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**Military Exercises (BQ)**

Inherency
The aff is non-inherent—the largest military exercise in the last few years just ended without incident—ALL of their impacts are based off this particular drill

China Post 7/29/10, “South Korea, US end joint naval drills without problems”, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/asia/korea/2010/07/29/266498/South-Korea.htm {jchen}

 A full-scale US and South Korean military exercise designed to deter North Korea ended without incident Wednesday despite Pyongyang's threats of possible nuclear retaliation. The two allies, who accuse the North of a deadly submarine attack on a South Korean warship, said they staged the four-day naval and air exercise to send a "clear message" that any future provocations would not be tolerated. About 20 ships including the 97,000-ton carrier USS George Washington, 200 aircraft including four F-22 Raptor stealth fighters, and 8,000 personnel took part in the largest joint drill for years. "We practised well together and the (South's) military has built confidence that it can deter and defeat any North Korean aggression at any time, based on its alliance with the US," an official with Seoul's Joint Chiefs of Staff said. The exercise which ended at 5:00 pm (0800 GMT) was a "formidable show of force" to North Korea, he told reporters in a background briefing. The North vehemently denies involvement in the sinking of the warship in March with the loss of 46 lives. It had threatened nuclear retaliation against the drill, which it depicted as a rehearsal for invasion.

China Relations F/L (1/2)

1. Relocation of naval drills to Sea of Japan eased tensions and solves U.S. China relations. POSTDATES their ev

LA Times, Barbara Demick and John M. Glionna, staff writers, 7/28/10 “China criticizes U.S.-South Korea military exercises”, http://dailyme.com/story/2010072800004910/china-criticizes-us-south-korea-military-exercises.html

 Perhaps not by coincidence, China conducted its own military drills near the Yellow Sea coast on the same days that the U.S.-South Korea military drill was taking place, according to the state media. An artillery division of the Nanjing Military Region test-fired rockets toward the sea and tested unmanned drone aircraft and radar, Chinese state media reported Wednesday. The Chinese did not say whether the exercises were in reaction to the joint U.S.-South Korea exercises, which began Sunday and ended Wednesday. The U.S.-South Korea joint exercises -- the largest in more than three decades -- involved 8,000 military personnel, 20 warships and 200 aircraft, including the aircraft carrier, USS George Washington. They were supposed to serve as a warning to North Korea over the sinking in March of a South Korean warship, which killed 46 crewmen, though North Korea has denied involvement. China also has refused to accept the conclusions of a South Korean-led investigation of international experts that found the Cheonan was sunk by a North Korean torpedo. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said during a visit to Seoul this month that the joint war games were "to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behavior must stop." North Korea, which had threatened a nuclear strike because of the military drills, on Wednesday reportedly called for the U.S. to end its hostile policy against the country. The military exercises were originally planned for the Yellow Sea, but were moved to the Sea of Japan as a concession to Chinese objections, many observers claim. "The U.S. and South Korea paid attention to China's worries and changed the location of the drill," wrote Zhou Yongsheng, a professor from the China University of Foreign Affairs in Oriental Outlook, a government magazine. "It is not merely because the U.S. and South Korea were trying to 'give face' to China. It has shown China's power and impact in northeast Asia is rising." Bonnie Glaser, a China fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said China has overreacted to the U.S.-South Korean exercises. "The Chinese are very sensitive about having foreign military ships anywhere near their coastline, insisting there are no international waters in the Yellow Sea," Glaser said. "They're also very prone to conspiracy theories. On this issue, it doesn't serve their interests." 

2. Future drills won’t damage relations—China unwilling to exacerbate tensions

Xinhua 7/28/10, “S Korea, U.S. wrap up joint military drills”, http://english.people.com.cn/90001/90777/90851/7084481.html {jchen}

Apart from the annual Ulchi Freedom Guardian exercises between Seoul and Washington, which will take place in the period from Aug. 16 to Aug. 26, the two allies will also stage joint military drills in waters off the west coast of the Korean Peninsula in September, and will conduct similar drills every month till the end of this year, in a bid to "prevent the warship sinking case from recurrence", local media reported, citing senior military sources. In response, the DPRK on Tuesday said it did not fear "military threats" and "warnings" by the United States and South Korea, calling the war games, planned maneuvers for later this year and new sanctions threats against Pyongyang were "serious provocations " to the DPRK and "rude challenges" to the international community appealing for peace. Pyongyang also threatened a "retaliatory sacred war" against the show of joint military prowess. China has also expressed its concern over the drills near the country, urging relevant parties to "remain calm and exercise restraint and not do anything to exacerbate regional tensions." 
3. Impact inevitable—accidental events will collapse relations 

Schriver, Armitage International Partner, January 2007
[Randall, “China’s March on the 21st Century,” http://www.aspeninstitute.org/atf/cf/%7BDEB6F227-659B-4EC8-8F84-8DF23CA704F5%7D/CMTCFINAL052307.PDF]

Finally, one might argue that citing the “unknown”as a 10 top concern for the management of  future U.S.-China bilateral relations is an unimaginative finish. However, two important points justify its inclusion. First, virtually all the major disruptions in U.S.-China relations since normalization have come from unanticipated incidents. Problems have tended to simmer and create more burdensome dif- ficulties over time,but the significant downward spirals emerged unexpectedly. Examples ofsuch events are the accidental bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade,  the collision between a Chinese fighter and U.S.reconnaissance planes, a Congressional vote authorizing a visa to Taiwan’s President Chen Shui-Bian (after a high-level assurance that no visa would be forthcoming), and a bloody crackdown which was televised around the world through the new medium of 24-hour news coverage. Second,the United States and China still lack any proven or “battle-tested”mechanism for crisis management. Much like the previously mentioned failures to create institutions for enhancing the safety of military operations, attempts to create infrastructure for political crisis management have failed miserably. For example, the Presidential hotline went unanswered after the Belgrade bomb- ing,and Secretary Powell’s attempts to reach Foreign Minister Tang through the Operations Center after the EP-3 collision were also met with non-response. Although we are led to believe that Chinese and American think tanks are intensely studying “crisis management”even to the extent of“wargame”scenarios, there is more reason to believe that the limited mechanisms in place will fail yet again when put to the test. Although Secretary Rumsfeld brought the phrase “unknown unknowns”into popular lexicon,the concept has been well understood by China experts in the United States for decades. The likelihood ofa major disruption in U.S.-China ties from an unknown source is very high in the near future. 

China Relations F/L (2/2)

4. OR, Relations resilient – disputes will not spillover or escalate

Lieberthal, Michigan University Professor, January 2007
[Kenneth, “China’s March on the 21st Century,” http://www.aspeninstitute.org/atf/cf/%7BDEB6F227-659B-4EC8-8F84-8DF23CA704F5%7D/CMTCFINAL052307.PDF]]

Second,  the current U.S.-China relationship is not fragile. Indeed,  it has become extraordinarily wide ranging, complex,  and deeply embedded in the political and economic systems ofboth societies. Structurally, the financial, economic, and trade relationship is the most well-developed leg ofour current bilateral engagement. It has produced a situation ofsuch deep interdependence that only a very traumatic crisis could significantly change this in the short run. However, such disruption would palpably affect the standards of living in both countries. Despite well-known frictions, therefore, neither side is prepared to damage itselfby taking steps to fundamentally disentangle this economic interdependence. China has shown,  moreover,  that economic cooperation with the United States is sufficiently important to warrant serious concessions when necessary to keep this part ofour relationship in reasonably good working order. The existing U.S.-China engagement extends far beyond classic foreign policy and economic spheres. Indeed, almost every major agency in the U.S.government has serious programs and fre- quent contacts with its Chinese counterpart. This includes such bodies as the Department of Education,  Housing and Urban Development,  the Department of Energy,  the Center for Disease Control, the Environmental Protection Agency, and so forth. In short, the overall U.S.-China relationship is mature:even very significant problems in any one  issue area will not disrupt the entire relationship,  and a very solid base already exists for future  cooperative efforts. Considerable interests in each country have gelled around the specific forms  ofengagement that the two countries have developed.   

5. China war won't go nuclear – no first use policy

Zhenqiang 2005 Pan; China Security, World Security Institute China Program, http://www.irchina.org/en/news/view.asp?id=403)

First, NFU highlights China’s philosophical belief that nuclear weapons can only be used to serve one purpose, that of retaliation against a nuclear attack, pending complete nuclear disarmament. Indeed, their extremely large destructive capabilities render nuclear weapons the only truly inhumane weapon of mass destruction and are of little other use to China. Faced with U.S. nuclear blackmail in the 1950s, China had no alternative to developing its own nuclear capability so as to address the real danger of being a target of a nuclear strike. But even so, Beijing vowed that having a nuclear capability would only serve this single purpose. From the very beginning of acquiring a nuclear capability, Beijing announced that it would never be the first to use nuclear weapons under any conditions; it also pledged unconditionally not to use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapon states. This claim is not merely rhetoric that cannot be verified, as some Western pundits accused. On the contrary, China’s nuclear rationale has determined the defensive nature of its nuclear force, its posture, size and operational doctrine, which have been highly visible and have stood the test of time. It is in this sense that China is NOT a nuclear weapon state in the Western sense. Unlike all the other nuclear weapon states, for example, China has never intended to use its nuclear capability to make up for the in efficiency of conventional capabilities vis-à-vis other world powers nor has China an interest in joining a nuclear arms race with other nuclear states. And thanks to the insistence of this policy based on NFU, China succeeds in reducing the nuclear element to the minimum in its relations with other nuclear nations, avoiding a possible nuclear arms race, and contributing to the global strategic stability at large. If this policy serves well its core security interests, why should Beijing change it?

NK Nukes F/L

1. Escalation empirically denied—military exercises take place every year and North Korea always complains with no action—their Kirk ev concedes no “fresh clashes”

2. Resuming 6 party talks kills U.S. China relations—seen as opposing sides 

Bloomberg Bomi Lin and Bill Austin, 7/26/10, “North Korea Nuclear Talks Must Wait to Avoid `Cold War' Divisions, Yu Says” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-26/north-korea-nuclear-talks-must-wait-to-avoid-cold-war-divisions-yu-says.html {jchen}

 South Korea’s Foreign Minister Yu Myung Hwan said resuming six-party nuclear talks with North Korea too quickly risks deepening public divisions between China and the U.S. and renewing “Cold War” behavior. China and Russia have refrained from joining the U.S. in supporting South Korea’s accusation that North Korea torpedoed one of its warships in March. China has criticized U.S.-South Korean naval drills aimed at deterring North Korea that began yesterday. “It’s quite an unfortunate tendency that people think China and Russia are backing North Korea while the United States and Japan support South Korea,” Yu said in a July 24 interview in Hanoi, where he attended the Asean Regional Forum last week. “It’s like a revival of a Cold War paradigm. It’s not the right time to jump on the six-party talks.” South Korea has held “very intensive” discussions with China following the sinking, and the two countries share the same goal of maintaining peace in the region, Yu said. Relations with China are much more important than this one issue, Yu said. South Korea is China’s fourth-biggest trading partner after the U.S., European Union and Japan, with two-way commerce of $156 billion last year, Chinese commerce ministry figures show. China-North Korea trade was $2.7 billion, the data show.

