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South Korea Rearm 1NC (Option 1)

1. U.S military presence means South Korea won’t militarize now.

Bruce Bennett 2010, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “S. Korea’s Military Capability ‘Inadequate’”, Chosun Ilbo, 1-29, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/01/29/2010012900705.html, 7/1/2010)

An American academic says South Korea's military capabilities are inadequate to handle a North Korean invasion or other North Korean military action or regime collapse there. In an article entitled "Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks," Bruce Bennett, a senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation, said South Korea could face a crisis if it fails to enhance its military capabilities through modernization of equipment and personnel capable of using and maintaining it. He cited South Korea's outdated weapons, inadequate military budget, and reduced conscription period as the rationale for his claim. Many major South Korean weapon systems "are very old, such as M48 tanks and F-5 aircraft originally designed and produced three decades or more ago," he said. By contrast, "the U.S. military spends some 16 times as much as the [South Korean] military on equipment acquisition each year despite the U.S. forces having only twice as many personnel. U.S. military research and development spending is some 50 times" South Korean spending each year. 
2. US pull out causes South Korean prolif

Patrick J. Buchanan, senior advisor to three Presidents, columnist, political analyst for MSNBC, chairman of The American Cause foundation and an editor of The American Conservative, Patrick J. Buchanan; right from the beginning(blog), 10/10/2006,  http://buchanan.org/blog/pjb-an-asian-nuclear-arms-race-134
For over a decade, this writer has argued for a withdrawal of all U.S. forces from South Korea — because the Cold War was over, the Soviet Union had broken up and there was no longer any vital U.S. interest on the peninsula. And because South Korea, with twice the population of the North, an economy 40 times as large and access to U.S. weapons generations ahead of North Korea’s 1950s arsenal, should defend herself. If we leave now, however, Seoul will take it as a signal that we are abandoning her to face a nuclear-armed North.  South Korea will have little choice but to begin a crash program to build her own nuclear arsenal. 

3. That leads into a East Asian arms race

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division AND Sharon Squassoni. Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10/24/06, CRS Report for Congress, “North Korea’s Nuclear Test: Motivations, Implications, and U.S. Options”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33709.pdf
Many regional experts fear that the nuclear test will stimulate an arms race in the region. Geopolitical instability could prompt Northeast Asian states with the ability to develop nuclear weapons relatively quickly to move forward, creating a cascading effect on other powers in the region. One scenario envisioned would start with a Japanese decision to develop a nuclear weapons program in the face of a clear and present danger from North Korea. South Korea, still wary of Tokyo’s intentions based on Japan’s imperial past, could follow suit and develop its own nuclear weapons program. If neighboring states appear to be developing nuclear weapons without drawing punishment from the international community, Taiwan may choose to do the same to counter the threat from mainland China. In turn, this could prompt China to increase its own arsenal, which could have impact on further development of programs in South Asia. Alternatively, South Korea could “go nuclear” first, stimulating a similar chain of reactions. Most nonproliferation experts believe that Japan, using existing but safeguarded stocks of plutonium, could quickly manufacture a nuclear arsenal. South Korea and Taiwan would take longer, although there is evidence of past experiments with plutonium processing for both countries.24 
4. East Asian arms race will cause extinction.

Ogura & Oh ’97 [Toshimaru Ogura and Ingyu Oh are professors of economics, April, “Nuclear clouds over the Korean peninsula and Japan,” 1997Accessed July 10, 2008 via Lexis-Nexis (Monthly Review)]

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
South Korea Rearm 1NC (Option 2)

1. US credibility is crucial to South Korean nonproliferation
Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 547

Why specifically did leaders in Seoul and Taipei forego weapons programs? 42 How important was Washington’s role in fomenting rollback? Not surprisingly, the experts identified U.S. security guarantees and foreign pressure as overwhelmingly important factors influencing rollback decisionmaking in both Taiwan and South Korea. With the latter, the U.S. security guarantee was overwhelmingly important. Notably, with Taiwan, foreign pressure was the overwhelming factor, the U.S. security guarantee taking second place. This outcome probably reflects the changing status of the U.S. security guarantee for Taiwan during its rollback experience. Three other factors*impediment to development, net loss of security, and international standing*were either influential or very influential in both cases. Most of the other factors were of limited or negligible influence. These outcomes drive home the importance of the United States in both Taiwan’s and South Korea’s rollback decisionmaking. In Seoul and Taipei, which have both long received U.S. assistance and protection, nuclear decisionmaking has been closely tied to perceptions of and confidence in their security relationships with Washington. The United States used carrots and sticks to convince these allies to forego nuclear weapons. In the case of South Korea, the United States appeared to explicitly link its security guarantee to Seoul’s decision to do so. In both cases, Washington stated that if Taipei and Seoul developed nuclear weapons, then the United States would revoke all its military, political, and economic aid. Based on the amount of economic aid and levels of trade those countries received via the United States, substantial economic pressure could have hamstrung their economies. Of particular sensitivity in both countries was the U.S. threat to end or curtail support for their civilian nuclear industries*support deemed critical for improved energy independence. Consequently, both countries slowed and eventually terminated weapons programs after robust applications of foreign pressure.
2. Policy shift from deterrence will cause South Korean nuclearization. 

Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 550

Finally, what might induce South Korea and Taiwan to again pursue nuclear weapons? While today, the commitment of South Korea and Taiwan to nonproliferation seems strong, recent events in North Korea could cause them to reexamine their nuclear status. Further, the record of rollback in these states emphasizes the fact that nuclear rollback is a process, not an outcome or state of being*success in the past by no means assures success in the future. Rollback in South Korea and Taiwan is not ‘‘over’’*intent could change rapidly with little warning, sending these countries back into the ‘‘danger zone.’’ Moreover, for Seoul and Taipei, Washington is at the center of this rollback process. Perceived shifts in U.S. policy triggered increased interest in nuclear weapons in both Taiwan and South Korea. American intelligence and international monitoring were essential to exposing covert nuclear weapons activities, and U.S. pressure and security assurances were the overwhelming factors influencing rollback of these nuclear programs. Sustained U.S. attention, including close intelligence monitoring, will be essential to preserving success, especially in the face of ongoing technology creep. Failure to maintain attention might invite an era in which the long-feared scenario of ‘‘nuclear dominoes’’* when one state’s decision to reconsider the role of nuclear weapons in its national security calculus sets off a cascade of such decisions in other states*ultimately comes to pass.

3. South Korean prolif leads to Taiwanese prolif

Santaro Rey, staff writer at the Asia Times, 5/27/2009, “World powerless to stop North Korea,” Asia Times, 5/27/2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html
But the bigger reason is that a nuclear South Korea might encourage Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons for fear of being left behind in the nuclear race. For China, a nuclear Taiwan would be intolerable, for it would make it easier for the island to declare independence from the mainland without fear of retribution if the Taiwanese people's desire arose. Finally, China would be especially concerned about a nuclear Japan, since Tokyo is Beijing's most formidable geopolitical rival in East Asia and a potential check on its self-proclaimed peaceful rise. 

4. Taiwanese proliferation sparks China Taiwan war

The Straits Times, 6/25/2000, lexis, “No one gains in war over Taiwan” 

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 civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Annaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
Internal Link Extensions

South Korean prolif will usher in a nuclear era

Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 539

The decisions to abandon the pursuit of nuclear weapons by South Korea and Taiwan represent two of the most important cases of nuclear rollback during the Cold War. The cases differ in significant ways: While Taiwan’s rollback emphasized capability reductions, South Korea’s nuclear rollback mainly reflected changes in intent. One similarity was that despite their precarious security environment, both reversed their nuclear programs in the face of tremendous U.S. pressure. The United States is likely to remain central to these states’ future nuclear narratives to ensure that they do not restart their programs. Changes in the threat environment, shifts in relations with the United States, or the belief that no one is watching could produce worrisome policy shifts in Seoul and Taipei. Several key questions for examination include: Why did they suspend their nuclear weapons programs? What specific pressures influenced rollback? How important was Washington in the process? How significant were the reversals? What could induce them to restart the programs? Understanding Seoul’s and Taipei’s decision-making is crucial to understanding rollback writ large. Failure to do so may invite an era in which the long-feared ‘‘nuclear dominoes’’ may fall.
South Korea can proliferate quickily

Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 540

While the nuclear weapons ambitions of both South Korea and Taiwan have lain dormant upwards of two decades, rollback in these two countries is not simply a matter for the history books. Both countries’ commitment to nonproliferation appears strong, but vigilance is in order. Either country could restart its program relatively quickly, and shifts in capability or intent to develop nuclear weapons could escape detection. The history of rollback in these two countries emphasizes the central role of the United States, both in motivating these countries to pursue nuclear weapons as a hedge against a perceived weakening of American commitment to their security, as well as in pressuring them to forego pursuit of these weapons. The United States is likely to remain central to the future nuclear narrative of these states, whether through actively monitoring and tracking any changes in their nuclear aspirations; maintaining strong, stable, and predictable security commitments; or remaining engaged with these allies as they wrestle with the security challenges, most notably North Korea, that dominate the region. 

