Middle East conflict won’t escalate
Maloney 7 (Suzanne, Senior Fellow – Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Steve Cook, Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations, and Ray Takeyh, Fellow – Council for Foreign Relations, “Why the Iraq War Won’t Engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune, 6-28, http://www.brookings.edu/views/op-ed/maloney20070629.htm)

[bookmark: _GoBack]Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq.  The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, [and] could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq.  Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict.  Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries.  In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom.  Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight.

Korea war inevitable – it will obliterate the North Korean regime and reunify Korea under Southern control
Brady 10  OpEd writer, B.A. in Political Science (Kyle, “The Two Imminent Wars,” December 12, http://is.gd/iCPoQ)

Korea is a similar story, in overview, with similar players. North Korea and South Korea have had an uneasy understanding between them since the end of the Korean War, but no-one expected that to last forever – the recent attacks on South Korea by Kim Jong-Il’s regime were inevitable. The difference between the present and past skirmishes, however, is that South Korea no longer seems willing to passively engage North Korea after being attacked: post-attack, the South Korean Defense Minister resigned, new and aggressive “engagement policies” were created, and the existential rhetoric ratcheted up quite a few notches. A major problem in this conflict is that while no-one fears North Korea in a military or political sense, the fact is that they may have a nuclear weapon, however unsophisticated.
It may not occur by the end of the year, but it appears a war between North and South Korea is inevitable, which would destroy the North Korean regime and result in reunification of the artificially divided countries. Similar to Israel, South Korea would have a devastating military advantage, but their international support will be dependent upon the details of the moment: the United States, and others, are unlikely to support an open attack on North Korea, but if it’s a response to an actual attack, the support becomes more conditional. Since China is a nominal ally of North Korea, standing opposite the United States, and Russia has a presence in the region, this war becomes a game of extreme politics. Japan, through their so-called Defense Force, would support the actions of South Korea, as they are just as threatened by Kim Jong-Il – the United States is an ally of both nations, and the direct involvement of the US could result in Chinese reactionary support of North Korea.
The worst case scenario is a disastrous World War: China, Russia, and North Korea against the United States, Japan, and South Korea, with other nations strewn about. Excepting the will of the Koreas, this is a situation that is likely to be avoided at nearly all cost, for the obvious reasons. More realistically is a fast, devastating air-and-sea war conducted by South Korea and Japan against the North, with the vocal, but nominally military, support of the United States – both China and Russia would denounce the war, and would post forces on their respective Korean borders, but not enter the war. The only way American forces could hold a large participatory role in this war would be with the explicit agreement of China and Russia to not become involved, which, based on recent revelations, may be not only possible, but freely offered.
The Israel-Iran and Korean wars will share the same qualities of shortened length, complex American support, and inevitability, but they differ in one key area: casualties. Israel will pay close attention to minimalizing casualties, if only for PR reasons, and therefore the damage will be mostly military and structural in nature. North Korean casualties, however, will be massive: all military and government institutions will be obliterated, with unavoidable civilian casualties, and the attacks will cause the destruction of the entire core infrastructure of a nation. All of this is assuming that no nuclear weapons are used by Israel, Iran, North Korea, or South Korea – this may or may not be a logical assumption.

War is inevitable –

a. Rising tensions, no hotline, provocations, and ambiguity
Wood 11 – Chief Military Correspondent (David, February, “Can U.S., China, North and South Korea Control Military Crises?” http://www.politicsdaily.com/2011/01/16/can-u-s-china-north-and-south-korea-control-military-crises/)

In the intense pressure of crisis, when combat forces are poised to strike, national pride is at stake, and seconds count, who really controls the growing military power of China or North Korea?
With armed confrontations and rising tensions in North Asia, the question is taking on new urgency, including Defense Secretary Robert Gates' public warning that within five years North Korea will be able to strike the United States with long-range missiles.
North Korea has cut off its end of the crisis hotline with South Korea and has engaged in a series of armed attacks against the South, which is now pledging to push back. No one really knows exactly who has his finger on the launch button in North Korea.
And in China, there is new evidencezv that the civilian leaders may not know what their own military is up to, even as the Peoples Liberation Army pushes to acquire high-tech weapons and engages in aggressive territorial disputes.
So, when the inevitable crisis threatens to spiral out of control in the western Pacific and President Obama picks up the phone, whom does he call?