3. No nuclear attack—North Korean nukes are only for deterrence, retaliation and leverage

CRS Congressional Research Service, Mary Beth Nikitin, analyst in nonproliferation, 12/16/09, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Technical Issues”, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34256.pdf {jchen}
U.S. officials in their threat assessments have described the North Korean nuclear capabilities as being more for deterrence and coercive diplomacy than for war fighting, and assess that Pyongyang most likely would “not attempt to use nuclear weapons against U.S. forces or territory unless it perceived the regime to be on the verge of military defeat and risked an irretrievable loss of control.”66 Statements by North Korean officials emphasize that moves to expand their nuclear arsenal are in response to perceived threats by the United States against the North Korean regime.67 Nuclear weapons also give North Korea leverage in diplomatic negotiations, and threatening rhetoric often coincides with times of crisis or transitions in negotiations. In January 2008, a North Korean media report stated that the country “will further strengthen our war deterrent capabilities in response to U.S. attempts to initiate nuclear war,” to express its displeasure that it had not yet been removed from the U.S. terrorism list.68 Statements from Pyongyang in January 2009 may also be part of a strategy to increase leverage in nuclear talks,69 or could indicate an increasing role for the North Korean military in nuclear policy making.70 A spokesman for North Korea’s General Staff said on April 18 that the revolutionary armed forces “will opt for increasing the nation’s defense capability including nuclear deterrent in every way.” 

4. Prefer our ev—their card assumes first strike by the US and then North Korean retaliation while Weathersby indicates North Korea would never strike first because of deterrence.
Kaesong Complex F/L (1/2)
1. Turn—inclusion of Kaesong Complex in diplomatic discussion hinders growth and risks shut down—political plays
WSJ 5/27/10 (EVAN RAMSTAD, 5/27, "In North's Ban, One Exception", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704717004575267750017369656.html?mod=WSJ_article_MoreIn)jchen

Even as the two Koreas spar verbally over the sinking of the Cheonan warship two months ago, the Kaesong complex emerged as too important for either country to close. South Korean officials worry about the symbolism and political fallout of severing that last connection with the North. President Lee decided to cut other trade but said the Kaesong complex has "unique characteristics." North Korea's government needs the money and jobs the complex brings, analysts say. The factories there account for more than half of the $1.6 billion trade relationship between the two Koreas and some of them are among the biggest employers in Kaesong, North Korea's third-largest city. The industrial zone emerged out of the first-ever inter-Korean summit meeting in 2000, which was between South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North Korean dictator Kim Jong Il. But the complex hasn't grown nearly as fast or as large as the two leaders originally envisioned because it became a bargaining chip in many inter-Korean disputes. For a few months late last year, North Korea prohibited South Korean government workers from entering the complex. And on Wednesday, after permitting operations to continue at the site, North Korea said it may close the complex if South Korea follows through with its stated plan to put up loudspeakers along the inter-Korean border and blast propaganda messages. Meanwhile, South Korean officials this week encouraged companies to reduce the number of people they send into Kaesong and said the country wouldn't permit South Koreans to stay for multiple days there. Shim Sun-seok, president of Daesun Tech Co., a maker of clock parts with a factory at the complex, cut the number of South Korean managers commuting there to two this week from the usual four. "I don't expect Kaesong to be totally closed," she said, adding such an action would be "too extreme." Korea Micro Filter Co., a maker of auto parts, also cut the number of South Korean managers on-site, said Song Ki-suk, the company's chief executive. That step may create some problems in production scheduling, he said. "Since the Kaesong compound has been opened, we have had the situation a few times when people thought it might close," Mr. Song said. "We always have a contingency plan in case something happens."—Jaeyeon Woo contributed to this article.
2. Kaesong would take 9 years to POSSIBLY start contributing to economic growth—their own Park ev admits

3. Kaesong not key to South Korean economy—hurts the North more

Daily NK, Editorial team of the Daily NK,  5/18/09 “ Ways to Save or Kill the Kaesong Complex “http://www1.dailynk.com/english/read.php?cataId=nk01100&num=4926 {jchen}
Then, how should we solve Kaesong Complex problems from now on? First, it is not so bad to keep the Complex as it is, using several kinds of negotiating tactics. The Kaesong Complex is, in any case, a business that South Korea has to muddle through with. Therefore, it is fine for the South Korean administration to meet the Kim Jong Il regime as if it is dealing with a South Korean internal labor and management conflict. Second, the South Korean administration could also negotiate the Kaesong Complex issue with China and make China invest in the Kaesong Complex with capital from Hong Kong, Singapore and others. This business should ultimately follow the basic principles of capitalism, but in the initial phase political and diplomatic parties have to play a more significant role. It is the first step for the widespread practical opening of the Kaesong Complex. On the second step, South Korea should attract Japanese and U.S. investment in the Kaesong Complex and expand it into an international Complex. In this process, there might be a lot of difficulties, so a governmental strategy will be necessary and South Korea and China will have to negotiate closely with each other. Third, if it is confirmed that the North Korean regime intends to close and give up on the Kaesong Complex, there is no need to hesitate, the South Korean administration should throw it away. If the position that South Korea does not have any affection for the Complex were exhibited to the North’s regime, it would be a shock for the Kim Jong Il regime. If the story that the Kim regime gave up the Complex were to spread among the people, it might be even more of a blow to the regime. It is a fact that the dictatorship funding that flows into Kim Jong Il’s private cashbox will decrease if South Korea shuts down the Complex. However, the side effects for the South Korean economy would not be so meaningful. Either way, as long as the Kim Jong Il regime does not reform and open its system, it will definitely be difficult to earn money through business with North Korea. Now, it is the time to go back to the start and think about the gains and losses of the Kaesong Industrial Complex. 

Kaesong Complex F/L (2/2)
4. Their impact card goes neg—Richardson says the “economic dilemma” South Korea faces is boosting defense spending to compensate for US troop withdrawal—that causes regional arms race 

Corey Richardson, Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, 9/6/2006, Asia Times, “South Korea Must Choose Sides”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html {jchen}
The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic. At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension. Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over. Another factor is the closer US-Japan security partnership, which causes both China and South Korea concern. Some in the South Korean defense sector are undoubtedly jealous of the relationship Japan enjoys with the US. Japan would also need to take into consideration a South Korea without the moderating influence of USFK, although the role of USFJ in Japan would reduce much concern. In such an environment it's not unthinkable that a few minor skirmishes could occur, between South Korean and Japanese navel vessels in the vicinity of Dokdo, for example. This would be the slow start of a regional arms race, with Korea and Japan joining China's ongoing buildup. A reunified Korea could go nuclear North Korea is the wildcard. If in the next few years reunification were to occur - through a North Korean collapse, the death of Kim Jong-il, or a possible but unlikely mutual agreement - South Korea would suddenly find itself straddled with the enormous cost of integrating North Korea. These costs would dwarf the already massive increase South Korea would have been undertaking in defense spending, something it would clearly be unprepared and unable to accomplish while maintaining its defense investment. A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. 
Solvency F/L

1. Exclusive US-South Korea ties key to security alliance—multilateralism undermines unity

William Tow, Professor @ University of Queensland, School of Political Science and International Studies, Refereed paper presented to the Australasian Political Studies Association Conference, 9/29/03-10/1/03, “U.S. Bilateral Security Alliances in the AsiaPacific: Moving Beyond ‘Hub and Spokes’”, http://www.utas.edu.au/government/APSA/WTowfinal.pdf {jchen}
This paper advances two fundamental arguments. The first contends that, as a key characteristic of bilateralism, ‘exclusiveness’ has allowed the United States to maintain both ‘balancing’ and ‘bandwagoning’ strategies in the Asia-Pacific region. This argument is advanced both by realist theorists who argue that states align either because of their propensity to ‘balance’ or ‘bandwagon’ and the eclectic school of thought that emphasises cultural factors defining the Asia-Pacific’s uniqueness.13 The exclusiveness argument highlights the relative simplicity of alliance management inherent in bilateralism as opposed to more complex and often unwieldy multilateral approaches that tend to obfuscate mutual interests and blur common threat perceptions. The second argument advanced here follows logically from the first. In an Asia-Pacific context, shared ‘interests’ among the United States, its five formal treaty allies (Australia, Japan, the Philippines South Korea, and Thailand) and, increasingly,  Singapore – often referred to collectively as the ‘San Francisco System’ – include preserving regional stability (by preventing the outbreak of substantial regional conflicts), developing regional prosperity, and promoting the development of democratic norms. The means of cooperation for attaining these objectives are predominantly bilateral: i.e. collaborating on various security measures such as military cooperation and confidence-building, pursuing free-trade agreements and involving diverse political factions in the process of governance. The remainder of this paper will be divided into three parts. Initially, exclusiveness will be assessed as a key component of U.S./Asia-Pacific bilateral security policy. The assessment will review various structuralist interpretations of U.S. alliance management in the region (containment, balancing and bandwagoning) to ascertain how bilateralism has facilitated Washington’s ability to implement realist strategies to achieve its regional security interests. An analysis will be provided in the paper’s second section of bilateralism’s continued relevance as a U.S. regional security strategy, given the emergence of new strategic challenges in the Asia-Pacific. The paper’s third section will evaluate why ‘alliance mutuality’, as it is generated by bilateralism, affords the U.S. and its bilateral allies security benefits in the AsiaPacific. 

2. Plan uniquely undermines security alliance—Cobra Gold ended 5 months ago with South Korea as a mere participant in U.S. Thailand joint exercises—ceasing military operations only hurts relations
Inherency XTN

US-Korea naval exercises ended 7/28 without incident. That’s China Post 7/29

This has a couple of implications for the aff:

1. Non uniques their advantages—

A. China relations—naval drills were the key reason for tensions, and just ended leaving relations intact. ALSO, relocation to Sea of Japan improves relations—China perceives that its protests were heeded and is satisfied with drills staying out of the Yellow Sea. That’s LA Times.

B. North Korean nuclearization—lack of response to US naval drill proves deterrence is credible and will prevent future attacks

2. Minimizes risk of impact—the largest naval drill in years just ended and NOTHING HAPPENED—if this didn’t trigger the link no future drills will.

3. Future drills don’t matter—this drill is crucial in that it’s a reaction to perceived North Korean aggression—this was an UNPLANNED drill that had a much larger risk of setting off their impacts than ANY routine exercises 

China Relations XTN

Plan can’t solve—South China Sea disputes will either trigger the link or disprove the impact
AP “China: US comments on S China Sea are an 'attack'”  The Associated Press, Beijing | Sun, 07/25/2010 http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2010/07/25/china-us-comments-s-china-sea-are-039attack039.html
The Chinese foreign ministry on Sunday accused U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton of an "attack" on China for her recent comments that competing claims over South China Sea island chains should be resolved without coercion or threat. Beijing has concerns about the Spratly and Paracel islands, but the situation in the disputed areas remained peaceful, Chinese Foreign Minister YangJiechi was cited as saying in a statement posted on the ministry website. "Is the expression of reasonable concern coercion? This is not tenable," Yang was quoted as saying in response to Clinton's comments last week at an Association of Southeast Asian Nations meeting in Vietnam. The statement called Clnton's remarks an "attack." Clinton had stressed that the U.S. doesn't support any country's claim over the islands, but China maintains it has sovereignty in the South China Sea and insists on dealing with the dispute directly with other claimants away from the international arena. China, Vietnam, Taiwan, Malaysia, Brunei, and the Philippines claim all or part of the island chains. Along with rich fishing grounds, the area is believed to have large oil and natural gas reserves. It also straddles busy sea lanes that are a crucial conduit for oil and other resources fueling China's fast-expanding economy. Yang said there were no problems with maritime traffic or security in the disputed waters and that bilateral negotiations were key to solving the issue. "What's the consequence of internationalizing this issue and making it multilateral? It only makes things even worse and more difficult to resolve," he said. Territorial conflicts in the South China Sea have occasionally broken out into armed confrontation, although China and the other claimants have sought to resolve differences peacefully under a 2002 code of conduct. Chinese forces seized the western Paracels from Vietnam in 1974 and sank three Vietnamese naval vessels in a 1988 sea battle. The sides have yet to demarcate their sea border and many Vietnamese remain suspicious of China. Beijing also opposes U.S. military operations and data gathering in the South China Sea, leading to a series of confrontations involving vessels from the two countries. 