South Korea has nuclear capabilities
Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 542

Today, South Korea has a technically advanced nuclear power industry. The ROK’s explosive economic and industrial growth over the past 30 years has made it one of the most developed states in the world. It maintains a highly advanced civilian nuclear power industry and research capabilities, with 20 nuclear reactors producing almost 17,000 megawatts electric (MWe); over the next decade, eight more reactors producing an additional 9,200 MWe will come online.22 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. 

Internal Link Extensions

Popular vote proves S. Korea wants nuclear weapons

WMD Insights(“SOUTH KOREAN OPINION POLLS: MAJORITY FAVORS NUCLEAR WEAPONS; 1980s GENERATION QUESTIONS U.S. TIES” WMD Insights http://www.wmdinsights.com/I1/EA1_SouthKoreanOpinion.htm Dec 2005 / Jan 2006 Issue)
A majority of South Koreans surveyed believes that having a strong military is essential to survival– and a majority perceives nuclear weapons can provide that military strength, according to a recent poll. [1]  Of the 1,038 South Korean adults surveyed, 72.7 percent of the respondents agreed with the statement that “a strong military is necessary to survive in international relations.” Furthermore, 66.5 percent agreed that South Korea should possess nuclear weapons, a significant increase from the roughly 51 percent who expressed a similar view in a poll taken in September 2004. [1, 2]  The new poll, sponsored by the Joongang Ilbo (a major South Korean daily) and the East Asia Institute (EAI), was conducted between August 31 and September 16, 2005, and released in October 2005. The survey had a margin of error of plus or minus 3 percent. [1]  Previously, a survey of 300 retired South Korean generals conducted by the Korea Institute for National Unification (KINU) in 1999 revealed that 39 percent of this sample believed that a unified Korea “must have nuclear weapons,” while 57 percent believed a unified Korea should “have the capability to rapidly manufacture” nuclear weapons. 

South Korea has nuclear ambitions

Daniel A. Pinkston  (Director of The East Asia Nonproliferation Project at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies in Monterey, California. He has a doctorate in international affairs from the University of California, San Diego, and a master's degree in Korean studies from Yonsei University in Seoul. “South Korea's Nuclear Experiments”CNS  http://cns.miis.edu/stories/041109.htm November 9, 2004)
South Korea's experiments to extract plutonium in 1982 and to enrich uranium in 2000 do not indicate a present and dedicated effort to develop nuclear weapons. However, the experiments could have broad implications given South Korea's past nuclear weapons development program and the ongoing efforts to thwart North Korea's nuclear ambitions. South Korea has an extensive nuclear energy infrastructure, and South Korean officials have long expressed an interest in establishing an independent fuel cycle capability. South Korean officials have claimed these experiments were the result of "scientific curiosity" or part of plans to localize the production of nuclear fuel.[2]  However, these experiments do have applications for weapons development, and there are still questions about past activities that appear to have more direct weapons applications. This report provides information on the nuclear experiments and the linkages to South Korea's desire to establish an independent fuel cycle capability. This desire has had serious implications because South Korea had a nuclear weapons program in the past, and suspicions could derail nonproliferation efforts targeted at North Korea and elsewhere.

Link Extentions

US deterrence key to stop South Korean prolif

Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133hersman.pdf, pg. 547

While Taiwan’s rollback experience emphasized capability reductions, South Korea’s nuclear rollback largely reflected changes in intent. Unlike Taiwan, South Korea’s impetus for nuclear weapons stemmed less from changes in its immediate security environment than from changes in U.S. security commitments to the peninsula. For Seoul, nuclear weapons were considered a major bargaining chip with Washington and a counterweight to repeated threats of U.S. troop withdrawal. In this case, rollback activities focused more on engaging nonproliferation norms through the NPT, utilizing IAEA safeguards to ensure transparency of South Korea’s nuclear activities, and exchanging diplomatic assurances between the two governments regarding their commitments to mutual security and nonproliferation. 

Lack of confidence is key to check prolif

Elizabeth Bakanic et al, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, January 2008, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt”, http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf

3. Manage tensions with Japan and South Korea to ensure that U.S. alliances with and assurances to them remain robust. Perceptions that U.S. alliances with Japan and South Korea are strong contribute to the credibility of U.S. security assurances, including extended deterrence. Conversely, a lack of confidence in these alliances raises the risk that Japan and South Korea might pursue nuclear weapons. To allay Japanese concerns about neglect, the United States should look for both substantive and symbolic opportunities to demonstrate that Japan remains a key U.S. partner. It should also commit to resolving the abductee issue in the context of the Six Party Talks. To allay South Korean fears of U.S. disengagement, the United States should be prepared to revisit discussion of the timetable for transferring wartime operational control of South Korean forces, should the new South Korean administration so request.

