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A2: North Korean Nuclear Use

North is deterred from nuclear attacks on the South
John Park, (Dir., Korea Working Group, U.S. Institute of Peace), THE LONG SHADOW: NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND SECURITY IN 21ST CENTURY ASIA, 2008, 279.

While declaring and demonstrating its nuclear power status, Pyongyang also has promulgated a general policy of no first use. In October 2006, North Korea officially announced that it "will never use nuclear weapons first." Although this declared policy might partly seek to reassure the concerned states of its nonaggressive intent and thereby reduce international pressure, the policy may also reflect its genuine preference, stemming from strategic realities. The United States has massive retaliatory capability against a North Korean nuclear attack, so Pyongyang has a compelling incentive not to cross the nuclear threshold first under most circumstances.

North lacks sophisticated nuclear technologies 

Chung-In Moon, (Prof., International Relations, Yonsei U., South Korea), NORTH KOREAS NUCLEAR ISSUES: TOWARD PEACE AND SECURITY IN NORTHEAST ASIA, 2008, 27.

Notwithstanding North Korea's possession of nuclear warheads, its limited delivery capability, and contested claims of nuclear testing as necessary pre-conditions to becoming a nuclear state, miniaturization technology is still a significant obstacle. It must demonstrate the capability to miniaturize nuclear warheads and mount them on Nodong and/or SCUD missiles for effective use. However, most intelligence analyses indicate that North Korea is far short of developing such technology. In view of the above, North Korea does not deserve being treated as a nuclear weapons state. Although such a treatment might provoke North Korea's erratic behavior, it can deter North Korea from abusing and misusing its nuclear bargaining leverage.

North doesn’t have a miniature bomb to place on top of a warhead
Daniel Pinkston, (Sr. Analyst, International Crisis Group, Seoul, South Korea), NORTH KOREAS FOREIGN POLICY UNDER KIM JONG IL: NEW PERSPECTIVES, 2009, 103.

North Korea exploded a small nuclear device on October 9, 2006, but North Korean engineers have probably not been able to miniaturize a nuclear bomb to fit on top of a missile and survive re-entry.

Deterrence prevents North Korean attacks on the US
David Sanger, (Chief Washington Correspondent, New York Times), THE INHERITANCE: THE WORLD OBAMA CONFRONTS AND THE CHALLENGES TO AMERICAN POWER, 2009, 311.

In reality, North Korean missiles raining down on Los Angeles or Tokyo seemed like a pretty dubious scenario. Kim Jong-Il might be bizarre and paranoid, but he had a strong interest in personal survival. Shooting a missile, particularly a nuclear-tipped one, would not constitute a very smart strategy if Kim wanted to rule to a ripe old age, as his father had done. In a nuclear exchange, North Korea's leaders would have the life expectancy of fireflies. They knew it, and the Bush administration knew it.
A2: North Korean Nuclear program Advantage

North won’t abandon the nuclear program because it uses it to get concessions
Ming Lee, (Prof., National Chengchi U., Taipei, Taiwan), NORTH KOREAS FOREIGN POLICY UNDER KIM JONG IL: NEW PERSPECTIVES, 2009, 176.

It will be difficult for North Korea to quickly abandon its nuclear programs or future missile tests, judging from the past experience. North Korea may think these are effective maneuvers to induce concessions from Washington such as providing heavy oil on schedule, constructing nuclear power plants as originally planned, and eventually an early normalization of diplomatic relations between Pyongyang and Washington. If the United States calls North Korea's bluff, then there will be grave tension, that may cause damage to Pyongyang itself. Any deadlock or crisis needs China's mediation; therefore, Pyongyang needs Beijing more than the other way around. In short, North Korea cannot afford to lose Beijing's support for its survival.
A2: North Korean Aggression

North has not launched any aggressive wars and missile tests were conducted under provocation
Gavan McCormick, (Prof., Emeritus, Australian National U.), NORTH KOREA: TOWARD A BETTER UNDERSTANDING, 2009, 25-26.

Although North Korea is widely regarded as an "outlaw state" and held in contempt by much of the world, it has not in the past fifty years launched any aggressive war, overthrown any democratically elected government, threatened any neighbor with nuclear weapons, torn up any treaty, or attempted to justify the practices of torture and assassination. Its 2006 missile and nuclear weapons tests were both provocative and unwise, but neither breached any law, and both were carried out under extreme provocation.

A2: North Korean Attack on the US

It will take North Korea a decade to have a missile capable of attacking the US
Chung-In Moon, (Prof., Political Science, Yonsei U., South Korea). THE UNITED STATES AND NORTHEAST ASIA: DEBATES, ISSUES, AND THE NEW ORDER, 2008, 234.

While possession of nuclear warheads is one thing, the capability to deliver them is an altogether different story. Unfortunately, North Korea is known to have credible delivery capability. It currently possesses several types of missiles: Scud B (range 320 km, payload 1,000 kg), Scud C (range 500 km, payload 770), and Nodong (range 1,350-1,500 km, payload 770-1,200 kg). On August 31, 1998, North Korea alarmed the entire world by conducting a test launching of a Daepodong I missile (range 1,500-2,500 km, payload 1,000-1,500 kg). But it was known that the test launching was a failure. Another test launching of Daepodong II missiles (range 3,500-6,000 km, payload 700-1,000 kg) on July 6, 2006, is believed to have failed too. Thus, it might take more than a decade for the North to develop full-scale intercontinental ballistic missiles. In view of this, North Korea has not yet developed long-range missiles capable of threatening the mainland United States, but it would be able to strike South Korea and Japan through its short- and medium-range missiles.