b. South Korean retal
Chosunilbo 11 (03/02, “Respond Swiftly and Strongly to N.Korean Attacks, Soldiers Told,” http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2011/03/02/2011030201199.html)

Defense Minister Kim Kwan-jin inspected frontline troops on Tuesday and ordered soldiers with the 1st Infantry Command Corps to respond first to the North Korean provocations and report up the chain of command later. The corps is in charge of defending the Imjin River area, which is a key target of potential North Korean artillery attacks, the inter-Korean Gyeongui Railroad and entry road into the Kaesong Industrial Complex.
Kim's instructions were apparently meant as a warning to North Korea against provoking the South.
◆ No Dithering
Top brass have ordered frontline commanders repeatedly not to hesitate and to act immediately if they are attacked by North Korea. But in every emergency the frontline commanders wasted valuable response time by customarily waiting for orders from higher-ups.
When North Korea shelled Yeonpyeong Island in November last year, it took 13 minutes for South Korean forces to return fire. Military officers said they responded immediately based on the decision of the commanding officer at the scene, but there was considerable controversy whether the "respond first, report later" policy was obeyed. Kim, who was appointed as the new defense minister after the attack on Yeonpyeong, has stressed the policy.
Kim told troops on Tuesday to prepare a systematic response to North Korean attacks. The North has deployed 170 mm self-propelled howitzers and 240 mm multiple rocket launchers along the western part of the border. It takes between six to 14 minutes for our troops to return fire on the source of a North Korean artillery attack and immobilize it. Officers believe that is not enough time for frontline commanders to report the situation up the chain of command and wait for orders.
◆ Swift, Stern Response
"It requires both foresight and constant discussion to gauge all the different types of North Korean provocation," Kim said. He authorized troops to respond strongly if the North launches attacks against the South and let it suffer three to four times the damage it inflicted. A swift and stern response by frontline troops will determine whether further provocations are suppressed early on or will lead to an escalated conflict, he added.
Kim also visited a rocket launcher unit under the First Infantry Command Corps. Each multiple launch rocket system is armed with 12 rounds of 227 mm rockets that can hit targets 30 km away. A round can devastate an area the size of one or two soccer fields. But critics say an escalation is inevitable if South Korea uses its MLRS against the North.

c. No deterrence
Parry 10  The Vancouver Sun (Chris, “Game theory: When starting a war saves lives,” December 23, http://communities.canada.com/vancouversun/blogs/geekingout/archive/2010/12/23/north-korea-vs-south-korea-the-exception-to-the-prisoner-s-dilemma.aspx)
EDITED FOR GENDERED LANGUAGE

Game theory thinking says, eventually, Israel and Palestine will figure out that there's no victory in eternal war, because they are, at heart, not insane. In the Korean situation, that's not the case, and it's why war between the two sides is inevitable.
North Korea will always run to the knife, betting that the knifeholder will throw it down and run away before North Korea gets to [them]. South Korea knows that, and was okay with it as long as the North didn't have the nuke. But now it's a better than fair bet that they do, so the rules change. Since mutual cooperation can't happen, the advantage goes to the side that attacks first.

We’ll win the war and collapse the North – logistical constraints and no escalation

Gilbert ‘4 	(5/3/04, David, Lieutenant Colonel in U.S. Army, “Korea 50 Years Later: Why Are We Still There?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA424189&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

North Korea does however, possess a conventional military that is fully capable of launching an attack against South Korea. Even if North Korea does not use or sell a nuclear device it can still threaten the stability of the region with these conventional forces. Based on an intelligence estimate, this conventional first strike capability would most likely result in initial success as Seoul would be temporarily overrun or by passed. However, the logistical constraints of war would preclude the North Korean Armies from continuing the attack. Meanwhile the Combined Forces Command/United Nations Command operating under United States lead would launch a successful counterattack that would liberate Seoul and continue to drive north. This scenario, or one very similar, is the most likely course of events. The North realizes it would not win and that is probably the primary reason it remains north of the DMZ and continues to arm itself against an attack. Because it can no longer count on China or Russia to provide the nuclear umbrella, North Korea must become self-reliant. China, which continues to reach out to the world as they experiment with capitalist economics, becoming South Korea’s largest importer in 2003, is keenly interested in resolving this crisis, but not on the side of North Korea. Russia also continues to distance itself from North Korea; supporting the United States on economic issues and military intervention.17 