Impacts

In position where South Korea is seen as weak North Korea will attack first to get the upper hand

# However, that was then, this is now; the current situation has several features that make it highly dangerous compared with the early 1990s: # First, obviously, North Korea is now officially a nuclear-weapons state (even if certain parties that should know better still refuse to acknowledge this). # Second, rampant anti-American sentiment in South Korea has eviscerated the ROK army's will to fight, making it dangerously vulnerable to a DPRK attack (this assertion will be controversial, but it is based on firsthand accounts from US Forces Korea - USFK- soldiers who train with ROK soldiers). # Third, the US is overextended in Iraq and, partly because of this, has been withdrawing forces from South Korea. # Fourth, of course, the US has been openly advocating regime change in the North, and Pyongyang leader Kim Jong-Il no doubt fears that he might be next on the list after Iraq's Saddam Hussein.  All these factors may tempt North Korea to attack the South in the belief that, if war is inevitable, they might as well get the advantage of striking first. In support of this notion, DPRK officials have explicitly said, during meetings with US officials, that "we aren't going to let you do a buildup" (referring to the first Gulf War). More shocking, North Korea's war strategy, as revealed by the high-level defector Hwang Jeong-yeop [2], is not merely to overrun the South so rapidly that reinforcement would become impossible, as is commonly believed. Rather, the DPRK's strategy is to prevent reinforcement from ever taking place by threatening to use nuclear weapons against Japan, should the US intervene (this very possibility is a major, though little-understood reason why relations between Tokyo and Pyongyang have been so frigid of late). For the DPRK, such a threat is now reasonably credible, and will become more so as the reliability of the North's missile forces improves over time. In the event of war, the North would stage a massive conventional attack, and prevent (it believes) US reinforcement of the peninsula, or use of nuclear weapons, by means of the aforementioned threat.  Would the US bow to nuclear blackmail and allow North Korea to annex the South? This is doubtful, but then, president Gerald R Ford had the forces available - on paper - to reverse North Vietnam's conventional invasion of South Vietnam in 1975, but did not use them, due to a rational calculation that the benefits of intervention were not worth the costs (political and otherwise). The North Koreans may well be making an analogous calculation today, and drawing the dangerous conclusion that an attack could succeed. If the cost to the US of sending conventional forces back into South Vietnam was too high, what about the cost of losing Los Angeles and San Francisco? Bear in mind that the missile defense system authorized by Bush is not yet operational. 

AT: Iraq kills credibility

South Korea still has confidence in the US despite issues in Iraq

Phillip C. Saunders, a senior research professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies in Washington, D.C., March 2007, “The United States and East Asia after Iraq”, Volume 49, Issue 1, 0g. 141~152, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a773448643&fulltext=713240928

However, sceptical views of the US global role are balanced by more positive impressions of US power and of the US role in solving problems in Asia. The Chicago poll indicates that the United States is still viewed as the most influential country in Asia and that majorities in China, India and South Korea view the United States as playing a 'very positive' or 'somewhat positive' role in resolving key problems in Asia.7 The poll findings suggest that the Iraq War has had a modest negative effect on the US position in Asia, but that the impact has been stronger in Muslim countries. 

AT: Uniqueness Extensions

US troops key to security credibility in South Korea

Kathleen J. McInnis, coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, 2005, “Extended Deterrence:

The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v028/28.3mcinnis.html#authbio
In the Asian theater, extended deterrence has been effective, and the United States possesses some decent options for ensuring its effectiveness in the future. The long-standing commitment of the United States to the survival of democratic states in the region, reinforced by security treaties with Japan and South Korea, has created a great deal of U.S. political credibility in the region. This political credibility, combined with U.S. military capabilities, [End Page 169] could be employed to deter the North Korean threat and assure U.S. allies in the region, thereby reducing the chance that they will respond to Pyongyang by building their own nuclear weapons program. The U.S. political commitment to its allies in Asia has been and remains robust, bolstered by the U.S. troop presence in Japan and South Korea for the past 50 years. This remains true despite the drawdown of U.S. forces in the Asian theater. Furthermore, should allies begin to doubt U.S. nuclear assurances, steps can be taken to reinforce the policy's credibility. As such, despite the major challenges presented by Pyongyang's nuclear declaration in February 2005, it is reasonably likely that East Asian allies will continue to choose to rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella well into the future rather than set off a regional nuclear domino effect.
US troops are essential for security guarantee

ERIC V. LARSON Et al, Ph.D. and M.Phil. in policy analysis, Pardee RAND Graduate School; A.B. in political science, University of Michigan, March 2004, “Ambivalent Allies?“A Study of South Korean Attitudes Toward the U.S.”, The RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2005/RAND_TR141.pdf

The influences on assessments of the importance of U.S. forces are somewhat more straightforward. As we described in Figure 4.3 and in our discussion of the modeling, the importance of U.S. forces to Korean security is generally tied to beliefs about threats and needed responses, which include consideration of the nature of the threat from the north and the prospects for peaceful reunification, the nature of the North-South military balance, and the credibility of U.S. security guarantees.32 More generally, we would expect—and indeed, as the data in Tables 3.2 through 3.4 suggested—that consideration of other long-term regional threats (e.g., from China, Japan, or Russia) and responses also could play an important role in judgments about the future importance of U.S. forces. 