Kaesong Complex XTN

Tensions won’t escalate—economic ties to Kaesong Complex too important

WSJ 5/27/10 (EVAN RAMSTAD, 5/27, "In North's Ban, One Exception", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704717004575267750017369656.html?mod=WSJ_article_MoreIn)jchen

SEOUL—As South and North Korea traded economic sanctions and criticism this week, leaders in both countries stopped short of interfering with the biggest economic connection they have: a joint industrial zone where about 120 South Korean companies employ more than 40,000 North Koreans. Bloomberg News On Wednesday morning, just hours after North Korea lashed back at South Korea by declaring it would "completely halt" inter-Korean cooperation, the North allowed 818 South Koreans to go to work as usual at the Kaesong Industrial Complex. That step eased some of the tension created when North Korea late Tuesday lashed back at South Korea for accusing it of sinking a South Korean warship and announcing penalties against it Monday. In its rejoinder, Pyongyang said it would cut off communication with the South and all economic ties. But it left itself an exception: The North said it would expel South Korean government officials from the Kaesong project in North Korea, a ban that apparently didn't cover corporate workers. "Neither side wants to be the one who loses the Kaesong complex," says Lim Eul-chul, a professor at Kyungnam University in Seoul and author of a book on the project.

Solvency XTN: Multilateralism Bad

Bilateral, exclusionary ties preferred to multilateral—faster response and credibility

William Tow, Professor @ University of Queensland, School of Political Science and International Studies, Refereed paper presented to the Australasian Political Studies Association Conference, 9/29/03-10/1/03, “U.S. Bilateral Security Alliances in the AsiaPacific: Moving Beyond ‘Hub and Spokes’”, http://www.utas.edu.au/government/APSA/WTowfinal.pdf {jchen}
Against the expectations of many international relations analysts who predicted that the end of the Cold War would mark the ascension of multilateral security institutions, bilateral security relationships are proving to be more resilient and more central to the management of contemporary security politics.1 As the world’s most important security actor, the United States has found bilateralism to be preferable in achieving the geopolitical maneuverability and in shaping international security. Other great powers, and those who would ally with them, have found that well defined one-on-one (or ‘dyadic’) relationships are effective in the current international security environment; that the rapid structural changes in that environment make reconciling the interests of multiple actors within multilateral frameworks too complex and uncertain. Tightly defined, exclusionary relations have become the affiliation of choice in this time of geopolitical uncertainty. Indeed, two of the most significant multilateral organizations – the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) – have been undermined by the intensifying tensions between the United States and traditional European allies, such as France and Germany; prior to the recent war in Iraq. The ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) has failed to realise its initial promise of providing a credible instrument for confidence-building and cooperative security in the AsiaPacific. Other institutions founded during the early postwar years, including the Organisation of American States (OAS), the Organisation of African Unity (now the ‘African Union’) and the Arab League have never matched the high expectations of their founders for building regionalism and are increasingly hindered by internal suspicions and rivalries. By contrast, most of the United States’ bilateral security relationships forged during the Cold War remain central to that country’s contemporary global security posture. Its long-standing strategic partners, Britain and Australia, constituted the bulk of the ‘coalition of the willing’ that confronted and defeated Iraq’s Saddam Hussein.2 Washington’s bilateral security alliances with Japan and South Korea remain central to U.S. strategic policies in East Asia. U.S. bilateral ties with specific Southeast Asian states are also emerging as part of Washington’s global antiterrorism campaign and American military cooperation with the Philippines, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand has grown significantly in recent years.3 Washington’s informal but long-standing security ties with Israel are a durable feature of U.S. international security policy. Bilateralism’s predominance in the United States’ evolving defence postures appears to fly in the face of the recent argument offered by some international relations theorists of the importance of the collective identity and multilateral relationships of the United States and core NATO allies.

Solvency XTN: Mutilateralism Bad (Japan Relations Turn)
Multilateral operations kill Japan relations—merges US South Korea alliance with Japan’s

William Tow, Professor @ University of Queensland, School of Political Science and International Studies, Refereed paper presented to the Australasian Political Studies Association Conference, 9/29/03-10/1/03, “U.S. Bilateral Security Alliances in the AsiaPacific: Moving Beyond ‘Hub and Spokes’”, http://www.utas.edu.au/government/APSA/WTowfinal.pdf {jchen}
The geopolitical influence generated by such guarantees relates directly to the power of exclusivism within a bilateral security relationship. The Soviet threat directly confronted Japan and the North Korean threat undoubtedly menaced South Korea during the Cold War. While these threats were perceived by American policymakers as sufficiently clear and compelling in their own right to mandate U.S. extended deterrence commitments to Tokyo and Seoul, the Americans were able to tailor their guarantees in ways that maximized U.S. flexibility in meeting whatever crisis or conflicts may have emerged. Unlike NATO, where an evolving European politico-economic community comprised of many separate states needed to be consulted within that multilateral alliance framework, Washington had no such obligation relative to its security relations with its two Northeast Asian allies. The exclusivist nature of Japan’s and South Korea’s separate alliances with the United States thus enabled successive U.S. administrations to fashion American security commitments toward these countries in ways that fit with their unique situations.22 Exclusivism, moreover, ‘sanitised’ the Japanese and South Korean alliances from traditionally hostile Japanese-Korean ties and thus did not require Washington to arbitrate between its two Northeast Asian allies. The U.S. was thus able to balance the Japanese and South Korean ‘spokes’ along Bismarkian lines and to strengthen its role as the indispensable power around which both Tokyo and Seoul could bandwagon to avoid their incorporation into either the Soviet or Chinese geopolitical orbits. 

Japan alliance key to predictable US power and to prevent rearmament

John Ikenberry. professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown, 2008 (Beyond Bilateralism: US-Japan Relations in the New Asia-Pacific, Ed. Krauss and Pempel)

The alliance system—and the U.S.-Iapan security pact in particular—has also played a wider stabilizing role in the region. The American alliance with Japan has solved Japan's security problems, allowing it to forgo building up its military capability, and thereby making it less threatening to its neighbors. This has served to solve or reduce the security dilemmas that would otherwise surface within the region if Japan were to rearm and become a more autonomous and unrestrained military power. At the same time, the alliance makes American power more predictable and connected to the region. Even China has seen the virtues of the U.S.-Japan alliance. During the Cold War, China at least partially welcomed this alliance as a tool to balance Soviet power—an objective that China shared with the United States. 

Japan rearm causes Asian arms race – China and North Korea freak out and cause conflicts

David Robinson, Lecturer at Edith Cowan University (Australia), 3/29/2010 “Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies http://www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf
Japan’s Self-Defense Force is already considered a powerful regional force, and Japan’s previous decisions not to acquire nuclear weapons have been, “on purely strategic grounds, unrelated to antimilitarism or pacifism” [Bukh, 2010, pp7-8]. As Japan has a stockpile of plutonium and extremely sophisticated rocket technology, the possibility remains that Japan could become a major nuclear power within a decade if sufficiently provoked by regional competitors like North Korea [Matthews, 2003, p78], and neo-realist Kenneth Waltz has argued that Asia’s security environment will eventually compel Japan to nuclearise [Mirashita, 2001, p5]. China and Japan are each dominant in the others’ strategic thinking regarding economic, political and military issues, and the enhancement of Japanese military power must influence China’s own strategic vision [Pyle, 2007, p312-315]. China and Korea also remain “convinced that Japanese militarism, supported by an invigorated nationalist right wing, lurks just beneath the surface” [Samuels, 2007, p2]. At the very least Japan’s new foreign policy could escalate into a regional arms race, with the potential for both Japan and South Korea to nuclearise. Issues like control of the Senkaku Islands, the division of Korea, and Chinese claims on Taiwan provide continuing fault-lines around which conflict might develop [Matthews, 2003, p81].  












**Withdrawal (MO)** 

North Korea F/L (1/2)

1. Their author Bandow concludes North Korea conflict unlikely—he calls it “an irrelevant strategic backwater” and says nuclear deterrence is enough to prevent attack.

2. No nuclear attack—North Korean nukes are only for deterrence, retaliation and leverage

CRS Congressional Research Service, Mary Beth Nikitin, analyst in nonproliferation, 12/16/09, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Technical Issues”, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34256.pdf {jchen}
U.S. officials in their threat assessments have described the North Korean nuclear capabilities as being more for deterrence and coercive diplomacy than for war fighting, and assess that Pyongyang most likely would “not attempt to use nuclear weapons against U.S. forces or territory unless it perceived the regime to be on the verge of military defeat and risked an irretrievable loss of control.”66 Statements by North Korean officials emphasize that moves to expand their nuclear arsenal are in response to perceived threats by the United States against the North Korean regime.67 Nuclear weapons also give North Korea leverage in diplomatic negotiations, and threatening rhetoric often coincides with times of crisis or transitions in negotiations. In January 2008, a North Korean media report stated that the country “will further strengthen our war deterrent capabilities in response to U.S. attempts to initiate nuclear war,” to express its displeasure that it had not yet been removed from the U.S. terrorism list.68 Statements from Pyongyang in January 2009 may also be part of a strategy to increase leverage in nuclear talks,69 or could indicate an increasing role for the North Korean military in nuclear policy making.70 A spokesman for North Korea’s General Staff said on April 18 that the revolutionary armed forces “will opt for increasing the nation’s defense capability including nuclear deterrent in every way.” 

3. China won’t force denuclearization—fears North Korean regime collapse and refugee influx
Dan Blumenthal, resident fellow, commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, July 2005 “Facing a Nuclear North Korea”, AEI Outlook, American Enterprises Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817 {jchen}
Why has more than a decade of diplomacy and engagement failed to prevent North Korea from attaining nuclear weapons? Because Pyongyang’s nuclear aspirations go to the core of the regime’s raison d’être--ensuring its own survival and forcefully unifying the peninsula under its control. So long as the regime is willing to pursue its nuclear program even as its people starve and its economy lies in shambles, the chances are very remote that the United States can persuade Pyongyang to abandon nuclearization. In addition, China remains unwilling to use its leverage--the provision of most of the DPRK’s fuel and food--to coerce Kim Jong Il to disarm. The impending failure of the six-party talks necessitates a reassessment of U.S. policy on North Korea. The only viable option for the United States today is to pursue a strategy of containment and deterrence against the use or proliferation of North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction. After the United States confronted North Korea in late 2002 with evidence that Pyongyang violated the Agreed Framework on its nuclear reactors and related facilities, proponents of multilateral negotiations within the Bush administration made the reasonable bet that if faced with a united front of Russia, South Korea, Japan, the United States, and China, Pyongyang would back down from its nuclear ambitions. But this gamble was undermined by two flawed assumptions: that all parties held North Korean denuclearization as their top priority, and that North Korea could be talked into abandoning its nuclear program. The primary benefit of the six-party talks may have been to reveal just how flawed those assumptions were. For very different reasons, two of the critical players in those talks--China and South Korea--are unwilling to coerce North Korea to disarm. While Beijing would rather see a nuclear-free North Korea, it fears that pressuring Pyongyang by halting shipments of food and fuel might result in the regime’s collapse and chaos on China’s northeastern border. Likewise, the current leadership in Seoul is beholden to delusions born during the era of inter-Korean engagement under former president Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine policy.” Although the sunshine policy was an understandable approach by Seoul to capitalize on the hoped-for nonproliferation breakthrough presented by the Agreed Framework in 1994, Pyonyang’s 2002 admission that it had a highly enriched unranium program made plain that it did not uphold its end of the “engagement” bargain. However, Seoul remains unwilling to come to terms with the fact that the sunshine policy has neither made South Korea safer nor led to reform in North Korea. Some members of the Bush administration are still trying to breathe life into the six-party talks, as indicated by the recent meeting between North Korean envoys and State Department officials in New York. Concurrently, other administration officials are arguing in favor of putting more pressure on China and North Korea. This divergence of views is reflective of a lack of coherence in American policy. As it becomes clearer every day that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) cannot be talked out of nuclear weapons, it is high time for the United States to formulate a new, more coherent North Korea policy. 