We’d win in a month using only conventional weapons

York ‘3 	(Geofrey York, “North Korea next to hear US war drum,” August 7, http://www.notinourname.net/war/nkorea-7aug03.htm) 

Former CIA director James Woolsey, a Pentagon adviser and close ally of Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, gave the most explicit glimpse into the thinking of U.S. military planners this week when he revealed the details of a possible plan of attack against North Korea. The plan would include 4,000 daily air strikes against North Korean targets, the deployment of cruise missiles and stealth aircraft to destroy the Yongbyon nuclear plant and other nuclear facilities, the stationing of U.S. Marine forces off the coasts of North Korea to threaten a land attack on Pyongyang, the deployment of two additional U.S. Army divisions to bolster South Korean troops in a land offensive against North Korea, and the call-up of National Guard and Reserve units to replace U.S. combat forces that are currently bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan. "Massive air power is the key to being able both to destroy Yongbyon and to protect South Korea from attack by missile or artillery," Mr. Woolsey wrote this week in the Wall Street Journal in an article co-written by retired U.S. Air Force Lieutenant-General Thomas McInerney. "We believe the use of air power in such a war would be swifter and more devastating than it was in Iraq," the article said. "We judge that the U.S. and South Korea could defeat North Korea decisively in 30 to 60 days with such a strategy."

North Korea is developing ICBMs to strike the U.S. within 5 years
Gearan 11  chief diplomatic correspondent for The Associated Press (Anne, 01/11, “North Korea Will Pose Direct Threat To U.S.” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/01/11/robert-gates-north-korea-threat_n_807222.html)

BEIJING — North Korea's development of nuclear weapons and long-range missiles poses a direct threat to the United States, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Tuesday, a blunt assessment of the risk posed by an erratic dictatorship that considers the U.S. its foremost enemy.
North Korea will have a limited ability to deliver a weapon to U.S. shores within five years using intercontinental ballistic missiles, Gates predicted. North Korea has threatened to test such missiles, and has already conducted underground nuclear tests that prove it has manufactured at least rudimentary nuclear weapons.
"With the North Koreans' continuing development of nuclear weapons and their development of intercontinental ballistic missiles, North Korea is becoming a direct threat to the United States, and we have to take that into account," Gates said.

The impact is nuclear war
Mistry 3 – assistant professor of political science at the University of Cincinnati (Dinshaw, “Containing missile proliferation”, Google Books, pages 9-12, WEA)