Anti-Americanism Advantage Answers

US Service personnel are trained in cultural sensitivity 

Walter L. Sharp, (General, U.S. Army/Commander of U.S. Forces in South Korea), INTERVIEW WITH KOREA TIMES, Feb. 27, 2009. Retrieved Jan. 7, 2010 from http://www.usfk.mil/usfk/ShowContent.aspx?ID=364.

Our program is based on several pillars. One pillar in our program has been to provide all servicemembers with training in Korean culture and history when they initially arrive here and to reinforce that training during the tour. Accordingly, our servicemembers are much more knowledgeable about Korean culture than during my first tour in Korea in the late 1990s. We think that has made them more interested in their local communities and have made them engage in more positive ways with local Koreans. Another pillar is the Community Relations programs that we have been doing all along. The difference now is that certain programs are required at certain levels. For instance, we run English camps at all installations which have Department of Defense schools. Our camp here at Yongsan will be a one-week homestay program during the last week in May where we'll brings 65 Korean high school students from around the Peninsula onto our base to attend classes at the Seoul American High School and learn about USFK. The biggest benefit is the friendships created between the U.S. and Korean students as well as those with the host families. These are friendships that have continued on throughout the time that those American servicemembers and family members stay in Korea.

South Korean attitudes toward the US improving
Walter L. Sharp, (General, U.S. Army/Commander of U.S. Forces in South Korea), INTERVIEW WITH KOREA TIMES, Feb. 27, 2009. Retrieved Jan. 7, 2010 from http://www.usfk.mil/usfk/ShowContent.aspx?ID=364.

We can feel a change in the perception Koreans have had toward us. Data from several polls have also shown that Koreans have had a more positive view of the US going back to early 2006. We think the Good Neighbor Program has been a factor in these improving poll numbers.

Terrorism Advantage Answers

North Korea would not give nukes to terrorists 

John Mueller, (Prof., Political Science, Ohio State U.), ATOMIC OBSESSION: NUCLEAR ALARMISM FROM HIROSHIMA TO AL-QAEDA, 2010, 153.

There remains a fantasy about how the North Koreans might give or sell weapons to others, particularly to terrorists. North Korea has apparently assisted some countries in their nuclear programs in the past (to very little effect), but it can of course continue to do that now if it wants to--it doesn't need actual weapons on hand. Parting with a laboriously developed member of a tiny nuclear arsenal supposedly needed to deter an attack on itself is another thing. As will be discussed more fully in the next chapter, there would be a huge danger that any weapon given away or sold would be misused and that its origins would be discovered either before or after detonation.

Low risk of North Korean transfer to terrorists
Charles Blair, (Dir., Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies), JIHADISTS AND WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION, 2009, 210.

Knowledgeable and responsible experts perceive the risk of North Korean nuclear transfers to terrorists as low. Mindful that past behavior is often a key indicator of future actions, they stress that "no one has produced evidence to suggest that Pyongyang has ever attempted to sell nuclear materials to terrorist groups." This fact would fall into line with the belief that North Korea views its nuclear arsenal not as a commodity to sell to terrorists but rather as a bargaining chip and a deterrent. During a visit to North Korea in 2006 by U.S. nuclear weapons experts, North Korean officials told Siegfried S. Hecker that North Korea "needs the deterrent; otherwise it can't defend its sovereignty," adding that North Korea would "not use nuclear weapons first, nor give them to terrorists like al Qaeda." The North Korean official went on tell Hecker that, "We make these expensive weapons to defend our right to survive."

South Korean Proliferation Answers

South won’t prolif because they know it will block unification
Kang Choi, (Prof., American Studies, Institute of Foreign Affairs, Seoul), THE LONG SHADOW: NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND SECURITY IN 21ST CENTURY ASIA, 2008, 395.

Some policy elites, including political leaders, express the view that South Korea's possession of nuclear weapons would protect it from North Korea and ensure its survival for the time being. But a nuclear weapon program would ultimately become a major obstacle to reunification. Hence, no South Korean political leader is likely to consider the nuclear option seriously.

Empirically, North’s nuclear program does not cause South Korean prolif
Kang Choi, (Prof., American Studies, Institute of Foreign Affairs, Seoul), THE LONG SHADOW: NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND SECURITY IN 21ST CENTURY ASIA, 2008, 373.

On October 9, 2006, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Korea) conducted a nuclear test, informing the world of its arrival on the international scene as a de facto nuclear weapon state. Despite that provocative action, the Republic of Korea (ROK or South Korea) remains committed to a nonnuclear posture. 

US off-shore deterrence now protects South Korea 

Kang Choi, (Prof., American Studies, Institute of Foreign Affairs, Seoul), THE LONG SHADOW: NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND SECURITY IN 21ST CENTURY ASIA, 2008, 392.

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.

A2: Kim is Irrational/Crazy
Kim Jong Il is rational
John Feffer, (Co-Dir., Foreign Policy in Focus, Institute for Policy Studies), ESCALATING WITH NORTH KOREA, June 25, 2009. Retrieved April 1, 2010 from http://sites.google.com/site/nzdprksociety/commentary/escalating-with-north-korea.