North Korea F/L (1/2)

4. Turn—Coercing denuclearization increases risk of miscalculation—pressure on the regime enhances instability and accidental launch

5. Nuclear winter is false and the fallout survivable—multiple natural disasters prove

J.R. Nyquist, renowned expert on America's fatal illusion of an international balance of power, 5/20/99,  “Is nuclear war survivable?” http://www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.view&pageId=6341 {jchen}
I patiently reply to these correspondents that nuclear war would not be the end of the world. I then point to studies showing that "nuclear winter" has no scientific basis, that fallout from a nuclear war would not kill all life on earth. Surprisingly, few of my correspondents are convinced. They prefer apocalyptic myths created by pop scientists, movie producers and journalists. If Dr. Carl Sagan once said "nuclear winter" would follow a nuclear war, then it must be true. If radiation wipes out mankind in a movie, then that's what we can expect in real life. But Carl Sagan was wrong about nuclear winter. And the movie "On the Beach" misled American filmgoers about the effects of fallout. It is time, once and for all, to lay these myths to rest. Nuclear war would not bring about the end of the world, though it would be horribly destructive. The truth is, many prominent physicists have condemned the nuclear winter hypothesis. Nobel laureate Freeman Dyson once said of nuclear winter research, "It's an absolutely atrocious piece of science, but I quite despair of setting the public record straight." Professor Michael McElroy, a Harvard physics professor, also criticized the nuclear winter hypothesis. McElroy said that nuclear winter researchers "stacked the deck" in their study, which was titled "Nuclear Winter: Global Consequences of Multiple Nuclear Explosions" (Science, December 1983). Nuclear winter is the theory that the mass use of nuclear weapons would create enough smoke and dust to blot out the sun, causing a catastrophic drop in global temperatures. According to Carl Sagan, in this situation the earth would freeze. No crops could be grown. Humanity would die of cold and starvation. In truth, natural disasters have frequently produced smoke and dust far greater than those expected from a nuclear war. In 1883 Krakatoa exploded with a blast equivalent to 10,000 one-megaton bombs, a detonation greater than the combined nuclear arsenals of planet earth. The Krakatoa explosion had negligible weather effects. Even more disastrous, going back many thousands of years, a meteor struck Quebec with the force of 17.5 million one-megaton bombs, creating a crater 63 kilometers in diameter. But the world did not freeze. Life on earth was not extinguished. Consider the views of Professor George Rathjens of MIT, a known antinuclear activist, who said, "Nuclear winter is the worst example of misrepresentation of science to the public in my memory." Also consider Professor Russell Seitz, at Harvard University's Center for International Affairs, who says that the nuclear winter hypothesis has been discredited. Two researchers, Starley Thompson and Stephen Schneider, debunked the nuclear winter hypothesis in the summer 1986 issue of Foreign Affairs. Thompson and Schneider stated: "the global apocalyptic conclusions of the initial nuclear winter hypothesis can now be relegated to a vanishingly low level of probability." OK, so nuclear winter isn't going to happen. What about nuclear fallout? Wouldn't the radiation from a nuclear war contaminate the whole earth, killing everyone? The short answer is: absolutely not. Nuclear fallout is a problem, but we should not exaggerate its effects. As it happens, there are two types of fallout produced by nuclear detonations. These are: 1) delayed fallout; and 2) short-term fallout. According to researcher Peter V. Pry, "Delayed fallout will not, contrary to popular belief, gradually kill billions of people everywhere in the world." Of course, delayed fallout would increase the number of people dying of lymphatic cancer, leukemia, and cancer of the thyroid. "However," says Pry, "these deaths would probably be far fewer than deaths now resulting from ... smoking, or from automobile accidents." 

Chinese Modernization F/L (1/2)

1. Impact inevitable—China has already succeeded in modernization

Xinhua World Military Forum, 9/22/09, “People’s Liberation Army playing catch-up in China modernization” http://www.armybase.us/2009/09/peoples-liberation-army-playing-catch-up-in-china-modernization/ {jchen}
BEIJING, — Some of China’s most advanced weaponry is already being utilized by soldiers – a sign of the country’s stepped-up efforts to modernize its military by 2050, according to the defense minister. Military analysts say China is striving to create a weapon system that compares to those of the United States, Russia and European nations. China has drawn up a three-step development strategy, starting with laying “a solid foundation by 2010″ for the upgrades, Minister of National Defense Liang Guanglie told the Xinhua News Agency for a story yesterday. According to the blueprint, the army will give priority to nationwide mobility instead of regional defense, the navy will be armed with strong coastal defense capabilities, as well as means of warfare farther out to sea, the air force will be updated from mere territorial air defense to the combination of offense and defense, and the missile force will become an effective strategic force capable of both conventional and nuclear launches. Liang disclosed that the Chinese military has been armed with a series of sophisticated weapons, including a third-generation main battle tank, the country’s indigenous third-generation fighter aircraft J-10; early warning aircraft; cruise missiles; destroyers and strategic nuclear missiles. “Our capabilities in waging defensive combat under modern conditions have taken a quantum leap,” Liang was quoted as saying. “It could be said that China has basically all the kinds of equipment possessed by Western countries, much of which reaches or approaches advanced world standards. “This is a very remarkable achievement which not only reflects the level of modernisation of our army, but also tremendous changes in national science and technology strength.” Many of the specifics are classified, but military fans speculated that China is adding Type 99G and the Kongjing-2000 (KJ-2000) to its arsenal. 

2. This turns the advantage—absent collapse PLA modernization enhances regional stability—their author, non-underlined text

Howard M. Krawitz, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs U.S. Department of State, 12/03, Strategic Forum, “Modernizing China's military: a high-stakes gamble?”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0QZY/is_203-204/ai_n13803180/?tag=content;col1
The final nature of an empowered, modernized PLA is anyone's guess. In one worst-case scenario, the PLA is an aggressive, nationalistic entity fueled by radical Chinese militarism. In a positive scenario, a more professional PLA with enhanced capability and self-confidence might become a safer, less insular military that is cognizant of the need for disciplined action and measured responses, bound by well-understood rules of engagement and, overall, a more potent force for preserving regional stability. China's accelerated push to modernize the People's Liberation Army (PLA) raises two important questions: What impact will such change have upon the PLA image, status, and role in Chinese society? And how will Chinese military modernization affect the strategic interests and security concerns of the United States and China's neighbors in the region? Making the PLA into a more professional, technologically proficient force would certainly strengthen its capability to perform national defense, regional security, and other externally oriented missions more effectively. But modernization could also significantly change internal PLA demographics, resulting in a drastic alteration of the social contract that has traditionally existed between China's military and civilian society. 

3. CMR collapse won’t affect stability—relations are independent of political development

SSI, Daniel Alderman, Bridge Award Fellow, joint collaboration of Strategic Studies Institute, National Bureau of Asian Research, U.S. Army War College, Bush School of Government and Public Service, 1/15/10, “THE PLA AT HOME AND ABROAD: ASSESSING THE OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES OF CHINA’S MILITARY”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=959 {jchen}
Likewise, China’s civil-military relations also appear to be in a state of transition during which the fusion of the civilian and military establishment into a symbiotic relationship no longer guides China’s overall political development. Rather, as the PLA has become increasingly professionalized, and as military leaders have ceased holding dual roles in both the civilian and military organs of government, the PLA retains a less substantial position in domestic politics, especially on issues outside of the national security domain. Instead, the PLA appears to be increasingly autonomous in its decisionmaking on matters of national defense. Assuming the PLA continues its rapid pace of modernization, the possibility of more autonomy for the PLA in defense matters has tremendous implications for U.S. policy toward Asia. 

4. No escalation with Russia—their cards don’t assume total collapse of government—China wouldn’t be able to mobilize army for interstate war or utilize arsenal effectively

5. No impact to CCP—their San card has NO warrant and is based some internet speech claimed to come from the government

Chinese Modernization F/L (2/2)

6. Indo-Pak nuclear war doesn’t escalate—no alliance systems
The Hamilton Spectator, 5/24/2002, “Pakistan and India Have World on Brink of Another Nuclear War” http://nuclearno.com/text.asp?3091
For those who do not live in the subcontinent, the most important fact is that the damage would be largely confined to the region. The Cold War is over, the strategic understandings that once tied India and Pakistan to the rival alliance systems have all been cancelled, and no outside powers would be drawn into the fighting. The detonation of a hundred or so relatively small nuclear weapons over India and Pakistan would not cause grave harm to the wider world from fallout. People over 40 have already lived through a period when the great powers conducted hundreds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and they are mostly still here. Bangladesh and Burma would see a big rise in radiation-related deaths over the next decade, but the damage elsewhere would be slight.
7. The space advantage has NO TERMINAL IMPACT—not to economic collapse, space weaponization or commercial space exploration, and no internal link to space colonization

8. Space colonization’s impossible—lack of energy and habitable planets

Daily Galaxy, 4/16/09, “Planet’s Experts on Space Colonization -Our Future or Fantasy?” http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2009/04/space-colonizat.html {jchen}
Another of his famous quotes reiterates his position that we need to get off the planet relatively soon. "I don't think the human race will survive the next 1,000 years unless we spread into space." The problems with Hawking’s solution is that while it may save a “seed” of human life- a few lucky specimens- it won’t save Earth’s inhabitants. The majority of Earthlings would surely be left behind on a planet increasingly unfit for life. In a futuristic mode similar to Hawking, both Steven Dick, chief NASA historian and Carnegie-Mellon robotics pundit, Hans Moravec, believe that human biological evolution is but a passing phase: the future of mankind will be as vastly evolved sentient machines capable of self-replicating and exploring the farthest reaches of the Universe programmed with instructions on how to recreate earth life and humans to target stars. Dick believes that if there is a flaw in the logic of the Fermi Paradox, and extraterrestrials are a natural outcome of cosmic evolution, then cultural evolution may have resulted in a post-biological universe in which machines are the predominant intelligence. Renowned science-fiction writer, Charlie Stross, argued last week in his High Frontier Redux blog that space colonization is not in our future, not because it's impossible, but because to do so effectively you need either outrageous amounts of cheap energy, highly efficient robot probes, or "a magic wand."  "I'm going to take it as read that the idea of space colonization isn't unfamiliar," Stross opens his post, "domed cities on Mars, orbiting cylindrical space habitats a la J. D. Bernal or Gerard K. O'Neill, that sort of thing. Generation ships that take hundreds of years to ferry colonists out to other star systems where — as we are now discovering — there are profusions of planets to explore."  "The obstacles facing us are immense distance and time -the scale factor involved in space travel is strongly counter-intuitive."  Stross adds that "Planets that are already habitable insofar as they orbit inside the habitable zone of their star, possess free oxygen in their atmosphere, and have a mass, surface gravity and escape velocity that are not too forbidding, are likely to be somewhat rarer. (And if there is free oxygen in the atmosphere on a planet, that implies something else — the presence of pre-existing photosynthetic life, a carbon cycle, and a bunch of other stuff that could well unleash a big can of whoop-ass on an unprimed human immune system."