Thus the missile threat is real (hundreds of short- and medium-range missiles can strike states in Europe and Asia), but its most dangerous aspect (the proliferation of ICBMs) is still limited. The threat could either expand or remain limited in the coming years: it would increase significantly if regional powers obtain foreign technical assistance to build greater quantities of more powerful missiles; it could be limited if foreign technical assistance remains embargoed and political initiatives and institutional barriers restrain target missile programs. The Strategic Consequences of Missile Proliferation Ballistic missiles are particularly deadly nuclear delivery systems and terror weapons because they cover distances of hundreds to thousands of kilometers in a matter of minutes, and are hard to defend against. Missile attacks and deployments therefore have serious strategic, political, and military consequences. On strategic grounds, missile proliferation undermines the nuclear, biological, and chemical nonproliferation regimes. Ballistic missiles enable states (and nonstate actors and terrorist groups) to quickly deliver weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) to distant regions, thereby exacerbating the WMD threat and weakening the nonproliferation regime. Conversely, halting missile proliferation mitigates the WMD threat, strengthens the nonproliferation regime, and enhances international security.  Missile attacks are a significant military threat to armed forces, international peacekeeping forces, and civilian populations. Missiles have been used in several international and civil conflicts: Germany fired thousands of missiles against London and Antwerp in World War II; Iraq launched hundreds of missiles against Iran and several dozen at Israel and Saudi Arabia; Afghan groups fired hundreds of missiles in their civil war, and missiles were used on a smaller scale in other conflicts. The military impact of missiles in these conflicts should not be exaggerated, because missiles are not very accurate, most missiles did not hit any significant targets, and they did not result in mass fatalities. Yet the occasional missile caused dozens, even hundreds, of casualties. In the Gulf War, a Scud strike on an American military barracks caused 28 fatalities, which was the largest number of allied fatalities in a single engagement Another Scud landed some 300 meters from cargo and oil facilities and would have caused high casualties if it had hit these targets. Missiles can be even more deadly against civilian populations; in World War II, a V-2 strike on Antwerp's Rex cinema caused 270 fatalities. Moreover, the above examples involved missiles with conventional warheads. A WMD missile attack would be far more catastrophic. Missile activity has destabilizing political consequences in both wartime and peacetime. Missile strikes that terrorize a target population and increase pressures on political leaders to retaliate can considerably escalate conflicts. In the Gulf War, Iraq's missile strikes against Israel could have had a very serious political impact. The Coalition might have fractured as Arab states left it if Israel had retaliated against Iraq. Further, ballistic missiles escalated tensions in the prewar phase (because of Iraq's declared policy of threatening Israel), widened the war's parameters once the fighting began, and diverted significant air power and special force resources away from other military tasks. Even when they are not used in wars, missile deployments and tests exacerbate interstate tensions. Three examples illustrate this point. First, Soviet missile deployments in Cuba provoked the 1962 missile crisis that brought the two superpowers to the brink of a nuclear exchange. Second, Chinese missile tests off Taiwan in 1995 and 1996 led to a tense standoff between the United States and China, and two U.S. naval battle groups were sent to the Taiwan Strait Third, North Korea's August 1998 rocket test over Japan terrorized Japan's population. Tokyo demanded an apology and explanation from Pyongyang and sus- pended its economic aid. North Korea responded harshly, declaring "Japan's behavior is ridiculous," adding, "We warn Japan to ... act with discretion and renounce its anachronistic hostile policy."8  Missile proliferation can also increase the likelihood of interstate conflict in the long term. International conflict studies suggest that neighboring states are more likely to fight wars with each other, and that proximity correlates positively with conflict.9 Ballistic missiles can quickly strike distant states and thereby bring distant states "closer" to each other, which (especially if deterrence stability cannot be attained) could increase interstate tensions and the likelihood of regional conflict. Moreover, missile deployments can be provocative in a region where nuclear weapons are vulnerable to a preemptive strike. Missiles then under- mine the stability of deterrence.

North Korea will detonate nukes in outer space
Rupee News 10 (“Pakistani Nukes: Youm e Takbir defiantly screams œDont Mess with us,” May 28, Lexis) Crowe

œOur military first policy calls for an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, retaliation for retaliation, ultra-hardline for hardline, war for war, total war for total war, nuclear war for nuclear war. “ Kim Jong-il 
TOKYO “ A little-noted fact about the second nuclear test conducted on May 25 by the Kim Jong-il administration of the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK) is that it was a highly successful fission trigger test for multi-megaton warheads.
These types of warheads can be detonated in outer space, far above the United States, evaporating its key targets.

That causes WMD wars
Mitchell 1  member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region (Gordon, “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous,” The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Vol. 25, No. 1, Winter, pages 97-98, www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to Bowman, “even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage—even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!”67 In the same laser technology touted by President Reagan as the quintessential tool of peace, David Langford sees one of the most wicked offensive weapons ever conceived: “One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people.”68 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to a space weapon attack would escalate by retaliating with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.  

North Korea will sell nukes to everyone

Houdek 10 (Alesh, “What to do about North Korea,” December 9, http://buildingsandfood.com/what-to-do-about-north-korea)

Revelations came recently from the Wikileaks cable dump that North Korea has been selling nuclear weapons to Iran (oh, right, and long-range missiles to deliver the nukes to, say, western Europe), which should come as a shock to exactly nobody — they’ve previously been found to be selling nuclear material to Syria. The only question is to whom is North Korea not selling nuclear materials. Why not Hamas or Al-Qaeda? According to the ISIS, North Korea has at least 9 nuclear weapons and is not slowing down with its enrichment programs.

Proliferation leads to a global nuclear war.