Myth 4: Kim Jong Il is crazy and North Korea is an unpredictable rogue state: Actually, North Korean reactions have been quite predictable and, at least within the North Korean context, rational. Pyongyang was unhappy with the course of negotiations and its relative lack of priority on Obama's to-do list. Rocket launches and nuclear tests have yielded both attention and concessions in the past, so they went with what works. And they telegraphed their moves well in advance. The leader of North Korea runs a brutal state and a mind-numbing personality cult. And North Korea's official statements often sound like the scripts from bad horror movies. But Kim Jong Il worked out shrewd deals in the past--with theClinton and Bush administrations, with the Kim Dae-Jung and Roh-Moo Hyun governments in South Korea, and even with Junichiro Koizumi in Japan back in 2002. If he's mad, there's a method in his madness. It's definitely frustrating to negotiate with North Korea. And many respected analysts have serious doubts as to whether Pyongyang will ever give up its nuclear weapons. But when we were talking seriously with North Korea, it kept its plutonium program frozen (Clinton) or began dismantling it (Bush), and its long-range missile program was still rudimentary. That beats war every time.

1NC-No North Korea-South Korea War Front-Line EXT
1.Great power wars are obsolete – cooperation is more likely than competition

Deudney and Ikenberry 09 (Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins and Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University (Daniel and John, The Myth of the Autocratic Revival :Why Liberal Democracy Will Prevail, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)
This bleak outlook is based on an exaggeration of recent developments and ignores powerful countervailing factors and forces. Indeed, contrary to what the revivalists describe, the most striking features of the contemporary international landscape are the intensification of economic globalization, thickening institutions, and shared problems of interdependence. The overall structure of the international system today is quite unlike that of the nineteenth century. Compared to older orders, the contemporary liberal-centered international order provides a set of constraints and opportunities -- of pushes and pulls -- that reduce the likelihood of severe conflict while creating strong imperatives for cooperative problem solving. Those invoking the nineteenth century as a model for the twenty-first also fail to acknowledge the extent to which war as a path to conflict resolution and great-power expansion has become largely obsolete. Most important, nuclear weapons have transformed great-power war from a routine feature of international politics into an exercise in national suicide. With all of the great powers possessing nuclear weapons and ample means to rapidly expand their deterrent forces, warfare among these states has truly become an option of last resort. The prospect of such great losses has instilled in the great powers a level of caution and restraint that effectively precludes major revisionist efforts. Furthermore, the diffusion of small arms and the near universality of nationalism have severely limited the ability of great powers to conquer and occupy territory inhabited by resisting populations (as Algeria, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and now Iraq have demonstrated). Unlike during the days of empire building in the nineteenth century, states today cannot translate great asymmetries of power into effective territorial control; at most, they can hope for loose hegemonic relationships that require them to give something in return. Also unlike in the nineteenth century, today the density of trade, investment, and production networks across international borders raises even more the costs of war. A Chinese invasion of Taiwan, to take one of the most plausible cases of a future interstate war, would pose for the Chinese communist regime daunting economic costs, both domestic and international. Taken together, these changes in the economy of violence mean that the international system is far more primed for peace than the autocratic revivalists acknowledge. The autocratic revival thesis neglects other key features of the international system as well. In the nineteenth century, rising states faced an international environment in which they could reasonably expect to translate their growing clout into geopolitical changes that would benefit themselves. But in the twenty-first century, the status quo is much more difficult to overturn. Simple comparisons between China and the United States with regard to aggregate economic size and capability do not reflect the fact that the United States does not stand alone but rather is the head of a coalition of liberal capitalist states in Europe and East Asia whose aggregate assets far exceed those of China or even of a coalition of autocratic states. Moreover, potentially revisionist autocratic states, most notably China and Russia, are already substantial players and stakeholders in an ensemble of global institutions that make up the status quo, not least the UN Security Council (in which they have permanent seats and veto power). Many other global institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, are configured in such a way that rising states can increase their voice only by buying into the institutions. The pathway to modernity for rising states is not outside and against the status quo but rather inside and through the flexible and accommodating institutions of the liberal international order. The fact that these autocracies are capitalist has profound implications for the nature of their international interests that point toward integration and accommodation in the future. The domestic viability of these regimes hinges on their ability to sustain high economic growth rates, which in turn is crucially dependent on international trade and investment; today's autocracies may be illiberal, but they remain fundamentally dependent on a liberal international capitalist system. It is not surprising that China made major domestic changes in order to join the WTO or that Russia is seeking to do so now. The dependence of autocratic capitalist states on foreign trade and investment means that they have a fundamental interest in maintaining an open, rule-based economic system. (Although these autocratic states do pursue bilateral trade and investment deals, particularly in energy and raw materials, this does not obviate their more basic dependence on and commitment to the WTO order.) In the case of China, because of its extensive dependence on industrial exports, the WTO may act as a vital bulwark against protectionist tendencies in importing states. Given their position in this system, which so serves their interests, the autocratic states are unlikely to become champions of an alternative global or regional economic order, let alone spoilers intent on seriously damaging the existing one. The prospects for revisionist behavior on the part of the capitalist autocracies are further reduced by the large and growing social networks across international borders. Not only have these states joined the world economy, but their people -- particularly upwardly mobile and educated elites -- have increasingly joined the world community. In large and growing numbers, citizens of autocratic capitalist states are participating in a sprawling array of transnational educational, business, and avocational networks. As individuals are socialized into the values and orientations of these networks, stark "us versus them" cleavages become more difficult to generate and sustain. As the Harvard political scientist Alastair Iain Johnston has argued, China's ruling elite has also been socialized, as its foreign policy establishment has internalized the norms and practices of the international 

