peacekeeping, disaster relief, nation building, humanitarian intervention, anti-terrorism operations, and rarely, prosecuting conventional war. Unfortunately, Global Abolition as a framework for a new hegemonic leadership is far from displacing the old habits and instruments of nuclear coercive diplomacy, and is almost completely ignored in the core alliance institutions. It has barely begun to take root as a substitute for failing nuclear hegemonic policies, as is most obvious in the case of the DPRK. Generations of Cold War warriors committed to maintaining alliances and comfortable with Cold War habits and ways of thinking are entrenched in alliance institutions and have paid little or no regard to Global Abolition. 

Plan will be spun as isolationism

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 147)

But the North Korean crisis is merely the latest and most acute reason why the United States should radically alter its security strategy in East Asia. That strategy no longer serves American best interests on an array of issues. More​over, it is becoming increasingly unsustainable. The United States needs a new approach to the region. Various scholars have noted that East Asia is the one region in the world where the interests of four major powers—Russia, China, Japan, and the United States—intersect. America's interests in many parts of the world are largely discretionary; those in East Asia are much more intrinsic. Geographi​cally the United States is a Pacific (although not an East Asian) power; eco​nomically America has a large and growing stake in East Asia; strategically the region has been and remains relevant to America's security. That is why it is crucial for the United States to have a wise and sustain​able policy toward East Asia. Yet there are warning signals that all is not well with America's current policy and that the need for a new approach is becom‑ ing urgent. Members of the U.S. political elite have an unfortunate habit of branding all proposals for meaningful foreign policy change as harbingers of "isolation​ism"—a term they almost never define with clarity. But the issue is not one of engagement versus isolationism. Few knowledgeable people would dispute the point that the United States has important strategic and economic interests in East Asia, and even fewer would suggest the adoption of a Fortress America policy or the creation of a hermit republic. Recognizing that America has sig​nificant interests in the region, however, is not the end point of an assessment of U.S. policy; it is the starting point. One must then apply a rigorous cost- benefit analysis to U.S. policy. Only if the benefits outweigh the costs and risks—and do so by a decisive margin—does the policy merit support. 
Politics – 2NC Links

That’s political suicide

Baker 3 (Ross K., Professor of Political Science – Rutgers University, “Presidents Can Outgun Congress”, Newsday, 10-17, Lexis)

Many of the 126 Democrats who opposed last year's war resolution have felt forced to accede to the White House request not only because it would be political suicide to deny resources to troops already in the field, but because, in 21st-century foreign policy, retreat to isolationism is not an option.

Even if generally popular – the immediate and unilateral nature of the plan makes it unpopular

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

To change U.S. policy, especially to change it so dramatically, would admittedly unsettle policymakers here and abroad. Those devoted to the status quo often respond to reform proposals with ad hominem rather than policy arguments.(95) But the world is changing. The U.S. commitment to Seoul was established during the Cold War, when an aggressive North Korea, backed by China and the Soviet Union, had the capability and desire to destroy the South. Today both sides of the equation have changed: the adversary's threat is significantly less, and the ally's ability to respond is dramatically greater. That has caused even mainstream analysts like George Wilson, former national defense correspondent for the Washington Post, and Selig Harrison to suggest reducing U.S. force levels in Korea.(96) A study group organized by scholars at the Economic Strategy Institute and the Woodrow Wilson Center endorsed an eventual full withdrawal of American soldiers.(97)
Politics – 2NC Links

Blue Dogs hate the plan

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

A number of younger members of Congress have different perspectives. In the words of one Democratic Hill interlocutor: “the group of younger, ‘blue-dog’ [conservative], trade-oriented Democrats, see the relationship as more a way to confront the DPRK nuclear threat than anything else and also see the ROK as an economic engine that they don’t want to see damaged.” 

They’re key to the agenda
AP 9 (Associated Press, “Conservative 'Blue Dog' Democrats Flex Muscles as Obama Stumbles”, 3-19, http://www.newsmax.com/headlines/conservative_democrats/2009/03/19/194047.html)