***Compensation DA***

Korean war would escalate, US backs South, China backs North

Paul Wachter (writes for The New York Times Magazine, The Atlantic and The Nation. He lives in New York. “What Would a Korean War Look Like? 4 Predictions” http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/what-would-a-korean-war-look-like-4-predictions/19491485 May 27, 2010)
A North Korean Attack: Though war would be catastrophic for both countries, South Korea would suffer the most in the first days of a full-scale conflict. Its capital of Seoul lies just 50 miles south of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) -- as big a misnomer as you will find, since the area is one of the most heavily militarized areas on the planet. On this de facto border, North Korea has amassed about 13,000 artillery pieces, rockets, missiles and other ordnance that can reach Seoul in a matter of minutes. Seoul, a city of 1 million, could be flattened; also at risk are the 28,500 American troops stationed in the country. Additionally, North Korea could release its dams and flood much of the South, writes Christopher Hitchens. There's also its 1.2 million-member army to consider. And were North Korea to deploy nuclear and chemical weapons, the devastation would be much much worse.  South Korea's Response: South Korea is far from defenseless, however. It has a standing army of more than 500,000 and nearly 10 times that in trained reservists. It has twice the population of the North and is a First-World economic power with huge industrial capacity, while North Korea is an economic backwater where much of the population is malnourished. In any protracted conflict, these would be huge advantages. What's more, the DMZ is heavily mined, and the border area is hilly (even mountainous along the East Coast) and offers natural defensive positions.  International Actors: Alliances haven't changed much in 50 years. The U.S. backs South Korea, while China supports the North. Neither country would likely remain neutral in a Korean war, but it's unclear how involved they would be -- unless North Korea employed nuclear weapons, which would almost certainly trigger an immediate U.S. response. Since 1978, the U.S. has pledged to protect South Korea from a nuclear threat from the North. "Under the extended nuclear deterrence pledge, the U.S. military would use some of its tactical nuclear weapons, such as B-61 nuclear bombs carried by B-2/52 bombers and F-15E, F-16 and F/A-18 fighters, as well as Tomahawk cruise missiles launched from nuclear-powered submarines, to strike North Korea's nuclear facilities in retaliation for any such attack on the South," military experts told The Korea Times. China will not support North Korean nuclear aggression, though it's unlikely to sit by idly if American and South Korean forces take over the North. Meanwhile, the main U.S. tensions with China will remain over Taiwan, which could exacerbate if Taiwan used the distraction of a Korean conflict to declare independence.

Link – Nuke guarantee

South Korea wants US to affirm a nuclear guarantee in the instance of a troop withdraw

CHUNG MIN LEE  (Yonsei University  Seoul, Korea  A View from Asia: The North Korean Missile  Threat and Missile Defense in the Context of  South Korea’s Changing National Security Debate  2005).