diplomatic community. China, far from cultivating causes for territorial dispute with its neighbors, has instead sought to resolve numerous historically inherited border conflicts, acting like a satisfied status quo state. These social and diplomatic processes and developments suggest that there are strong tendencies toward normalization operating here. Finally, there is an emerging set of global problems stemming from industrialism and economic 

globalization that will create common interests across states regardless of regime type. Autocratic China is as dependent on imported oil as are democratic Europe, India, Japan, and the United States, suggesting an alignment of interests against petroleum-exporting autocracies, such as Iran and Russia. These states share a common interest in price stability and supply security that could form the basis for a revitalization of the International Energy Agency, the consumer association created during the oil turmoil of the 1970s. The emergence of global warming and climate change as significant problems also suggests possibilities for alignments and cooperative ventures cutting across the autocratic-democratic divide. Like the United States, China is not only a major contributor to greenhouse gas accumulation but also likely to be a major victim of climate-induced desertification and coastal flooding. Its rapid industrialization and consequent pollution means that China, like other developed countries, will increasingly need to import technologies and innovative solutions for environmental management. Resource scarcity and environmental deterioration pose global threats that no state will be able to solve alone, thus placing a further premium on political integration and cooperative institution building. Analogies between the nineteenth century and the twenty-first are based on a severe mischaracterization of the actual conditions of the new era. The declining utility of war, the thickening of international transactions and institutions, and emerging resource and environmental interdependencies together undercut scenarios of international conflict and instability based on autocratic-democratic rivalry and autocratic revisionism. In fact, the conditions of the twenty-first century point to the renewed value of international integration and cooperation. 

1NC-No North Korea-South Korea War Front-Line EXT
 2. 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.
1NC-No North Korea-South Korea War Front-Line EXT/3

 3.War won’t escalate – China and Russia won’t back North Korea
Bandow ‘08 - 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.
4. War with North Korea unlikely—outmatched and internal problems  
Associated Press ‘09 (“Korean Armies Face Off But Repeat of War Unlikely”, 7/15/09, http://www.suntimes.com/news/world/1666899,korean-armies-war-unlikely-071509.article)

North Korea's barrage of missile tests and a recent underground nuclear blast have unnerved many South Koreans. Yet for all the scaremongering on the Korean peninsula, an all-out attack by either side is unlikely.Six decades ago, communist North Korea caught South Korea and its American allies off guard with an invasion that sent more than 180,000 troops and 240 Soviet-made tanks storming across the frontier, setting off a war that devastated the Korean peninsula.Such a surprise attack wouldn't be easy today: Tens of thousands of South Korean troops stand guard along the 154-mile (248-kilometer) border, the world's most fortified. Watchposts and barbed wire line roads heading south, and huge blocks of concrete are ready to be dropped to obstruct the advancement of communist tanks.
South Korea's 650,000 forces are bolstered by 28,500 American troops in the country. The U.S. also has F-16 jets and A-10 attack aircraft in South Korea, while its F-16s in Japan could reach North Korea in an hour."I'm sure that the North Koreans know very well that they cannot win," said Yang Moo-jin, a professor at Seoul's University of North Korean Studies.
He and other analysts say it's more likely North Korea's recent missile and nuclear tests are aimed at mustering domestic support for ailing leader Kim Jong Il as he reportedly prepares to name his youngest son as his successor."North Korea has many internal problems now: Kim's uncertain health problem, the power succession matter and the country's economic trouble," Yang said. "Given all these, the North is not in a situation to start a war."

No North Korean War
No North Korean war—neither side wants war and diplomatic efforts solve
Thompson 09  Pulitzer prize-winning journalist (Mark Thompson, “Could the U.S. be drawn into a New Korean War?”, Time, 6/10/09, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1903717,00.html)
Despite the rising tensions, however, a number of factors militate against a new chapter being opened in the Korean War. South Korea, backed by the U.S., doesn't want war, because the North has some 13,000 artillery tubes aimed at Seoul and the more than 10 million South Koreans living within 30 miles of the DMZ. North Korea, backed by China, doesn't want war because if it comes, it all but guarantees the collapse of Kim's regime, which is also the family business. (See pictures of the rise of Kim Jong Il. Washington has made clear that it wants to solve this latest flare-up via diplomatic channels. "Our focus is now and has been and likely will continue to be
on coming up with diplomatic and economic pressures that will persuade the North to abandon its pursuit of nuclear weapons and the platforms to deliver them," Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell said June 8. And if that fails? "We all need to be prudent about our planning for defensive measures." That suggests neither Washington nor Seoul is going to take preemptive military action. 
5. Prolif inevitable and empirically doesn’t cause war

Wallerstein 04 (Immanuel Wallerstein, Sociology Professor, SUNY – Binghamton, 2/2/04, The Nation, accessed http://www.binghamton.edu/fbc/iwnation.htm