Conservative and moderate Democrats are flexing their muscles on Capitol Hill, demanding significantly lower spending for domestic programs as well as automatic budget cuts if tax cuts and new programs would increase the deficit A group of 51 so-called "Blue Dog" House Democrats released their roster of budget demands Thursday, calling for cutting more than $40 billion from domestic programs funded by Congress each year At the same time, they said that President Barack Obama's controversial bill to fight global warming should not be permitted to advance under rules that shut off the right of Senate Republicans to filibuster the measure. The Blue Dogs, a coalition of moderate and conservative Democrats, many of them from the South, control a critical bloc of votes needed to pass the congressional budget blueprint. It is the first legislative response to Obama's $3.6 trillion budget for next year. Of greatest importance to the group is putting in place a legally binding "pay as you go" system governing new tax cuts and benefit programs such as Obama's health reform initiative. Under such a regimen, legislation cutting taxes, establishing new benefit programs or making current programs more generous must be "paid for" with higher revenues or benefit cuts elsewhere. If the rule is broken, it would trigger across-the-board cuts in other benefit programs, with Social Security exempted. Such a statutory pay-as-you-go system, or "paygo," was in place for years in the 1990s and early this decade, though the law was simply "switched off" when Congress passed President George W. Bush's 2001 tax-cut bill. "We're trying to be constructive in a way that allows the president to get an acceptable budget," said Rep. Charlie Melancon, D-La., "but at the same time get paygo statutorily put in place." While the group hasn't drawn any lines in the sand, some of their demands are likely to be met, especially regarding global warming. Opposition from the Blue Dogs likely ensures that Obama's controversial "cap-and-trade" plan to limit greenhouse gases won't advance in a fast-track budget bill that could avoid a GOP filibuster in the Senate. Under cap-and-trade, the government would establish a market for carbon dioxide by selling credits to companies that emit greenhouse gases. The companies can then invest in technologies to reduce emissions to reach a certain target or buy credits from other companies that already have met their emission reduction goals. The cost of the credits would be passed on to consumers. The demands by moderates to curb the growth of domestic agency budgets by limiting the increase for next year to inflation will face great resistance from senior lawmakers and the administration. Obama sought a $51 billion, 9 percent increase for non-defense programs, a figure that's probably too high to pass, especially with Congressional Budget Office estimates on Friday expected to show that the worsening economy with produce significantly higher deficits than predicted by Obama's budget. "I'm going to show that we've made many adjustments in the budget in light of CBO's re-estimates," said Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad, D-N.D. Administration allies such as House Appropriations Committee Chairman David Obey, D-Wis., are pressing for budget increases well above those sought by moderates. The looming battle over how much to devote to annual domestic agency budgets is important because unlike other elements of the congressional budget plan—they are often more symbolic than substantive—the annual caps on appropriations have real impact on programs.

Midterms Links
-- Plan is unpopular with the public
Kull 96 (Steven, Principle Investigator – PIPA, “Americans on Defense Spending - A Study of US Public Attitudes:
Report of Findings”, 1-19, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/pipapoll.htm)

A large majority of Americans favors a strong defense. This majority feels that the US has global interests that need to be protected with a world-wide military presence, and wants to maintain existing US commitments to protect other countries. Most Americans have a positive feeling toward the US military.  Support for Strong Defense  There is a strong consensus that America's role in the world requires it to have a strong defense. Seventy-two percent agreed with the argument that "because the US has global interests, it is important for the US to maintain a large military with the capacity to project its forces around the world." Similarly, in an October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 89% said that it is somewhat (39%) or very (50%) important for the US to maintain "superior military power worldwide." Only 9% said it was not important. Such findings are consistent with other polls that show a strong majority of Americans rejects the idea that the US should withdraw from the world.  An overwhelming majority rejects the idea of abandoning US commitments to protect other countries (though, as we shall discuss below, Americans do not want the US to be world policeman). Only 7% in the PIPA poll said, "The US should withdraw its commitments to protect other countries and should just protect the US." In the October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, only 7% said that "Defending our allies security" is not important, while 90% said it is very (41%) or somewhat (49%) important.  In the focus groups, there was very little sentiment in favor of withdrawing US commitments to protect other countries. For some this attitude seemed to be derived from a sense of moral obligation while for others it was derived more from a sense of national self interest. A woman in Atlanta explained:  There are people who know a lot more than I do who made these treaties, and as far as I'm concerned, they were made on the basis of US interest. . . We're very interested in our own well-being. We didn't go fight in Kuwait because we love the Kuwaitis. We went over there because our oil interests were threatened. . . The reason we have troops in South Korea today is because our interests are at stake.  Concerns about threats from rogue states contribute very powerfully to support for a strong defense. An overwhelming 90% agreed with the argument that "the US needs to maintain a strong defense" because "even though the Cold War is over, there are still countries in the world such as Iraq, Iran, Libya and North Korea, some of which may have weapons of mass destruction and could threaten US interests." Similarly, in an April 1993 CBS/New York Times poll 59% agreed that despite reforms in Russia "the existence of threats from countries like Iran and Iraq means US defense spending cannot be reduced dramatically."  Most Americans want US defense capabilities to be quite robust. Seventy-two percent of the PIPA sample agreed that "it is better to err in the direction of having too much rather than too little defense." Fifty-seven percent said they want "to keep designing and building more technologically advanced weapons. Otherwise, a sudden new threat might find us unprepared." However, the argument, popular in defense circles, in support of the Seawolf submarine and the B2 bomber, that:  If defense contractors stop building certain weapons, it would be hard to get those industries geared up again in the future.  Therefore, even if some of the weapons may not be strategically necessary right now we should continue to produce them. Things might change so that we need them later.  