North Korea XTN: China Won’t Pressure (1/2)

Pressuring North Korea fails—China lacks sufficient leverage and won’t impose sanctions 

IPS, Inter Press Service, Antoaneta Bezlova, 10/9/06, “North Korean Bomb - Bargaining Chip for China” http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=35036 {jchen}

The emergence of North Korea as a nuclear power - the only other in East Asia apart from China itself - is perceived here as an evil that can be contained and even rendered useful as a counterweight to the United States military presence in the region. Well before North Korea fired its explosive salvo last week, declaring that it was preparing to carry out a nuclear test, China's senior officials and experts had begun expounding on the limitations of Beijing's leverage with Pyongyang. As North Korea's old ideological ally and main economic partner, China is regarded by the international community as a chief mediator in the nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula. China has hosted a series of six-party nation talks aimed at ending North Korea's nuclear weapons programme. The last round of six-nation talks, that included South Korea, Russia, Japan and the U.S. , ended last November without producing an agreement. The North refused to further participate, protesting U.S. restrictions on a Macao bank accused of laundering money for the regime. Washington has urged Beijing to exert its full influence on Pyongyang, including cutting off its oil supply and economic aid, to pressure it to suspend nuclear activities and return to the disarmament talks. But Beijing says its perceived leverage with Pyongyang is exaggerated. On a visit to the U.S. in July, Gen. Guo Boxiong, vice chairman of the Central Military Commission, told his hosts that North Korea was a sovereign state and China could not dictate its decisions. In a similar vein, a senior Chinese academic wrote recently that Pyongyang considers its national interests to be greater than its relations with China. "It (Pyongyang) will not give up the independent guarantee of national security gained though nuclear tests just because of China's concerns and the possibility of China applying pressure on it," Shen Dingli, a scholar at Shanghai's Fudan University Institute of International Affairs wrote in an article published on the website of the Nautilus Institute, a California-based think tank. Shen went further to speculate that a nuclear-armed North Korea could prove useful to China's long-term goal for reunification with Taiwan because it would divide the attention of the U.S. military presence in East Asia. Other Chinese experts have blamed the U.S. for provoking North Korea by refusing to hold bilateral talks and imposing financial restrictions. While China joined in an United Nations Security Council warning adopted last week that a nuclear weapon test would attract a "universal condemnation", experts here believe Beijing is unlikely to back up any military sanctions against the regime of Kim Jong-il. China, and Russia's reservations in this regard, is one of the reasons why the Security Council presidential statement did not specify any possible sanctions, they say. "The possibility of military action against North Korea is minimal," reckons Li Dunqiu, an expert on the Korean peninsula with the State Council Development Research Centre. "There would be economic sanctions and Pyongyang would be forced into a protracted state of isolation". 

China won’t pressure North Korea—wants to maintain regime stability

Global Times, Yu Donghui, journalist for the Washington Post, 6/16/10 “Western powers can't blame China for North Korea's wayward deeds”, http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/commentary/2010-06/542511.html {jchen}
This sentiment is spreading in Washington diplomatic circles. Some even argue that whether China supports the punishment of North Korea over the Cheonan incident will be a litmus test for Beijing's sincerity in cooperating with the US on global issues. From the views of these experts, it seems that as long as China is tough enough on North Korea, the problem will be solved automatically. Some scholars on the scene questioned this rhetoric. Why does the US blame China every time for a reckless North Korea? It's as if in dealing with a naughty child, you do not talk to him directly but ask his friendly neighbor to punish him. It does not seem to be reasonable. Actually, US scholars admit that the US has few options in dealing with North Korea. Cooperation among China and South Korea on North Korea issues has been hobbled by impulses toward political, strategic and economic competition. The fundamental obstacle to the trilateral cooperation is rooted in the deferent interests and approaches. China's strategy toward North Korea is to maintain a peaceful and stable Korean Peninsula, no matter what happens. This is understandable because China could not afford the flood of refugees if the North Korean regime collapsed. More importantly, the success of the US "regime change" policy would bring a geopolitical disorder to China. 

North Korea XTN: China Won’t Pressure (2/2)

China won’t use its leverage—fears North Korean regime collapse

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute, March 2010, “Why China and Russia Balk at Sanctions Against North Korea and Iran”, published by CATO Institute, Nuclear Proliferation Update,  {jchen}
So why have Beijing and Moscow been so reluctant to see strong sanctions imposed on the two proliferators? The reasons are most apparent regarding China’s position toward North Korea. Although maintaining the nonnuclear status quo on the Korean Peninsula may be a significant Chinese objective, it is not the most important one. Beijing’s top priority is to preserve the North Korean state as a buffer between China and the U.S. sphere of influence in Northeast Asia. As North Korea’s economy has languished in recent years, China has worried that the North Korean regime might implode, much as the East German system did in 1989. Such a development would lead to the sudden emergence on China’s border of a unified Korea allied to the United States, probably with the continued presence of U.S. military bases. A North Korean implosion would also likely create a massive flow of refugees into China. The overriding objective of maintaining a viable North Korean state places a distinct limit on the amount of pressure that Beijing is willing to exert on Pyongyang. In theory, China could use its economic leverage as North Korea’s principal source of energy, food, and other vital commodities to compel Kim Jong Il’s regime to put its nuclear weapons program back into the deep freeze. In reality, though, Beijing fears the possible consequences of using that leverage. 
No external factor can force denuclearization—military, economic and political threats fail
Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

The other five regional states—South Korea, China, Russia, Japan and the United States—have few viable options available to negotiate or compel North Korea to denuclearise because they lack leverage over Pyongyang. The bargaining dynamics are clear: the international community cannot offer North Korea any bargain of equal value to the nuclear program, in the context of systemic maintenance and regime perpetuation. In denuclearisation negotiations, Western analysts mistakenly believe grand bargain proposals are benign, despite the likelihood that they would lead to rapid systemic changes within North Korea. Externally, multilateral and bilateral engagement has been unsuccessful, as regional actors have too much incentive to hedge agreements in favour of their own interests. Similarly, compellance through the threat or use of force is unrealistic because the threat of violence against North Korea does not appear to be plausible. If nonproliferation solutions are to incorporate military action, the threat of violence must be credible (Brams, 2003 S. Brams, Negotiation Games: Applying Game Theory to Bargaining and Arbitration (2nd ed.), Routlege, London (2003).Brams, 2003, pp. 139–140). American hardliners have an inflated confidence in the capacity of the US military to act decisively in the Korean theatre. The estimated cost of military action is too high to justify the desired gain and the outcome is subject to unacceptable uncertainty (Pinkston et al., 2005, p. 10; Bandow, 2003; Saunders, 2003). Furthermore, unity among regional states is vital if military options are to achieve their desired goals and clearly, regional states are far from unanimous in backing the use of military force. Consequently, the threat of violence against North Korea is not credible enough to enforce North Korea's compliance. Failing the use of force, compelling denuclearisation may involve regional states placing North Korea under malign economic and political stress. For this to succeed, the Kim regime must be pressured to the point of unbearable strain but again, regional states have failed to agree on a containment strategy and some, including China and Russia, have proven unwilling to apply the pressure necessary to force the regime to relent. North Korea has little trade, outside of that with China, which the international community can embargo, while sanctions have been ineffective in squeezing the North Korean economy (Noland, 2008, p. 5; Lankov, 2006) 

China Modernization XTN: Modernization Inevitable/Alt Caus

Alt cause to modernization—Taiwan and Japan

CFR Council on Foreign Relations, Carin Zissis, 12/5/06, “ Modernizing the People’s Liberation Army of China”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/12174/modernizing_the_peoples_liberation_army_of_china.html#p6 {jchen}

During the Cold War, the threat of an invasion by the Soviet Union drove China’s military policy of maintaining a massive ground force. Since then China has turned attention toward developing its naval capabilities and views a potential Taiwanese declaration of independence, with possible U.S. support, as the most immediate danger to Chinese sovereignty. To this end, China maintains all of its short-range ballistic missiles in preparation for an attack on Taiwan. Other concerns include the South China Sea’s disputed Spratly Islands—where China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Brunei, and Malaysia claim territory—as well as Japanese aggression. “They are definitely prepared for the eventuality that a Taiwan or a Japan scenario will bring them into conflict with the United States,” says Mulvenon. Jonathan D. Pollack, an East Asia expert at the Naval War College, says China’s military strategy continues to have a defensive approach. Part of this strategy involves having a military strong enough to act as a deterrent in the region. Beijing realizes countries such as the United States and Russia have superior militaries and is “trying to see how it can narrow that gap.” The PLA, which experts place twenty years behind the U.S. military, learns from other armed forced by examining how they carry out operations, ranging from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq to 2004 tsunami-rescue efforts. 

China Modernization XTN: CMR Resilient
Civil military relations won’t collapse—recent support of controversial PLA statement proves

Washington Post, John Pomfret, staff writer for Washington Post, 6/8/10, “In Chinese admiral’s outburst, a lingering distrust of U.S.”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/07/AR2010060704762.html {jchen}
On May 24 in a vast meeting room inside the grounds of the state guesthouse at Diaoyutai in Beijing, Rear Adm. Guan Youfei of the People's Liberation Army rose to speak. Known among U.S. officials as a senior "barbarian handler," which means that his job is to deal with foreigners, not lead troops, Guan faced about 65 American officials, part of the biggest delegation the U.S. government has ever sent to China. Everything, Guan said, that is going right in U.S. relations with China is because of China. Everything, he continued, that is going wrong is the fault of the United States. Guan accused the United States of being a "hegemon" and of plotting to encircle China with strategic alliances. The official saved the bulk of his bile for U.S. arms sales to China's nemesis, Taiwan -- Guan said these prove that the United States views China as an enemy. U.S. officials have since depicted Guan's three-minute jeremiad as an anomaly. A senior U.S. official traveling on Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton's plane back to the United States dismissed it, saying it was "out of step" with the rest of the two-day Strategic and Economic Dialogue. And last week in Singapore, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates sought to portray not just Guan, but the whole of the People's Liberation Army, as an outlier intent on blocking better ties with Washington while the rest of China's government moves ahead. But interviews in China with a wide range of experts, Chinese officials and military officers indicate that Guan's rant -- for all its discomfiting bluster -- actually represents the mainstream views of the Chinese Communist Party, and that perhaps the real outliers might be those in China's government who want to side with the United States. Guan's speech underscored that 31 years after the United States and China normalized relations, there remains a deep distrust in Beijing. That the United States is trying to keep China down is a central part of the party's catechism and a foundation of its claims to legitimacy. More broadly, many Chinese security experts and officials view the Obama administration's policy of encouraging Chinese participation in solving the world's problems -- including climate change, the global financial crisis and the security challenges in Iran and North Korea -- not as attempts to elevate China into the ranks of global leadership but rather as a scheme to enmesh it in a paralyzing web of commitments. "Admiral Guan was representing what all of us think about the United States in our hearts," a senior Chinese official, who deals with the United States regularly, said on the condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak with a reporter. "It may not have been politically correct, but it wasn't an accident." "It's silly to talk about factions when it comes to relations with the United States," said a general in the PLA who also spoke on the condition of anonymity. "The army follows the party. Do you really think that Guan did this unilaterally?" 