 U.S. restatements of a nuclear guarantee, like those in the SCM communiqués and the  U.S.-ROK Joint Vision, reassure the protected ally by reinforcing the U.S. commitment.  The circumstances and purpose behind a statement reaffirming the guarantee will  determine the way it is worded, how it is conveyed, and by whom.  Statements can be  designed to deter, assure, or both.  They can be public or private.  And they can be  made by the president, a cabinet officer, or lower-ranking official.  While they can be  general, as in President Obama’s Prague speech (“[a]s long as [nuclear] weapons exist,  the United States will maintain [an] effective arsenal to deter any adversary, and  guarantee that defense to our allies”),35 they are likely to have the greatest effect when  made for a specific ally, as in the Joint Vision.  (Of the Joint Vision statement, South  Korean President Lee said, “President Obama has reaffirmed [the] firm commitment to  ensuring the security of South Korea through extended deterrence, which includes the  nuclear umbrella, and this has given the South Korean people a greater sense of  security,” a reaction the Prague pledge unsurprisingly did not evoke.)36  The role that  official statements play in the assurance of allies was highlighted by an assistant  secretary of state during visits to Seoul and Tokyo in July 2009:  “there is a deep  reflection and recognition that underscoring the importance of an extended deterrence is  a clear and enduring mission of the United States, particularly in Asia.  And so you’re  going to find that almost every senior interlocutor, in his or her meetings with the  Japanese or Korean counterparts, underscores the importance of extended deterrence,  in the Asian context. Some might dismiss reiterations of the nuclear guarantee to the ROK as little more than diplomatic boilerplate.  Such a view misreads reality.  Allies, not others, decide what  assures, that is, what promises, policies, plans, capabilities, or actions give confidence in  U.S. commitments.  And the evidence is unambiguous that the South Koreans want  clear, authoritative, and repeated statements of the U.S. nuclear guarantee.  After the  first North Korean nuclear test, for example, it was Seoul that pressed for the insertion of  “extended deterrence” in the 2006 SCM communiqué as a way of emphasizing the  protection of the nuclear umbrella.38  Following the second test by Pyongyang, Seoul  likewise insisted that President Obama endorse the nuclear guarantee with the U.S.ROK Joint Vision.39  “Strong reaffirmation of the U.S. extended deterrence commitment,”  two South Korean defense analysts observe, “has raised South Korea’s confidence in its  security and strengthened the U.S. position when dealing with North Korea.”   

SK will get a say in withdrawal
South Korea will be key in deciding withdrawal and negotiations

Alon Levkowitz (Ph.D. Studies: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. M.A. Thesis: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Language Studies: Korean language course at the Academy of Korean Studies. (Korea) B.A.: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun? International Relations of the Asia-Pacific” 2008 8(2):131-148; doi:10.1093/irap/lcn004 Lim R. Time for U.S. to leave Korea. The Japan Times (2005) 24(November).

It seems that South Korean reactions will be more crucial than ever in deciding what kind of dynamics will evolve around the next withdrawal proposal.  For now, judging from its reaction to the sixth withdrawal plan, South Korea  has not overcome the same traditional obstacles that caused it to resist all previous withdrawals. More than ﬁve decades after the Korean War, Seoul was still  afraid that a gradual and partial withdrawal necessarily means the beginning of  a complete withdrawal, with all its psychological impact and interpretation as a  quick, thoughtless, and risky abandonment. The military balance considerations  and fears have not changed either. Seoul is still concerned that Pyongyang will  misinterpret the ‘security gap’ that a quick withdrawal will create between the  two Koreas. This was potentially the best time for the ROK to seize the  moment and increase its independence as President Roh suggested, but its reaction to the sixth withdrawal demonstrates that South Korea, particularly its  military establishment, does not yet believe in its independence ability.  Is this a justiﬁed reaction? Can the South Korean military forces defend the  ROK without the presence of the US forces? Scholars like Doug Bandow,  Robin Lim, and others have often raised the question of whether the presence  of US forces in Korea is still necessary (Bandow, 1989; Lim, 2005). There is  no ofﬁcial open debate on this subject, as South Korean Foreign Minister  Song Min-Soon said at the beginning of 2007:  The U.S. forces in Korea will maintain their presence on the Korean  Peninsula even after a peace regime is established, and continue to carry out  a role that would serve new security needs in Northeast Asia. (AFP, 2007)   
Internal Link US will say yes

If South Korea asks for compensation the US will say yes, empirically proven

Hwang Doo (“U.S. to Deploy Patriot Missiles in S. Korea After Troop Pullout” Nationwide International News, May 18, 2004 Tuesday)
The United States will deploy a number of Patriot anti-aircraft missiles in South Korea in the coming year to compensate for any vacuum from the redeployment of a brigade of the United States Forces Korea (USFK) to Iraq, a senior government official said Tuesday.  The remark came one day after U.S. President George W. Bush called President Roh Moo-hyun to reconfirm Washington's commitment to defend South Korea following the proposed relocation of the USFK brigade to the Middle Eastern nation.  "The United States will deploy a number of Patriot missiles here by the first half of next year," the official said. "The United States will also deploy strategic bombers in Guam and enhance its air defense capabilities in the region that covers the Korean Peninsula."   The official predicted the brigade to be sent to Iraq in the coming months may not return to South Korea after its mission in Iraq is completed. However, he said there was a possibility of part of the brigade returning "if the situation in Iraq comes to an end earlier than expected."  "I understand the United States government has not yet made any decision on whether to allow the U.S. brigade in question to return to South Korea," he said.  The official saw the U.S. plan to move the USFK brigade to Iraq as part of the Rumsfeld Plan, according to which U.S. troops are to be globally realigned to meet the changing security environment in which state-of-the-art weaponry plays a greater role.  The U.S. is also currently having difficulty deploying its troops abroad because of the worsening situations in Iraq and Afghanistan, he said.  The official, estimating the size of the brigade to be sent to Iraq at 3,500 to 4,000 combat and noncombat troops, dismissed criticism that the U.S. troop pullout will pose a serious security threat for South Korea, which faces its archrival North Korea along the heavily-fortified Demilitarized Zone. 
Decrease in troops increases US defense of S. Korea with tactical weapons (A2)