They love the alliance

Cummings 4 (John P., Colonel – United States Army, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?”, 5-3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) 

Throughout the Cold War American policy makers struggled with the issue of maintenance of forces in Europe and South Korea. The American public has generally supported the forward deployment of forces to defend potential flash points in order to stem the tide of communism. The fall of the Soviet Union, marking the end of the Cold War, enabled the United States to downsize its armed forces and reduce its overseas presence. This was accomplished primarily through reduction of forces in Europe. There was no significant reduction of forces in South Korea. Perception of the North Korean threat appeared unaffected by the events overtaking its old ally, the Soviet Union. Therefore the United States continues to maintain a cold war-like deterrence force on South Korean soil. 

*** CONDITIONING COUNTERPLAN

Conditions CP – 1NC

TEXT: The United States federal government should remove troops from South Korea on the condition that North Korea limits the range of its nuclear missiles to one hundred and eighty miles, and should give up their nuclear weapons.

Competes – the plan commits to unconditional withdrawal of troops. The CP leaves the possibility of no withdrawal on the table, excluding the certainty of the plan. Severance is voter because it makes all ground impossible

Solves – North Korea has already begun to accept the conditions

Harrison, the director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, 02 [Selig, “Korean endgame: a strategy for reunification and U.S. disengagement” p. 113 – 115] 

OF ALL THE pronouncements made by Perry following his mission to Pyongyang on behalf of President Clinton, this was the most far-reaching in its implications, underlining as it did the integral connection between the U.S. military presence in Korea and North Korean missile ambitions. Yet despite this unambiguous recognition of North Korean motivations, Perry ignored North Korean security concerns in his policy recommendations to the White House. Focusing solely on U.S. security priorities, he said that Washington should condition the normalization of relations on two key North Korean concessions. First, Pyongyang should agree to limit the range of its missiles to 380 kilometers (180 miles). Second, it should give up its nuclear weapons option once and for all, going beyond the suspension of its nuclear program negotiated with Washington in 1994. The underlying assumption of the policy approach—that economic incentives and political recognition would be sufficient to bring about an accommodation with Pyongyang—has proved to be questionable. In bargaining for economic help, North Korea has offered to negotiate restraints on its missile program similar to the 1994 nuclear freeze. But giving up its missile option altogether is another matter. The military- dominated regime in Pyongyang may be ready to discontinue the development, production, and deployment of all missiles with a range over 180 miles, but how far it will go in this direction will depend, first, on whether hostile relations with the United States are ended through the normalization of relations and a peace treaty terminating the Korean War,  In a formal proposal on June 16, 1998, Pyongyang did express readiness to discuss the “discontinuation” of its missile development conjunction with a formal end to the Korean War, followed by the of the U.S. military “threat.” Carefully avoiding a demand for withdrawal of the U.S. military “presence,” Pyongyang envisaged a transitional phase during which the role of U.S. forces would change. The United States would shift from its present adversarial role, limited to defense of the South, to a new, broader role as a stabilizer and balancer. Dedicated to deterrence of an attack by either the South against North or the North against the South. This shift would set the stage for trilateral (the United States, South Korea, and North Korea) arms- control and tension-reduction process in which the security concerns all parties would be addressed. The long-term future of the U.S. military presence in Korea, the threat posed to the South by the forward deployment of North Korean conventional forces, and North Korean nuclear and missile capabilities would all be on the table.  The five chapters that follow focus on how this impasse can be broken. I begin by assessing the North-South military balance that existed in 2000 and the impact of the U.S. military presence on this balance. Next, in chapter 12, I suggest specific arms-control trade-off, drawing on the formal proposals put forward in the past by Seoul and Pyongyang and on informal discussions with generals and diplomats in the North and South that began in 1968 and have continued through 2000.’ The gradual redeployment, reduction, and eventual withdrawal of U.S. forces would be part of such trade-offs if North Korea is prepared for adequate reciprocal concessions. In return for a complete U.S. withdrawal, Pyongyang would have to end not only the existing threat posed to the South by the forward deployment of its conventional forces but also the potential threat that would be posed to the United States if Pyongyang should develop long-range missiles capable of reaching U.S. territory. After exploring the nature of possible tension-reduction scenarios in Korea, 1 rum in chapter 13 to a discussion of the procedural deadlock that has until now obstructed the consideration of such scenarios. My conclusion is that the first step toward breaking this deadlock should be a formal end to the Korean War and the replacement of its vestigial symbols, the Military Armistice Commission and the United Nations Command, with a new trilateral Mutual Security Commission in which the United States would play the role of stabilizer and balancer proposed by the North. 