Taylor 6 	[Theodore B., Chairman of NOVA. July 6 2006, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” http://wwwee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html] 

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed. Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

Taking over North Korea key to secure against terrorism

Carter & Perry ‘6 	(Ashton B. Professor of Science and International Affairs at Harvard, ** AND William J., Professor at Stanford and former Secretary of Defense, “The Case for a Preemptive Strike on North Korea's Missiles,” July 8, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1211527,00.html) 

For the U.S., the risk of inaction will prove far greater. The Pyongyang regime will view its stockpile of missiles and nuclear material as tipping the regional balance in its favor and providing a shield behind which it can pursue its interests with impunity. Worse, North Korea has a long history of selling its advanced weapons to countries in the Middle East, and it operates a black market in other forms of contraband. Like Pakistan's rogue nuclear engineer A.Q. Khan, North Korean officials might be tempted to sell the ingredients of their arsenal to terrorists. Finally, many expect North Korea's failed economy to lead one day to the regime's collapse. Who then might get its loose nukes?

Terrorism leads to extinction

Speice ‘6 	(Patrick F.  Jr., JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” February 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427]

Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

Nuclear North Korea collapses US hegemony, causes widespread proliferation and nuclear war

Wu ‘5 	(Junfei, Lecturer in International Relations at Renmin University of China, “Chinese Approach to North Korea Nuclear Crisis,” June 2, http://www.turkishweekly.net/comments.php?id=1257)

Will the Americans become more clearly conscious of the Chinese approach toward North Korea? The author is very pessimistic. To the US North Korea will open Pandora’s box and further the proliferation of mass destruction weapons among anti-America nations and even Islam terrorists, which will greatly weaken the US dominance in international affairs if not its territorial security. The US hegemony might end up in the hands of renegade rulers like Kim Jong Il. To prevent this happen the US needs to be more flexible over Taiwan, so that China will play a more constructive role in North Korea nuclear problem. Nevertheless the US grand strategy to restrain if not contain China makes it difficult to let go of Taiwan, therefore a real productive collaboration between China and the US over North Korea is still unlikely, at least for the time being. 

Korea war inevitable – the North will lose and collapse now, but delay risks worse wars in the future
Prepper News 10 (Accessed March 2011, “North Korea is not MAD, They’re Suicidal,” http://www.knifeden.com/north_korea_suicidal.html)
 
With North Korea’s recent artillery attack on the November 23rd, 2010 on the Southern Korean island of Yeonpyeong the US and it’s allies have entered into a new cold war type of standoff with guns drawn and safeties off. The biggest threat difference between the US vs. Russia cold war and US vs. North Korea is that the Russians respected MAD (Matually Assured Destruction), North Korean leadership has proven it does not. For this reason North Korea is psychologically able and willing to charge at a machine gun with the military equivalent of a sword. North Korean’s would call it an honourable military death for their country and dear leader like the Japanese Kamikaze in WWII, but to those on the other side it’s a desperate act of suicide. 
In a not too alternate universe, South Korea and the US would have responded in a much stronger military manner to the November 23rd invasion which would have surely escalated into a full scale war.  Japan would also have had to respond due to North Korea’s previous threats to attack it’s country which would have resulted in a full scale regional war.
With North Korea’s numerically superior suicidal troops charging into the South over land and tunnel complexes, it would be arrogant to think the US and South Korean military could stop them with conventional arms. The US would be able to take out North Korea’s nuclear weapons and manufacturing facilities within the first few minutes of  the war as they’re surely pre-targeted already, but they could not target tens of thousands of brainwashed North Korean troops rampaging through forests and border towns and charging through mine fields so others could get through like a swarm of ants. 
The US and South Korea would have to use unconventional nuclear, biological and chemical weapons to prevent tens of thousands of North Korean troops swarming into South Korea and killing tens of thousands of citizens. 
With North Korean artillery within striking distance of Seoul, the US and it’s allies have no choice but to follow the old and true Marine mantra, “Strike First, Strike Hard”. 
Unfortunately, the Western world needs to prepare for an inevitable Korean War that’s in the best interest off humanity that it happens now, rather than in the future when North Korea has developed longer range nuclear carrying missiles. North Korea will never surrender even if they’re attacked with nuclear weapons, as they clearly weighed that option and attacked South Korea anyway's.