Nuclear proliferation is inevitable--and it's not necessarily bad. In 1945, the United States was the only nuclear power. Today there are at least eight such powers, and many others are on the road to getting there. Going from one to eight did not lead to nuclear war, and it's not more likely that going from eight to twenty-five will do so. Indeed, one could make the case that it will reduce the likelihood of nuclear wars. To be sure, if the great powers could arrange very large reductions in nuclear stockpiles, this would be a plus all around. But the "middle powers" of the world are simply not going to accept having zero weapons while the United States has thousands. Knocking one's head against a stone wall has never been an intelligent or useful policy. The United States should stop doing it. The worst of all policies is to say that the existing nuclear powers can remain at their present or ever greater strength and no one else can join them.
US sanctions curtail nuclear proliferation – BDA and empirics prove 

 IHS, 9 (Jane’s Islamic Affairs Analyst, “Punitive Power – Combating Proliferation with power”, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/opedsPDFs/4a325bf78855f.pdf)  

In 2005, the US began taking actions to ag​gressively combat financing \\'MD prolifera​tion. That year, in response to a recommenda​tion by the Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism (also known as the WMD Commission), then presi​dent George W Bush issued Executive Order 13382, which granted the US Department of the Treasury the same powers to target WMD proliferators as those used against terrorist fin​anciers. This executive order has been central to US counter-proliferation measures, and has been used to target Iranian, North Korean, Syr​ian and Chinese entities allegedly involved in WMD-related activities. The watershed in US attempts to shut down the financing of WMD proliferation took place in September 2005, when the US Treasury an​nounced a proposed rule against Macau-based Banco Delta Asia (BDA). Issued under Section 311 of the US Patriot Act, the proposal cited BDA as of "primary money laundering con​cern" for its facilitation of North Korea's illicit activities over a period of more than 20 years. The impact of this action was immediately evident, as 24 financial institutions reportedly reduced or cut their ties with BDA, even before the US Treasury finalised the measure. While the Macanese government was not legally re-quired to take action, it placed the bank into receivership and froze approximately USD24 million in North Korean funds. Stuart Levey. US Treasury official, declared the impact of the BDA action as "more powerful than many thought possible", and former US Treasury general counsel David Aufhauser described the measure as "literallv strangling North Korea's access to the financial marketplace". Despite the relatively small amount of mon​ey at stake, the North Koreans reacted strongly, refusing to return to the six-part}' talks until the issue was resolved. Pyongyang eventu​ally resumed the talks once the money was re​turned in January 2007, clearing the way for a preliminary agreement to dismantle its nuclear programme. The impact of the BDA action gave US officials cause for optimism that such measures could be successfully targeted against Iran to curtail its nuclear activities. In tact, US officials hoped the BDA case would send a strong mes​sage to Iran in particular. One senior admin​istration official was quoted in the New York Times on 3 July 2007 as saying: "You can be sure that other countries like Iran will be draw​ing lessons from North Korea. What Banco Delta Asia demonstrates is that once you find yourself in this tar pit, it is almost impossible to extract yourself. That has huge implications for banks we have targeted in Iran.
No troop withdrawals now
Obama is a strong commander-in-chief. No troop withdrawals now.   

Guardiano 10 - Writer and analyst who focuses on political, military, and public-policy issues. [John R. Guardiano “Obama's Defense Budget,” The American Spectator, 2.4.10 @ 6:07AM, pg. http://spectator.org/archives/2010/02/04/obamas-defense-budget]

Historical perspective and contextual understanding also are required. Obama, remember, inherited two wars, an omnipresent terror threat, and the greatest military in the history of the world. So it is not surprising that as president, and as commander-in-chief, he hasn't simply and recklessly dismantled and disarmed the U.S. military. 

Yet, that seems to be the ridiculous and ahistorical standard against which the media judge the president. And, of course, given this standard (or grading curve), the president looks like a stellar performer and a strong commander-in-chief. 
Give Obama credit for not being reckless; he is not. If he were reckless, then he would have foolishly and precipitously withdrawn troops from Iraq and Afghanistan. Obama, however, has not done that; in fact, quite the opposite: He has sent tens upon thousands of more troops to Afghanistan and is adhering, essentially, to the Bush administration's deliberative, conditions-based plan for troop withdrawals from Iraq. 

The president recognizes that a sudden and precipitous withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan would be an unmitigated national security disaster for the United States. 
Deterrence Brink
Deterrence is on the brink. Reassurance is key.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. ix)

Extended deterrence in the U.S.-Japan alliance is under pressure because it is more complicated than before (thanks largely to missile proliferation, China’s expansion of air and sea power, and nuclear modernization in the region), and this challenge comes at a time when America’s and Japan’s security priorities are diverging. For decades, extended deterrence was thought of in simple terms, characterized by robust U.S. security commitments to its allies overseas and underwritten predominately by the provision of a nuclear umbrella to deter war with the Soviet bloc. The U.S. commitment to counter the Soviet threat was largely unquestioned in Tokyo, and the details about how deterrence worked mattered little. Today, deterrence is still a primary concern for defense planners, but there is less consensus regarding exactly who is to be deterred and how. U.S. deterrence doctrine has become muddled, as some emphasize the role of defenses, some push for bigger and better conventional options or seek more assertive alliance partners, and others talk about deterrence tailored to fit different situations. It is time to bring clarity to this important subject, not by simplifying the policy but by realigning priorities and deepening Japan’s understanding of the policy. U.S. verbal assurances to Japan will continue to be useful, but increasingly a more concrete and common understanding about how deterrence functions in East Asia will also be necessary. The United States is deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in supporting extended deterrence, which is acceptable provided Washington works proactively with Tokyo to shore up the multiple other components of deterrence (strong political and economic relations, conventional air and sea power, missile defenses, intelligence sharing, and scenario-based planning involving military, diplomatic, and economic cooperation). Deterrence has always been about more than just the nuclear umbrella, but this fact is often overlooked, given the power and symbolism of those weapons. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic and security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation.