The United States will use its missile defense network to defend South Korea against incoming missiles from North Korea under an extended deterrence pledge in case of an emergency, the chief of the U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) said. Gen. Walter Sharp, who concurrently serves as commander of the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC) and the United Nations Command (UNC), said the extended deterrence recently reaffirmed by U.S. President Barack Obama during a summit with South Korean President Lee Myung-bak in Washington, D.C. would include the provision of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons to South Korea against North Korea, reinforcement of troops on the Korean Peninsula and the missile defense scheme, the officials said. 

The United States would say yes to stationing Nuclear Weapons in S. Korea

Richard P. Cronin, (Coordinator Specialist, Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division “NORTH KOREA'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAM: U.S. POLICY OPTIONS” http://www.fas.org/spp/starwars/crs/94-470f.htm#uspolicy June 1, 1994)

The United States also could reintroduce tactical nuclear weapons into South Korea or once again place nuclear weapons on board ships of the U.S. Seventh Fleet. President Bush ordered the removal of nuclear weapons from U.S. surface ships worldwide and from South Korea in 1991. During floor action on the Foreign Relations Authorization Bill (S. 1281) on February 1, 1994, the Senate adopted a non-binding amendment introduced by Senator Charles Robb, Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs, expressing the Sense of the Senate that the President should prepare for the reintroduction of tactical nuclear weapons into South Korea.(42) Although the section was deleted in conference action, it showed congressional receptiveness to reconsidering U.S. tactical nuclear weapons policy.

Internal Link – SK wants tacts

South Korea doesn’t buy the US deterance agreement, they want tactical weapons stationed in S. Korea

LEE JONG-HEON, (UPI Correspondent “Calls for nuclear weapons in South Korea” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2009/10/21/Calls-for-nuclear-weapons-in-South-Korea/UPI-51191256130461 Oct. 21, 2009)

With the U.S. defense chief in Seoul for security talks, a group of scholars and retired military officials have called for a redeployment of tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea to counter North Korea's nuclear drive.  They also urged the United States to delay the planned transfer of wartime control of South Korean troops to Seoul beyond 2012, citing lingering threats from the North.  U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates arrived in Seoul Wednesday for the annual Security Consultative Meeting, which is focused on steps to deter military threats from North Korea.  Gates and South Korean Defense Minister Kim Tae-young were expected to use Thursday's security meeting to deliver a "grave warning" against the North's provocative behaviors, Seoul's defense officials said. North Korea conducted a second nuclear test in May following the test-launch of a long-range missile.  As the mounting threats from the North fueled a debate on the South's nuclear armament, U.S. President Barack Obama promised in June to extend his country's nuclear umbrella "wide enough to protect" the South, in the first written guarantee by a U.S. president.  But Cheon Seong-whun, a researcher at the government-run Korea Institute for National Unification, said the nuclear umbrella was "fragile" and not enough to shield South Korea from North Korea's nuclear threats. A nuclear umbrella also given to Japan by the United States in the past, he said, was a "negative security assurance" that has raised "a question of credibility."  If the United States is ready to launch a nuclear strike against the North to protect the South under the umbrella, he explained, it could face risks of retaliatory nuclear attacks on U.S. soil by the North, which is developing long-range missiles designed to carry a nuclear warhead that could hit the continental United States.  "There is doubt that the United States could protect Seoul at the risk of nuclear attacks on New York or Los Angeles," Cheon said at a recent forum in Seoul. "The United States should consider redeploying tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea to effectively deter North Korea's nuclear threats."  The United States withdrew its tactical nuclear weapons from South Korea under a 1992 inter-Korean accord to make the peninsula nuclear free. The United States has tens of thousands of troops stationed in the South as a deterrent against the North under a mutual defense treaty signed just after the 1950-53 Korean War.  Tactical nuclear weapons typically refer to short-range weapons, including land-based missiles with a range of up to 300 miles and air- and sea-launched weapons with a range of around 360 miles.  "The United States could link the plan of nuclear weapons deployment to the North's nuclear arsenal programs," Cheon said. "The United States can tell the North to dismantle its nuclear weapons by 2012 or Washington would deploy a nuclear arsenal again in the South." 