China Modernization—Space Impact D (Econ)

The economy’s resilient—recovery’s fast enough to prevent permanent damage

Investors Chronicle, 6/15/09 “The indestructible US economy”, LexisNexis
ECONOMICS: The US non-financial economy is doing very well in the face of disaster.  Isn't it amazing how resilient the US non-financial economy is? This sounds like a silly thing to say during the worst recession since the 1930s. But it's the message that comes out of the latest flow of funds figures published by the Federal Reserve.  This show that, in effect, the financial system ceased to exist in the first quarter. For the first time since records began in 1952, the financial sector became a net borrower from the rest of the economy during this time. Before the crisis, its net lending was over a third of GDP. This retrenchment, as my chart shows, is wholly unprecedented.  The natural effect of the closure of the financial system has been to increase the aggregate savings of the rest of the economy. The reason for this is simple. Some households and companies that wanted to borrow have been unable to do. Whereas in normal times, their borrowing would have dragged down aggregate savings, this is no longer happening. So simple arithmetic means aggegate savings ratios have risen.  However, the turnarounds here are relatively small. Households saved 4.4 per cent of their disposable income in Q1. Yes, this is well up from the minus 0.7 per cent recorded at the pow point in Q3 of 2005. But it's still quite low by historic standards; before the mid-90s, the savings ratio was typically twice this.  The increase in corporate savings has been smaller. At its trough in 2007Q3, non-farm non-financial firms' net financial investment (the gap between retained funds and capital spending) was minus 1.6 per cent of GDP. In Q1 it was 2.4 per cent of GDP - though this was the highest ratio since 1953.  There's a simple reason why these changes have been small. Most spending, by companies or households, has traditionally been financed internally, by income or retained profits. Equally, much of the financial system's lending was between financial firms. It was, if you want, like a casino with few links to the outside economy.  With behavioural changes relatively small, another remarkable fact makes sense - that corporate profits have held up well. Fed figures show that, in Q1, non-financial firms' pre-tax profits were 5.1 per cent of their tangible assets. Though this is well down from the cyclical peak of 9 per cent reached back in 2006, it is above 2003's levels, and above mid-80s levels.  Judged by the ability of non-financial firms to generate profits - which in a capitalist economy is the most important metric of all - the US economy is doing better now than it was at the height of the Reagan era, with all the triumphalism that surrounded it.  None of this, of course, is to deny the reality that the US economy is in deep trouble. A big reason for the resilience of profits, of course, is that the pain of the crisis is being borne by workers; the unemployment rate, at 9.4 per cent, is at its highest since 1983. But in a capitalist economy, it's profits that matter, not people.  My point is simply that non-financial corporate America is surviving one of the greatest economic disasters in history remarkably well. In this sense, capitalism is still surprisingly healthy. 

Empirically denied—economic collapse doesn’t cause war
Morris Miller, Professor of Economics, 2001, “Poverty: A Cause of War?”, http://archive.peacemagazine.org/v17n1p08.htm
Library shelves are heavy with studies focused on the correlates and causes of war. Some of the leading scholars in that field suggest that we drop the concept of causality, since it can rarely be demonstrated. Nevertheless, it may be helpful to look at the motives of war-prone political leaders and the ways they have gained and maintained power, even to the point of leading their nations to war. Poverty: The Prime Causal Factor? Poverty is most often named as the prime causal factor. Therefore we approach the question by asking whether poverty is characteristic of the nations or groups that have engaged in wars. As we shall see, poverty has never been as significant a factor as one would imagine. Largely this is because of the traits of the poor as a group - particularly their tendency to tolerate their suffering in silence and/or be deterred by the force of repressive regimes. Their voicelessness and powerlessness translate into passivity. Also, because of their illiteracy and ignorance of worldly affairs, the poor become susceptible to the messages of war-bent demagogues and often willing to become cannon fodder. The situations conductive to war involve political repression of dissidents, tight control over media that stir up chauvinism and ethnic prejudices, religious fervor, and sentiments of revenge. The poor succumb to leaders who have the power to create such conditions for their own self-serving purposes. Desperately poor people in poor nations cannot organize wars, which are exceptionally costly. The statistics speak eloquently on this point. In the last 40 years the global arms trade has been about $1500 billion, of which two-thirds were the purchases of developing countries. That is an amount roughly equal to the foreign capital they obtained through official development aid (ODA). Since ODA does not finance arms purchases (except insofar as money that is not spent by a government on aid-financed roads is available for other purposes such as military procurement) financing is also required to control the media and communicate with the populace to convince them to support the war. Large-scale armed conflict is so expensive that governments must resort to exceptional sources, such as drug dealing, diamond smuggling, brigandry, or deal-making with other countries. The reliance on illicit operations is well documented in a recent World Bank report that studied 47 civil wars that took place between 1960 and 1999, the main conclusion of which is that the key factor is the availability of commodities to plunder. For greed to yield war, there must be financial opportunities. Only affluent political leaders and elites can amass such weaponry, diverting funds to the military even when this runs contrary to the interests of the population. In most inter-state wars the antagonists were wealthy enough to build up their armaments and propagandize or repress to gain acceptance for their policies. Economic Crises? Some scholars have argued that it is not poverty, as such, that contributes to the support for armed conflict, but rather some catalyst, such as an economic crisis. However, a study by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik shows that this hypothesis lacks merit. After studying 93 episodes of economic crisis in 22 countries in Latin American and Asia since World War II, they concluded that much of the conventional thinking about the political impact of economic crisis is wrong: "The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... or (in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another)." 








**Executive Branch Withdrawal (SS)**
Nuclearization F/L
1. China won’t force denuclearization—fears North Korean regime collapse and refugee influx
Dan Blumenthal, resident fellow, commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, July 2005 “Facing a Nuclear North Korea”, AEI Outlook, American Enterprises Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/outlook/22817 {jchen}
Why has more than a decade of diplomacy and engagement failed to prevent North Korea from attaining nuclear weapons? Because Pyongyang’s nuclear aspirations go to the core of the regime’s raison d’être--ensuring its own survival and forcefully unifying the peninsula under its control. So long as the regime is willing to pursue its nuclear program even as its people starve and its economy lies in shambles, the chances are very remote that the United States can persuade Pyongyang to abandon nuclearization. In addition, China remains unwilling to use its leverage--the provision of most of the DPRK’s fuel and food--to coerce Kim Jong Il to disarm. The impending failure of the six-party talks necessitates a reassessment of U.S. policy on North Korea. The only viable option for the United States today is to pursue a strategy of containment and deterrence against the use or proliferation of North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction. After the United States confronted North Korea in late 2002 with evidence that Pyongyang violated the Agreed Framework on its nuclear reactors and related facilities, proponents of multilateral negotiations within the Bush administration made the reasonable bet that if faced with a united front of Russia, South Korea, Japan, the United States, and China, Pyongyang would back down from its nuclear ambitions. But this gamble was undermined by two flawed assumptions: that all parties held North Korean denuclearization as their top priority, and that North Korea could be talked into abandoning its nuclear program. The primary benefit of the six-party talks may have been to reveal just how flawed those assumptions were. For very different reasons, two of the critical players in those talks--China and South Korea--are unwilling to coerce North Korea to disarm. While Beijing would rather see a nuclear-free North Korea, it fears that pressuring Pyongyang by halting shipments of food and fuel might result in the regime’s collapse and chaos on China’s northeastern border. Likewise, the current leadership in Seoul is beholden to delusions born during the era of inter-Korean engagement under former president Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine policy.” Although the sunshine policy was an understandable approach by Seoul to capitalize on the hoped-for nonproliferation breakthrough presented by the Agreed Framework in 1994, Pyonyang’s 2002 admission that it had a highly enriched unranium program made plain that it did not uphold its end of the “engagement” bargain. However, Seoul remains unwilling to come to terms with the fact that the sunshine policy has neither made South Korea safer nor led to reform in North Korea. Some members of the Bush administration are still trying to breathe life into the six-party talks, as indicated by the recent meeting between North Korean envoys and State Department officials in New York. Concurrently, other administration officials are arguing in favor of putting more pressure on China and North Korea. This divergence of views is reflective of a lack of coherence in American policy. As it becomes clearer every day that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) cannot be talked out of nuclear weapons, it is high time for the United States to formulate a new, more coherent North Korea policy. 

2. Turn—Coercing denuclearization increases risk of miscalculation—pressure on the regime enhances instability and accidental launch probability

3. North Korea CAN’T denuclearize—the program’s key to the regime’s legitimacy, economy and interests

Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

There is a long history of nuclear development and investment in nuclear infrastructure in North Korea, dating back to the 1950s. This infrastructure and its associated institutions are extensive and have become entrenched in the country's political hierarchy, to such a degree that nuclear proliferation has become heavily entwined with the maintenance of the Songun system and the political economy of the DPRK state. The nuclear program has great value in this regard at three levels: first, it provides the pretext to divert the nation's resources to the military. In this way, it helps to legitimise the privations that ordinary citizens bear in order for the military to be the privileged recipient of state resources. Second, nuclear weapons development serves the narrow bureaucratic interests of institutions within the DPRK state. In general, the vested institutional actors include the state's nuclear establishment, which maintains all facilities related to the nuclear fuel cycle, and important units within the military bureaucracy. Third, the nuclear program is the defining symbol of North Korea's unique anti-American nationalism. The regime has painted itself into a corner through its rampant use of virulent anti-American, anti-imperialist propaganda, which is the only legitimate ideational pillar the regime has left. From a technical and political analysis of North Korea's nuclear program, one can therefore suggest that the Kim regime will not relinquish its nuclear program, because no suite of incentives offered by the international community can match the utility of the nuclear program for propping up the Songun system and perpetuating Kim regime rule. North Korea's unwillingness to dismantle its nuclear program, combined with the failure of the denuclearisation strategies of regional states, will ultimately force the region to adapt to the reality of a nuclear DPRK..

East Asia F/L

1. Status quo solves—US troops provide security assurance that prevents proliferation—only a risk plan causes insecurity and weapon buildup

2. North Korean proliferation won’t spill over—US deterrent in Asia prevents arms race

China Daily, “Nuke arms race ‘unlikely’ in Northeast Asia: Experts” 5/27/09, http://pacificfreeze.ips-dc.org/2009/06/nuke-arms-race-unlikely-in-northeast-asia-experts/ {jchen}

TOKYO: The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s (DPRK) nuclear test is unlikely to spark a nuclear arms race in Asia, but analysts say Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK) may seek to beef up their missile defenses and pre-emptive capabilities against Pyongyang. Pyongyang’s second nuclear test came weeks after it fired a long-range rocket that flew over northern Japan, a clear message that the DPRK is developing a nuclear weapon and the means to deliver it. But analysts say the DPRK’s actions are defensive, while its neighbors are already under a US deterrent. “The barriers to developing nuclear weapons are extremely high and both countries come under the US nuclear umbrella, so the chances of them actually developing nuclear weapons are slim,” said Shi Yinhong, an international security expert at Renmin University in Beijing. President Barack Obama was quick to reaffirm the US commitment to the defense of both the ROK and Japan yesterday, perhaps in a sign of Washington’s concern that both countries stay out of the nuclear club. “At the end of the day, what do nuclear weapons buy North Korea (DPRK)?” asked Brad Glosserman of Hawaii-based think tank Pacific Forum CSIS. “It buys them a deterrent. It allows them to say ‘you can’t come after us’. But I don’t see how North Korea can use it to extort anything. It has a limited number of weapons and it has to know that if it uses them, it’s ‘game over’.” Few in neighboring Japan are calling openly for the development of nuclear bombs, though some hawks say the idea should at least be debated. The ROK’s biggest daily Chosun Ilbo yesterday urged the government to go nuclear, but analysts say it, too, is unlikely to risk alienating the US by doing so. 