Deterrence Credible Now
Deterrence is credible now. Even if some US drawdown has occurred troops in key regions like Korea are still sufficient to assuage allied fears. That’s Layne.

Extended deterrence is strong now. Forward deployed troops key.

Russell ’10  (James, Co-Dir. – Center for Contemporary Conflict at Naval Postgraduate School, Former Advisor to the Sec. Def. on Persian Gulf strategy, PhD Candidate in War Studies – King’s College U. London, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf”, 1-5, http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297)

Her formulation reflects a firm historic grounding in the time-honored Cold War concepts of extended deterrence and security assurances, both of which have served as vitally important tools of American statecraft since the dawn of the nuclear age.[15] Extended deterrence is the threat to use force, including nuclear weapons, against an adversary that threatens an ally. As noted by political scientist Paul Huth: “The objective of extended deterrence is to protect other countries and territories from attack, as opposed to preventing a direct attack on one’s own national territory.”[16] Security assurances are the means through which the actor drawing upon extended deterrence conveys the commitment to an ally’s security. Each of these concepts is critically contingent on the credibility of the actor extending the deterrent umbrella and the security guarantees, which may or may not involve the specific commitment of nuclear weapons.[17] To be effective, the actor receiving these assurances and the antagonist threatening action must be convinced that the security provider is prepared to follow through on its conveyed commitments.[18]  The linked concepts of extended deterrence and security guarantees are nothing new to American security strategy.[19] During the Cold War, the United States’ commitment to defend Europe became operationalized through a series of extended deterrent commitments that included the basing of nuclear weapons in Europe that could have been used in the event of a Soviet attack. In Europe, the United States and its NATO allies eventually constructed a “seamless” web of conventional and nuclear capabilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Soviet invasion.[20]  More recently, United States clearly still believes that the concept has great relevance in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean nuclear and missile tests during the last several years, senior U.S. officials quickly and routinely fan out to South Korea and Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitment to their security.[21] A main target of these efforts is to forestall the possibility that either South Korea or Japan will reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapons. Japan in particular has a robust nuclear infrastructure and is now widely considered to be a “latent” nuclear power that could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, the United States today routinely acts as if extended deterrence and security assurances together constitute active, ongoing and useful tools in managing its regional security relationships in the Gulf. Secretary Clinton’s recent remarks only represent the latest evidence that this is the case. In May 2006, for example, the Bush Administration embarked on a much ballyhooed “Gulf Security Dialogue” that sought to re-invigorate U.S. security relationships with the six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The initiative was presented as part of a consultative process to focus attention on building regional self defense capabilities; consulting on regional security issues like the Iran nuclear program and fallout of Iran’s struggle against Sunni extremists; the U.S. invasion of Iraq; counter-proliferation; counter-terrorism and internal security; and critical infrastructure protection.[22] The dialogue came as the Bush Administration proposed billions of dollars in new arms sales to Israel and its Gulf partners that included precision guided munitions such as the Joint Defense Attack Munition and the Advanced Medium Range Air to Air Missile.  The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapter of an active and ongoing practice of reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, and, in the case of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and the assurances made by President Roosevelt to the Saudi leader, King Abdul Aziz al-Saud. The United States has worked assiduously to operationalize conventionally-oriented extended deterrence commitments and security guarantees in the Gulf. As noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrence is not a hands-off strategy. It cannot be created from a distance through a submarine capability in the Persian Gulf or a troop deployment in another country such as Iraq. It is a real, tangible, physical commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies and adversaries.”[23] The United States has indeed worked hard at this in the Gulf largely through its ever-efficient military bureaucracies.  In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, the United States actively sought and concluded a series of bilateral security agreements with each of the Gulf States that became operationlized under something called defense cooperation agreements, or DCAs. These commitments between the United States and the regional signatories contained a number of critical elements: (1) that the United States and the host nation should jointly respond to external threats when each party deemed necessary; (2) permitted access to host nation military facilities by U.S. military personnel; (3) permitted the pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment in the host nation as agreed by the parties; (4) and status of forces provisions which addressed the legal status of deployed U.S. military personnel. The United States today has agreements with all the Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subject to similar bilateral security commitments conveyed in a variety of different forums. Under these agreements, the United States and the host nation annually convene meetings to review regional threats and developments in their security partnerships. One of the principal purposes of these meetings is for both sides to reassure the other side of their continued commitment to the security relationship. In short, this process operationalizes the conveyance of security guarantees in ways that reflect the principles in the DCAs.  Using this Cold War-era template, the United States built an integrated system of regional 
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Security in the 1990s that saw it: (1) preposition three brigades worth of military equipment in the Gulf in Qatar, Kuwait and afloat with the Maritime Pre-positioning ships program; (2) build host nation military capabilities through exercises, training and arms sales; and, (3) build out a physical basing infrastructure that continues its expansion today. Each of the Central Command’s major service components today have forward headquarters in the region today spread between Arifjan in Kuwait, Al Udied Air Base in Qatar and the 5th Fleet Naval Headquarters in Manama. After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the United States further added to this infrastructure with bases in Iraq and a space at Al Dhafra Air Base in the United Arab Emirates used by the Air Force for ISR missions.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, there is a substantial basing infrastructure with significant numbers of forward deployed U.S. military personnel. The major difference in Northeast Asia is that a hostile actor (North 
Korea) has already achieved a nuclear capability while in the Gulf, Iran may aspire to achieve North Korea’s nuclear status. In Northeast Asia, the nuclear component of U.S. extended deterrence and security guarantees is palpable, whereas in the Gulf it is more implicit, or existential.  Conventional and Nuclear Deterrence (Russell continues…)