Conditions CP – Proliferation Net-Benefit

The CP stops proliferation

Harrison, the director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, 02 [Selig, “Korean endgame: a strategy for reunification and U.S. disengagement” p. 138-139] 

THE POSSIBILITY of negotiating verifiable conventional arms-control agreements with North Korea has never been seriously tested. In responding to a series of proposals from Pyongyang for defusing the military confrontation in Korea, South Korea and the United Stares have ignored the central element in these proposals: the redeployment and eventual withdrawal of U.S. forces. Seoul and Washington have argued that both the future of U.S. forces and North Korean proposals for parallel North-South force reductions can only be addressed alter tensions have been reduced through more modest confidence-building measures. Pyongyang’s response has been that confidence-building measures presuppose a climate of trust—a climate that will not exist until there is a formal end to the Korean War, accompanied by a normalization of relations with the United States, replacement of the Military Armistice Commission ‘with a permanent peace structure, and the termination of the United Nations Command. This stalemate appeared intractable until North Korea introduced a fundamental change into the bargaining equation with its acquisition of a nuclear weapons option and its progress in developing missiles capable of reaching the United States. Now it is clear that the United States can get North Korea to make definitive concessions relating to the termination of nissile and nuclear programs only in return for steps to end the Korean War and to modify or phase out the U.S. military presence. If the United States normalizes its relations with Pyongyang and shifts to the of an honest broker between North and South, Pyongyang has signed that it would nor object to the continuance of a reduced U.S. military presence for a protracted transition period of a decade or longer.

Prolif will cause nuclear use and extinction

Utgoff, Deputy director for Strategy, Forces and Resources at the Institute of Defense Analyses Survival, 02(Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, Summer, p. 87-90 Volume 44, Number 2,)
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Conditions CP – Solvency – General

Only the counterplan can solve – unreciprocated concessions allows North Korea to undermine nuclear negotiations with indefinite demands
Horowitz, 05 – doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard and a predoctoral fellow in national security at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies (Winter 2004-05, The Washington Quarterly, “Who’s Behind That Curtain? Unveiling Potential Leverage over Pyongyang,” http://www.twq.com/05winter/docs/05winter_horowitz.pdf)

One goal clearly articulated by the North Korean regime over the last decade that may explain its recent behavior has been to obtain a “complete, verifiable, and irreversible security assurance,”3 a promise that the 
United States will not launch a preemptive or preventive military attack on North Korea. Another possibility, however, is that the negative security assurance demand is just a bargaining chip. U.S. negotiators have held out the possibility of a negative security assurance or other limited military concessions if North Korea made substantive concessions in its nuclear program, which the North Koreans have refused to make so far. For example, in the June 2004 six-party talks, the U.S. proposal for resolving the nuclear issue included an offer of a negative security assurance in response to North Korean nuclear dismantlement.4 Yet, granting a negative security assurance to Pyongyang without receiving at least a verifiable freeze leading to the dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear program carries some risks. Pyongyang might simply pocket the negative security assurance and use the diplomatic momentum to shift negotiations to other issues, such as the deployment of U.S. troops on the peninsula, a peace treaty, or the formal treaty relationship between the United States and South Korea. The point is not the specific demand, but rather the idea that unreciprocated concessions may convince Pyongyang that it has the ability to forestall resolution of the nuclear issue with indefinite demands. 