3. Empirically denied—North Korea’s had nuclear reactors since 1967, tested its first nuke in 2006 and still no arms race. 

4. No impact—economic collapse doesn’t cause war

Morris Miller, Professor of Economics, 2001, “Poverty: A Cause of War?”, http://archive.peacemagazine.org/v17n1p08.htm
Library shelves are heavy with studies focused on the correlates and causes of war. Some of the leading scholars in that field suggest that we drop the concept of causality, since it can rarely be demonstrated. Nevertheless, it may be helpful to look at the motives of war-prone political leaders and the ways they have gained and maintained power, even to the point of leading their nations to war. Poverty: The Prime Causal Factor? Poverty is most often named as the prime causal factor. Therefore we approach the question by asking whether poverty is characteristic of the nations or groups that have engaged in wars. As we shall see, poverty has never been as significant a factor as one would imagine. Largely this is because of the traits of the poor as a group - particularly their tendency to tolerate their suffering in silence and/or be deterred by the force of repressive regimes. Their voicelessness and powerlessness translate into passivity. Also, because of their illiteracy and ignorance of worldly affairs, the poor become susceptible to the messages of war-bent demagogues and often willing to become cannon fodder. The situations conductive to war involve political repression of dissidents, tight control over media that stir up chauvinism and ethnic prejudices, religious fervor, and sentiments of revenge. The poor succumb to leaders who have the power to create such conditions for their own self-serving purposes. Desperately poor people in poor nations cannot organize wars, which are exceptionally costly. The statistics speak eloquently on this point. In the last 40 years the global arms trade has been about $1500 billion, of which two-thirds were the purchases of developing countries. That is an amount roughly equal to the foreign capital they obtained through official development aid (ODA). Since ODA does not finance arms purchases (except insofar as money that is not spent by a government on aid-financed roads is available for other purposes such as military procurement) financing is also required to control the media and communicate with the populace to convince them to support the war. Large-scale armed conflict is so expensive that governments must resort to exceptional sources, such as drug dealing, diamond smuggling, brigandry, or deal-making with other countries. The reliance on illicit operations is well documented in a recent World Bank report that studied 47 civil wars that took place between 1960 and 1999, the main conclusion of which is that the key factor is the availability of commodities to plunder. For greed to yield war, there must be financial opportunities. Only affluent political leaders and elites can amass such weaponry, diverting funds to the military even when this runs contrary to the interests of the population. In most inter-state wars the antagonists were wealthy enough to build up their armaments and propagandize or repress to gain acceptance for their policies. Economic Crises? Some scholars have argued that it is not poverty, as such, that contributes to the support for armed conflict, but rather some catalyst, such as an economic crisis. However, a study by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik shows that this hypothesis lacks merit. After studying 93 episodes of economic crisis in 22 countries in Latin American and Asia since World War II, they concluded that much of the conventional thinking about the political impact of economic crisis is wrong: "The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... or (in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another)." 
Middle East F/L (1/2)

1. Alt cause—North Korea sells weapons to Iran because of economic need NOT because of US presence in Korea

2. Nuclear Iran’s inevitable—it already has technology needed for nukes

Philip Sherwell, staff writer for the Telegraph, 5/24/09, The Telegraph, “US investigator exposes Iran's nuclear weapons 'shopping list'”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/5374705/US-investigator-exposes-Irans-nuclear-weapons-shopping-list.html {jchen}
But some senior figures in Israel are now increasingly convinced that the Obama administration believes that a nuclear-armed Iran is inevitable. Mr Morgenthau's investigation has brought to light a multi-billion-dollar scam under which Iran channelled funds through Western financial institutions to buy banned dual-use materials for its nuclear and missile programmes. Lloyds TSB has already agreed to pay a fine and forfeiture of $350 million (£220 million) for its role in helping to disguise transactions. The investigation has revealed that the Iranians were negotiating to buy 400 gyrometers, 600 accelerometers and 100 pieces of the metal tantalum - crucial technology for building accurate long-range missiles that could deliver nuclear payloads. Mr Morgenthau's unit, which has prosecuted several major US white-collar criminal cases, also established that LIMMT, a Chinese company that has long been a major supplier of banned weapons material to Iran, had shipped a long list of weapons-related materials to Iran after skirting international financial sanctions. The items included 15,000 kgs of specialised aluminium alloy used almost exclusively in long-range missile production; 1,700 kgs of graphite cylinders used for banned electrical discharge machines; more than 30,000 kgs of tungsten-copper plates; 200 tungsten-copper alloy hollow cylinders; 19,000 kgs of tungsten metal powder and 24,500 kgs of maraging steel rods, which are favoured for their superior strength. "It's the usual list of items that Iran needs for its missile and weapons programmes," said John Pike, director of globalsecurity.org, a private security research group. "Whether it's dual use or not is irrelevant. The Iranians are acquiring a glass half-full. They can use that stuff for what they want when they get it." Mr Morgenthau's office has issued a 118-count indictment against LIMMT and its owner Li Fang Wei for allegedly misusing New York banks via front companies and supplying illicit missile and nuclear technology to Iran. But there are believed to be other targets of the "broad and ongoing" investigation. His office consulted weapons experts from the CIA, private institutions and universities about what it had uncovered. They were "shocked by the sophistication of the equipment they're buying", he told a hearing of the Senate foreign relations committee. Those findings were backed up by a staff report by the same committee. It concluded that Iran could produce enough weapons-grade material to make a bomb within six months and that the regime was operating a "a broad network of front organisations" to purchase weapons material.

3. North Korea not key—main suppliers of nuclear weapons are China and Russia

W. Seth Carus,  Senior Research Professor at the Center for Counterproliferation Research, National Defense University, 2K, MERIA Middle East Review of International Affairs, Vol. 4, No. 3, Fall 2000, “Iran and Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2000/issue3/carus.pdf {jchen}
Iranian efforts to develop NBC weapons and delivery systems depend heavily on foreign assistance. Iran's nuclear weapons program appears to rely on assistance from China and Russia; its chemical weapons program on support from China; its biological weapons program on Russian help; and its missile program on a combination of Russian, Chinese, and North Korean support. The salience of external support is evident in a U.S. Department of Defense statement about Iran's chemical weapons program: "China is an important supplier of technologies and equipment for Iran's chemical warfare program. Therefore, Chinese supply policies will be key to whether Tehran attains its longterm goal of independent production for these weapons." (47) This suggests that eliminating foreign support for Iran's weapons programs would slow development, reduce sophistication, and increase costs. The Clinton administration has pressured China, Russia, and North Korea to end statesupported proliferation activities and to curtail illicit exports. The record of accomplishment, unfortunately, is extremely uneven. North Korea clearly views missile sales as a source of badly needed foreign exchange, and has made it quite clear that it will continue its sales. Similarly, there are severe doubts about the willingness of China and Russia to stop all but the most flagrant exports. Russia particularly has expressed a desire to prevent Iran from acquiring NBC weapons and their associated delivery means. But, in practice, Moscow has shown limited willingness to identify and act against those responsible for exporting Russian technology to Iran.

Middle East F/L (2/2)

4. Middle East conflict won’t escalate – local conflicts do not spillover

Steven A. Cook, Ray Takeyh and Suzanne Maloney . fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, fellows at the Council on Foreign Relations, senior fellow at Saban Center, June 28 2007 “Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune {I stole this.}
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. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.

Contingency Plans F/L

1. Kim Jong Il died 7 years ago—continued stability proves no impact 

Japan Today, citing Toshimitsu Shigemura, specialist on North Korean politics at Tokyo's Waseda University, 8/23/08, “N Korea's Kim died in 2003; replaced by lookalike, says Waseda professor”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/kuchikomi/view/north-koreas-kim-died-in-2003-and-was-replaced-by-lookalike-says-waseda-profesor {jchen}
Is Kim Jong Il dead? Yes, North Korea’s “Dear Leader” is no more, having passed away in the fall of 2003, writes Waseda University professor Toshimitsu Shigemura in Shukan Gendai (Aug 23-30). A one-time Mainichi Shimbun journalist posted in Seoul, Shigemura is introduced by the magazine as a leading authority on the Korean Peninsula. His latest book, released this month, is titled “The True Character of Kim Jong Il.” If true, the implications are potentially vast. Among them: former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s summit partner during one or both of his landmark visits to Pyongyang in 2002 and 2004 was not Kim himself but a dummy—the stand-in Shigemura claims has been fooling the world for at least five years. A dictator having one or multiple doubles is a familiar notion since Iraq’s Saddam Hussein was shown to have deployed them. But Saddam was alive at the time. Kim, in Shigemura’s scenario, was not manipulating a look-alike; he was replaced by one. Of course it’s fantastic—but in North Korea, says Shigemura, fantasy and reality are not mutually exclusive. “Japanese common sense cannot take the measure of North Korea’s uniqueness,” he writes. “For example: Kim came to Tokyo six times in the 1980s.” Then as now, North Korea and Japan had no diplomatic ties. Kim, then heir to the throne under his father, “Great Leader” Kim Il Sung, apparently traveled incognito by ship. His purpose: to take in the magic shows staged by magician Hikita Tenko at the upscale Cordon Bleu show pub in Akasaka. Shigemura cites as sources (without naming them) several people close to Kim’s family. He hears from them that Kim’s diabetes took a turn for the worse early in 2000. From then until his supposed death three and a half years later he was confined to a wheelchair. Was the flurry of diplomatic activity in which the world saw Kim engaged during those years mere sleight of hand? The “hermit kingdom” seemed all of a sudden to grow remarkably outgoing. In June 2000 Kim hosted the historic summit with South Korean President Kim Dae Jung. The following month, he received Russian President Vladimir Putin. In October his guest was U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright. In January 2001 he visited China; in August, Russia. In September 2002 there occurred the first summit with Koizumi, culminating in Kim’s admission, after decades of denial from Pyongyang, that North Korean agents had kidnapped Japanese nationals. August 2003 saw the launch of the Six Party talks aimed at North Korea’s nuclear disarmament. “Then suddenly,” writes Shigemura in Shukan Gendai, “the pace slows.” The second Kim-Koizumi summit, in 2004, lasted all of 90 minutes. Scheduled meetings with other foreign dignitaries were abruptly canceled. Kim’s retreat from the public eye was almost total. State television in October 2003 showed him touring a collective farm, but mention of the date of the visit was conspicuously absent.