The build out of the U.S. military infrastructure points around the region provide the hosting states with tangible evidence of the credibility of the American military commitment to their security. The military footprint today in the Gulf is no “trip-wire” force, but is engaged in tangible military operations, such as the multi-national maritime security operations conducted in the Gulf and the Arabian Sea by the combined task force command operating out of the 5th Fleet Headquarters in Manama.  Since the British withdrawal from the Gulf in the early 1970s, the United States has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to deploy its conventional forces to the region in response to regional instability. Starting with Operation Earnest Will in 1988, the United States slowly but inexorably inserted itself into the role played by the British for over a century as protecting the Gulf States from external threats. Following Operation Desert Storm, the United States kept sufficient forces in theater to enforce the United Nations’ cease fire resolutions on a recalcitrant Saddam. Last, but not least, it flowed significant forces and absorbed the monetary costs of toppling Saddam and providing a protective conventional force that can be readily called upon by the Iraq regime if needed. Given this history it is difficult to see how any state could doubt the credibility of the United States’ commitments to use its conventional forces as an instrument of regional defense.  This history suggests an overwhelming emphasis on the role of conventional force in operationalizing American security guarantees and extended deterrent commitments. In the Gulf—unlike Northeast Asia—the role of nuclear weapons has never been explicitly spelled out and has very much remained in the background. However, while reference to nuclear weapons might remain unstated, the reality is that they are explicitly committed to defend American forces whenever the commander-in-chief might deem it necessary. The entire (and substantial) American military regional footprint operates under a quite explicit nuclear umbrella—headlines or no headlines. If a nuclear umbrella is indeed draped over America’s forward deployed Gulf presence, it’s hard not to see how that umbrella is similarly draped over the states that are hosting those forces. The only problem with Secretary Clinton’s recent statements is that she seems unaware of this fact, i.e., the United States already maintains a nuclear umbrella backed by nuclear weapons in the region.

A drawdown signals weakness. Enemies will respond to his weakness 

Morris 09 - Former political adviser to Sen. Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and President Bill Clinton [Dick Morris, “Obama's Weakness Issue,” RealClearPolitics, June 24, 2009, pg. http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/06/24/obamas_weakness_issue_97145.html] 
If foreign policy issues actually involve war and the commitment of troops, they can be politically potent. But otherwise, the impact of international affairs on presidential image is largely metaphoric. Since foreign policy is the only area in which the president can govern virtually alone, it provides a window on his personality and use of power that domestic policy cannot.
When President Clinton, for example, dithered as Bosnia burned, he acquired a reputation for weakness that dragged down his ratings. It was only after he moved decisively to bomb and then disarm the Serbs that he shed his image of weakness. It took President H.W. Bush's invasion of Iraq to set to rest concerns that he was a "wimp." Jimmy Carter never recovered from the lasting damage to his reputation that his inability to stand up to Iran during the hostage crisis precipitated.

So now, as North Korea defies international sanctions and sends arms to Myanmar and Iran slaughters its citizens in the streets, President Obama looks helpless and hapless. He comes across as not having a clue how to handle the crises.

And, as North Korea prepares to launch a missile on a Hail Mary pass aimed at Hawaii, the Democrats slash 19 missile interceptors from the Defense Department budget.

The transparent appeasement of Iran's government -- and its obvious lack of reciprocation -- make Obama look ridiculous. Long after the mullahs have suppressed what limited democracy they once allowed, Obama's image problems will persist.

While Americans generally applaud Obama's outreach to the Muslims of the world and think highly of his Cairo speech, they are very dissatisfied with his inadequate efforts to stop Iran from developing -- and North Korea from using -- nuclear weapons. Clearly, his policies toward these two nations are a weak spot in his reputation.

His failure to stand up to either aggressor is of a piece with his virtual surrender in the war on terror. Documented in our new book, "Catastrophe," we show how he has disarmed the United States and simply elected to stop battling against terrorists, freeing them from Guantanamo as he empowers them with every manner of constitutional protection.

Obviously, the Iranian democracy demonstrators will not fare any better than their Chinese brethren did in Tiananmen Square. But the damage their brutal suppression will do to the Iranian government is going to be huge. The ayatollahs of Tehran have always sold themselves to the world's Islamic faithful as the ultimate theocracy, marrying traditional Muslim values with the needs of modern governance. But now, in the wake of the bloodshed, they are revealed as nothing more than military dictators. All the romance is gone, just as it faded in the wake of the tanks in Budapest and Prague. All that remains is power.

China, of course, fared better after Tiananmen because of its economic miracle. But Iran has no such future on its horizon. The loss of prestige in the Arab world and the end of the pretense of government with popular support will cost Iran dearly.

In the meantime, Obama's pathetic performance vis-a-vis Iran and North Korea cannot but send a message to all of America's enemies that the president of the United States does not believe in using power. That he is a wimp and they can get away with whatever they want. A dangerous reputation, indeed.