Korea wants more than nuclear detterence, they want TNWs 

Global Security Newswire (“U.S. Called on to Redeploy Nuclear Weapons in South Korea” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20091022_3758.php Thursday, Oct. 22, 2009) 
Amid fears of North Korea's nuclear-weapon efforts, an assortment of South Korean academics and former military officials recently urged the United States to consider once again fielding tactical nuclear weapons in their nation, United Press International reported (see GSN, Oct. 21).  The group also appealed to Washington to postpone past 2012 the scheduled transfer to Seoul of wartime operational command of South Korean forces.  Last June, U.S. President Barack Obama declared in writing that the United States would ensure its nuclear umbrella was "wide enough to protect" South Korea.  However, that commitment is "fragile," South Korean analyst Cheon Seong-whun said during a recent forum in Seoul. He characterized the U.S. nuclear umbrella for Japan as a "negative security assurance" that has produced "a question of credibility."  Additionally, with Pyongyang's effort to create a long-range nuclear missile capable of striking the continental United States, Washington runs the chance of opening the United States to attack if it includes South Korea in its nuclear umbrella, Cheon said.  "There is doubt that the United States could protect Seoul at the risk of nuclear attacks on New York or Los Angeles," Cheon said. "The United States should consider redeploying tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea to effectively deter North Korea's nuclear threats."  

Internal Link – SK wants tacts

US is relying on nuclear deterrence, but what is needed are tactical nuclear weapons 

Global Security Newswire (“U.S. Called on to Redeploy Nuclear Weapons in South Korea” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20091022_3758.php Thursday, Oct. 22, 2009) 
Tactical nuclear weapons are generally understood to be those with limited ranges, such as land-based missiles that can fly up to 300 miles or sea- and air-based weapons with a range of approximately 360 miles.  Under a 1992 agreement between Pyongyang and Seoul, the United States removed its tactical nuclear weapons from South Korea.  "The United States could link the plan of nuclear weapons deployment to the North's nuclear arsenal program," Cheon said. "The United States can tell the North to dismantle its nuclear weapons by 2012 or Washington would deploy a nuclear arsenal again in the South."  Seoul could weigh hosting nuclear weapons after it receives wartime command of its troops, said academic Kim Yol-su.  Ten tactical nuclear missiles in South Korea would counteract any North Korean nuclear strike danger, said a South Korean military official (Lee Jong-heon, United Press International, Oct. 21).  During his visit in Seoul today, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates reaffirmed the United States' promise to protect South Korea, Agence France-Presse reported.  "North Korea continues to pose a threat to South Korea, to the region and to others," Gates said.  "And as such, I want to reaffirm the unwavering commitment of the United States to the alliance and to the defense of the Republic of Korea (South Korea)," he said. "The United States will continue to provide extended deterrence, using the full range of military capabilities -- including the nuclear umbrella -- to ensure ROK security" (Dan De Luce, Agence France-Presse/Yahoo!News, Oct. 22). 

Military Independence

South Korea can gain military independence, but it will require US negotiations

Alon Levkowitz (Ph.D. Studies: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. M.A. Thesis: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Language Studies: Korean language course at the Academy of Korean Studies. (Korea) B.A.: Department of International Relations, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun? International Relations of the Asia-Pacific” 2008 8(2):131-148; doi:10.1093/irap/lcn004 Lim R. Time for U.S. to leave Korea. The Japan Times (2005) 24(November).
Since it is based on deterrence, it is impossible to state with certainty that  the DPRK would have deﬁnitely launched a second Korean War without the  constant presence of a signiﬁcant US force in South Korea since the end of  the Korean War. On the other hand, we can say that the ongoing strong alliance between the ROK and the United States and the lack of Russian and  Chinese support of the DPRK signiﬁcantly decreases the probability of North  Korea initiating a war, even without a US military presence in Korea, particularly since the end of the Cold War.  The analysis of South Korean reactions to past US troop withdrawals indicates that it is not based merely on objective military balance calculations but  on the dependency mentality that some of the South Korean security institutions developed throughout the years (Hamm, 2004) and public fears based  on historical memories. These ‘dependent elements’ were the main critics of  President Roh when he raised the issue of attaining more militarily independence and behind the criticism directed at him by the new President’s conservative camp and by some retired generals, stating that Korea is not yet ready  for his initiative to transfer wartime command to Korean hands (Bush, 2006).e  We should not ignore the incremental independence process that the South  Korean army has undergone in the last two decades, including upgrading its  intelligence capabilities (Willingham, 2000). But this basic and deep-routed  self-restraint and dependent attitude is probably one of the main reasons why  Korea did not prepare its military for complete independence, until now. It  must be stressed, however, that it is also due to the US interests throughout  the years, in preserving Seoul’s security dependence on Washington.
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