The plan alone crushes U.S. deterrence and causes war and allied prolif

Cronin, et. al, 94 – Report Coordinator and Specialist in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division at the CRS (6/1/1994, Richard P., CRS Report for Congress, CRS94-470F, “North Korea's Nuclear Weapons Program: U.S. Policy Options,” http://www.fas.org/spp/starwars/crs/94-470f.htm)

While a U.S. withdrawal based on a credible non-proliferation regime might be security-enhancing, a diminished U.S. troop presence or a withdrawal based on anything less than a verifiable, inter-Korean confidence building system and full-scope IAEA nonproliferation safeguards, could well be highly destabilizing. Apart from critically weakening or eliminating the longstanding, effective U.S. deterrence role, a U.S. withdrawal without a verifiable nonproliferation regime would also likely cause South Korea to reconsider producing nuclear weapons. Such a train of events on the Korean peninsula could lead to a Japanese reassessment of the reliability of the U.S. security role in the Western Pacific and Japanese decisions to re​arm and/or shift Japan's nuclear program towards weapons production. 

Only the CP solves US presence – troops won’t be able to get out without it being conditioned

Harrison, the director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, 02 [Selig, “Korean endgame: a strategy for reunification and U.S. disengagement” p. 192]

My assessment is that the hard-liners in the North will lose out – if Washington and Seoul are preparing to put the U.S presence on the bargaining table – because Pyongyang needs to reduce military spending for economic reasons. Should this assessment be incorrect, the United States might not be able to find an early escape from the Korean Quagmire. A more likely danger, however, is that arms-control negotiations will be sabotaged by hard-liners in the South because Seoul is under much less economic pressure than Pyongyang to cute defense spending. Suppose, for example, that the north is ready for an asymmetrical pull-back zone, but Seoul throws roadblocks in the way of an agreement in order to keep U.S forces in Korea. In such situation, the United States should not become a hostage to South Korea. Washington could cut off military sales to push the south towards a settlement, and if this does not work, it could negotiate a unilateral arms-control agreement with the north involving a partial or complete disengagement. 

*** GRADUALISM COUNTERPLAN
Gradual CP – Cards

CP solves without collapsing US/South Korean relations

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

Of course, it would be better for future relations to present a U.S. withdrawal as a result of changing geopolitical circumstances rather than an expression of national pique. A precipitous withdrawal conducted under a cloud of suspicion and recriminations could further divide Korean society and create additional animus toward the United States.90 In contrast, Ed Olsen of the Naval Postgraduate School advocates creating “a realistic timetable, perhaps two to three years, for modifying the U.S.-ROK alliance in ways that induce far more bilateral equality and reciprocity in the forms of defense burden- sharing and policy decision-making.”91 Over the longer term the United States would decide on the degree of its involvement in the region, with options ranging from “deep engagement or entanglement” to “far more limited roles such as an offshore balancer.”92 Olsen favors the latter option, complete with the eventual withdrawal of U.S. forces.93 A firm deadline for troop withdrawal is critical. 

Gradual withdrawal is best – immediate end causes North Korean invasion – CP eases the psychological blow

Bandow 92 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The U.S.-South Korean Alliance, p. 89)

As compelling as the changes in the world over the past forty years make the case for disengagement, it would obviously be best not to initiate a precipitous withdrawal. Although Seoul's military strength may be sufficient to both deter the DPRK and rebuff an invasion, the South has relied on the U.S. defense guarantee and therefore should be given time to augment its military forces and develop security arrangements with its neighbors in order to coun​terbalance an American pullout. A phased withdrawal would also help ease the psychological blow to Koreans who still look to the United States for their defense, such as the one cabinet minister who privately called the presence of American troops in Korea "natural. '3
Gradual withdrawal allows prior consultation – this process is vital to U.S. soft power globally
Bandow 92 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The U.S.-South Korean Alliance, p. 89)

The skill with which Washington disentangled itself from its Korean commitment would also affect its international reputation. President Carter's withdrawal proposal died amidst sustained for​eign and domestic criticism; a new initiative needs to be carefully designed and implemented, with the United States indicating its continued interest in East Asia and its willingness to work to facilitate increased regional economic, political, and military coop​eration. In particular, diplomatic efforts would be needed to help assuage the concern of friendly Pacific states over the likelihood of increased Japanese influence, a logical, if unsettling, result of an American withdrawal. Serious consultations with Seoul before car​rying out a withdrawal program would ensure a more orderly disengagement process and the preservation of America's interna​tional credibility. An accomplished pullout would also provide a better model for disengaging elsewhere in the world.