Military Power is key

Military power key to credible threats against North Korea and China

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, JMP)

The president also will pronounce a nuclear North Korea "unacceptable" to the U.S. He will pontificate about the need for more attentiveness to South East Asia. The problem is that without the military power to back up America's diplomatic goals, these policy proclamations will increasingly ring hollow. America's allies know it. And, even worse, China and North Korea know it.
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, JMP)

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?

Deterrence Impacts
There are multiple scenarios 

Peters 08 – Former Foreign Area Officer, in the  Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence. [Ralph Peters (Retired United States Army Lieutenant Colonel. Currently is a reporter who fouses on politics in troubled countries), “AMERICA THE WEAK: US RISKS TURMOIL UNDER PREZ O,” Last Updated: 4:51 AM, New York Post, October 20, 2008, pg. http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_GS5vnNwCO6UjfBPf3uobyM.]

IF Sen. Barack Obama is elected president, our republic will survive, but our international strategy and some of our allies may not. His first year in office would conjure globe-spanning challenges as our enemies piled on to exploit his weakness. 

Add in Sen. Joe Biden - with his track record of calling every major foreign-policy crisis wrong for 35 years - as vice president and de facto secretary of State, and we'd face a formula for strategic disaster. 

Where would the avalanche of confrontations come from? 

* Al Qaeda. Pandering to his extreme base, Obama has projected an image of being soft on terror. Toss in his promise to abandon Iraq, and you can be sure that al Qaeda will pull out all the stops to kill as many Americans as possible - in Iraq, Afghanistan and, if they can, here at home - hoping that America will throw away the victories our troops bought with their blood. 

* Pakistan. As this nuclear-armed country of 170 million anti-American Muslims grows more fragile by the day, the save-the-Taliban elements in the Pakistani intelligence services and body politic will avoid taking serious action against "their" terrorists (while theatrically annoying Taliban elements they can't control). The Pakistanis think Obama would lose Afghanistan - and they believe they can reap the subsequent whirlwind. 

* Iran. Got nukes? If the Iranians are as far along with their nuclear program as some reports insist, expect a mushroom cloud above an Iranian test range next year. Even without nukes, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad would try the new administration's temper in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf. 

* Israel. In the Middle East, Obama's election would be read as the end of staunch US support for Israel. Backed by Syria and Iran, Hezbollah would provoke another, far-bloodier war with Israel. Lebanon would disintegrate. 

* Saudi Arabia. Post-9/11 attention to poisonous Saudi proselytizing forced the kingdom to be more discreet in fomenting terrorism and religious hatred abroad. Convinced that Obama will be more "tolerant" toward militant Islam, the Saudis would redouble their funding of bigotry and butchery-for-Allah - in the US, too. 

* Russia. Got Ukraine? Not for long, slabiye Amerikantsi. Russia's new czar, Vladimir Putin, intends to gobble Ukraine next year, assured that NATO will be divided and the US can be derided. Aided by the treasonous Kiev politico Yulia Timoshenko - a patriot when it suited her ambition, but now a Russian collaborator - the Kremlin is set to reclaim the most important state it still regards as its property. Overall, 2009 may see the starkest repression of freedom since Stalin seized Eastern Europe. 

* Georgia. Our Georgian allies should dust off their Russian dictionaries. 

* Venezuela. Hugo Chavez will intensify the rape of his country's hemorrhaging democracy and, despite any drop in oil revenue, he'll do all he can to export his megalomaniacal version of gun-barrel socialism. He'll seek a hug-for-the-cameras meet with President Obama as early as possible. 

* Bolivia. Chavez client President Evo Morales could order his military to seize control of his country's dissident eastern provinces, whose citizens resist his repression, extortion and semi-literate Leninism. President Obama would do nothing as yet another democracy toppled and bled. 

* North Korea. North Korea will expect a much more generous deal from the West for annulling its pursuit of nuclear weapons. And it will regard an Obama administration as a green light to cheat. 

* NATO. The brave young democracies of Central and Eastern Europe will be gravely discouraged, while the appeasers in Western Europe will again have the upper hand. Putin will be allowed to do what he wants. 

Japan-South Korea Relations High
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. 

Japan/South Korea relations are high now even with current instability between North and South Korea 

Olsen,81(Edward A. Olsen (B.A., University of California, Los Angeles; M.A., University of California, Berkeley; Ph.D., American University) is Adjunct Professor of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. He has served in the U.S. Department of State as Japan-South Korea analyst and has published articles on U.S-Asian affairs in American and Asian journals. Dr. Olsen is also author of Japan: Economic Growth, Resource Scarcity, and Environmental Constraints (1978).)
Japanese leaders of all political stripes regularly urge continued diplomatic efforts to prevent armed conflict and create an international atmosphere in which Korea might be reunified through mutual understanding. However, they do not expect peaceful reunification. In fact, the Japanese prefer the status quo of a divided Korea because it inherently weakens what otherwise could be a formidable Asian power. What the Japanese do not want under any circumstances is a war in Korea that might involve Japan directly or indirectly. Japan sees the possibility that North Korea’s Kim I1 Sung may seek to achieve unilateral unification by force as the greatest threat to stability in Northeast Asia. The Japanese clearly hope that normalization of U.S.-China relations may lead to superpower backing for improved North-South Korea relations.
Democratic Peace Studies Flawed
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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