2. Relocation of naval drills to Sea of Japan eased tensions and solves U.S. China relations. POSTDATES their ev

LA Times, Barbara Demick and John M. Glionna, staff writers, 7/28/10 “China criticizes U.S.-South Korea military exercises”, http://dailyme.com/story/2010072800004910/china-criticizes-us-south-korea-military-exercises.html

 Perhaps not by coincidence, China conducted its own military drills near the Yellow Sea coast on the same days that the U.S.-South Korea military drill was taking place, according to the state media. An artillery division of the Nanjing Military Region test-fired rockets toward the sea and tested unmanned drone aircraft and radar, Chinese state media reported Wednesday. The Chinese did not say whether the exercises were in reaction to the joint U.S.-South Korea exercises, which began Sunday and ended Wednesday. The U.S.-South Korea joint exercises -- the largest in more than three decades -- involved 8,000 military personnel, 20 warships and 200 aircraft, including the aircraft carrier, USS George Washington. They were supposed to serve as a warning to North Korea over the sinking in March of a South Korean warship, which killed 46 crewmen, though North Korea has denied involvement. China also has refused to accept the conclusions of a South Korean-led investigation of international experts that found the Cheonan was sunk by a North Korean torpedo. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said during a visit to Seoul this month that the joint war games were "to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behavior must stop." North Korea, which had threatened a nuclear strike because of the military drills, on Wednesday reportedly called for the U.S. to end its hostile policy against the country. The military exercises were originally planned for the Yellow Sea, but were moved to the Sea of Japan as a concession to Chinese objections, many observers claim. "The U.S. and South Korea paid attention to China's worries and changed the location of the drill," wrote Zhou Yongsheng, a professor from the China University of Foreign Affairs in Oriental Outlook, a government magazine. "It is not merely because the U.S. and South Korea were trying to 'give face' to China. It has shown China's power and impact in northeast Asia is rising." Bonnie Glaser, a China fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said China has overreacted to the U.S.-South Korean exercises. "The Chinese are very sensitive about having foreign military ships anywhere near their coastline, insisting there are no international waters in the Yellow Sea," Glaser said. "They're also very prone to conspiracy theories. On this issue, it doesn't serve their interests."

3. No escalation—their Bandow ev assumes intervention if North Korea INVADES—US would allow China to stabilize North Korea in case of internal collapse

4. North Korean collapse ensures co-op—China would seek stability in accordance with U.S. and South Korea

The Korea Times, Jung Sung-Ki, staff reporter, 9/22/08, “What Will Be China's Role After Collapse of N. Korea?”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/special/2009/09/180_31452.html {jchen}
Since North Korean leader Kim jong-il's alleged health setback was confirmed by intelligence sources in South Korea, the United States and Japan earlier this month, attention has largely been focused on who will replace the 67-year-old reclusive leader and how the geopolitical situation surrounding the Korean Peninsula will evolve should Kim die or become incapacitated. But for many regional security experts, there is an another intriguing question regarding a post-Kim power balance in the region ― what will China's role or response to a sudden collapse of North Korea be. Conflicting assessments have been put forward, but most experts share the view that Beijing, with its long and porous border with North Korea, would try to exert control over the North if anything extreme, such as a sudden regime collapse were to occur. Some say such a move could complicate relations with South Korea and the United States. Jeon Byeong-gon, a senior researcher of the state-funded Korea Institute for National Unification, cautiously raised the possibility of a Chinese ``military intervention'' in North Korea in the event of an emergency. Jeon said such a military action by China might be expected should South Korean and U.S. troops conduct joint operations in North Korea without the consent of the Beijing government; or if the Chinese authorities felt their national security and interests were being compromised by unusual situations in the North, such as a mass inflow of North Korean refugees, a civil war or armed conflict involving the U.S. and other international forces on the peninsula. ``China will help the North Korean regime to keep order and provide support for it as long as there is not a clear alternative, but once it judges the North is unable to be stabilized with the loss of control, it is expected to resolve the North Korean issue diplomatically in cooperation with related countries or an international organization,'' Jeon said in his report, titled ``China's Options in Accordance with the Fate of the Kim Jong-il Regime,'' released Sept. 18. ``The most probable scenario is that China will mobilize troops on the border with North Korea to block an inflow of North Korean refugees and provide economic support for the North to stabilize the regime,'' he said. ``China is expected to consult with other countries over the stabilization of North Korea. In particular, its relations with South Korea and the United States would be crucial in resolving the issue.'' 

Nuclearization XTN: China Won’t Pressure/Fails (1/2)

Pressuring North Korea fails—China lacks sufficient leverage and won’t impose sanctions 

IPS, Inter Press Service, Antoaneta Bezlova, 10/9/06, “North Korean Bomb - Bargaining Chip for China” http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=35036 {jchen}

The emergence of North Korea as a nuclear power - the only other in East Asia apart from China itself - is perceived here as an evil that can be contained and even rendered useful as a counterweight to the United States military presence in the region. Well before North Korea fired its explosive salvo last week, declaring that it was preparing to carry out a nuclear test, China's senior officials and experts had begun expounding on the limitations of Beijing's leverage with Pyongyang. As North Korea's old ideological ally and main economic partner, China is regarded by the international community as a chief mediator in the nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula. China has hosted a series of six-party nation talks aimed at ending North Korea's nuclear weapons programme. The last round of six-nation talks, that included South Korea, Russia, Japan and the U.S. , ended last November without producing an agreement. The North refused to further participate, protesting U.S. restrictions on a Macao bank accused of laundering money for the regime. Washington has urged Beijing to exert its full influence on Pyongyang, including cutting off its oil supply and economic aid, to pressure it to suspend nuclear activities and return to the disarmament talks. But Beijing says its perceived leverage with Pyongyang is exaggerated. On a visit to the U.S. in July, Gen. Guo Boxiong, vice chairman of the Central Military Commission, told his hosts that North Korea was a sovereign state and China could not dictate its decisions. In a similar vein, a senior Chinese academic wrote recently that Pyongyang considers its national interests to be greater than its relations with China. "It (Pyongyang) will not give up the independent guarantee of national security gained though nuclear tests just because of China's concerns and the possibility of China applying pressure on it," Shen Dingli, a scholar at Shanghai's Fudan University Institute of International Affairs wrote in an article published on the website of the Nautilus Institute, a California-based think tank. Shen went further to speculate that a nuclear-armed North Korea could prove useful to China's long-term goal for reunification with Taiwan because it would divide the attention of the U.S. military presence in East Asia. Other Chinese experts have blamed the U.S. for provoking North Korea by refusing to hold bilateral talks and imposing financial restrictions. While China joined in an United Nations Security Council warning adopted last week that a nuclear weapon test would attract a "universal condemnation", experts here believe Beijing is unlikely to back up any military sanctions against the regime of Kim Jong-il. China, and Russia's reservations in this regard, is one of the reasons why the Security Council presidential statement did not specify any possible sanctions, they say. "The possibility of military action against North Korea is minimal," reckons Li Dunqiu, an expert on the Korean peninsula with the State Council Development Research Centre. "There would be economic sanctions and Pyongyang would be forced into a protracted state of isolation". 

China won’t pressure North Korea—wants to maintain regime stability

Global Times, Yu Donghui, journalist for the Washington Post, 6/16/10 “Western powers can't blame China for North Korea's wayward deeds”, http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/commentary/2010-06/542511.html {jchen}
This sentiment is spreading in Washington diplomatic circles. Some even argue that whether China supports the punishment of North Korea over the Cheonan incident will be a litmus test for Beijing's sincerity in cooperating with the US on global issues. From the views of these experts, it seems that as long as China is tough enough on North Korea, the problem will be solved automatically. Some scholars on the scene questioned this rhetoric. Why does the US blame China every time for a reckless North Korea? It's as if in dealing with a naughty child, you do not talk to him directly but ask his friendly neighbor to punish him. It does not seem to be reasonable. Actually, US scholars admit that the US has few options in dealing with North Korea. Cooperation among China and South Korea on North Korea issues has been hobbled by impulses toward political, strategic and economic competition. The fundamental obstacle to the trilateral cooperation is rooted in the deferent interests and approaches. China's strategy toward North Korea is to maintain a peaceful and stable Korean Peninsula, no matter what happens. This is understandable because China could not afford the flood of refugees if the North Korean regime collapsed. More importantly, the success of the US "regime change" policy would bring a geopolitical disorder to China. 

Nuclearization XTN: China Won’t Pressure/Fails (2/2)

China won’t use its leverage—fears North Korean regime collapse

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute, March 2010, “Why China and Russia Balk at Sanctions Against North Korea and Iran”, published by CATO Institute, Nuclear Proliferation Update,  {jchen}
So why have Beijing and Moscow been so reluctant to see strong sanctions imposed on the two proliferators? The reasons are most apparent regarding China’s position toward North Korea. Although maintaining the nonnuclear status quo on the Korean Peninsula may be a significant Chinese objective, it is not the most important one. Beijing’s top priority is to preserve the North Korean state as a buffer between China and the U.S. sphere of influence in Northeast Asia. As North Korea’s economy has languished in recent years, China has worried that the North Korean regime might implode, much as the East German system did in 1989. Such a development would lead to the sudden emergence on China’s border of a unified Korea allied to the United States, probably with the continued presence of U.S. military bases. A North Korean implosion would also likely create a massive flow of refugees into China. The overriding objective of maintaining a viable North Korean state places a distinct limit on the amount of pressure that Beijing is willing to exert on Pyongyang. In theory, China could use its economic leverage as North Korea’s principal source of energy, food, and other vital commodities to compel Kim Jong Il’s regime to put its nuclear weapons program back into the deep freeze. In reality, though, Beijing fears the possible consequences of using that leverage. 
No external factor can force denuclearization—military, economic and political threats fail
Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

The other five regional states—South Korea, China, Russia, Japan and the United States—have few viable options available to negotiate or compel North Korea to denuclearise because they lack leverage over Pyongyang. The bargaining dynamics are clear: the international community cannot offer North Korea any bargain of equal value to the nuclear program, in the context of systemic maintenance and regime perpetuation. In denuclearisation negotiations, Western analysts mistakenly believe grand bargain proposals are benign, despite the likelihood that they would lead to rapid systemic changes within North Korea. Externally, multilateral and bilateral engagement has been unsuccessful, as regional actors have too much incentive to hedge agreements in favour of their own interests. Similarly, compellance through the threat or use of force is unrealistic because the threat of violence against North Korea does not appear to be plausible. If nonproliferation solutions are to incorporate military action, the threat of violence must be credible (Brams, 2003 S. Brams, Negotiation Games: Applying Game Theory to Bargaining and Arbitration (2nd ed.), Routlege, London (2003).Brams, 2003, pp. 139–140). American hardliners have an inflated confidence in the capacity of the US military to act decisively in the Korean theatre. The estimated cost of military action is too high to justify the desired gain and the outcome is subject to unacceptable uncertainty (Pinkston et al., 2005, p. 10; Bandow, 2003; Saunders, 2003). Furthermore, unity among regional states is vital if military options are to achieve their desired goals and clearly, regional states are far from unanimous in backing the use of military force. Consequently, the threat of violence against North Korea is not credible enough to enforce North Korea's compliance. Failing the use of force, compelling denuclearisation may involve regional states placing North Korea under malign economic and political stress. For this to succeed, the Kim regime must be pressured to the point of unbearable strain but again, regional states have failed to agree on a containment strategy and some, including China and Russia, have proven unwilling to apply the pressure necessary to force the regime to relent. North Korea has little trade, outside of that with China, which the international community can embargo, while sanctions have been ineffective in squeezing the North Korean economy (Noland, 2008, p. 5; Lankov, 2006) 

Nuclearization XTN: NK regime collapse

North Korea will never denuclearize—to do so would collapse the regime

Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

Ultimately, the choice facing the regime is one of system maintenance versus system transformation. The regime can use the nuclear program perpetuate the Songun system and preserve the status quo. Alternatively, to relinquish the nuclear program would remove it as the foundation of the Songun system and would necessitate widespread political and economic reform. The scale of systemic reform is likely to be staggering. It will require land redistribution and decollectivisation, marketisation, industrial restructuring and legal reform, while millions of workers may be forced to change employment or become unemployed (Noland, 2002, p. 182). The general population would experience the process as one of the great social upheaval, a development that would have great political implications. Social controls, including the rationing system, information controls, and travel restrictions would have to be loosened (Park, 2008). Reform will further open North Korea to foreign information and ideas, which are likely to undercut political restrictions and allow an opportunity for alternative political mobilisation, creating challenges to regime control linked to popular discontent at the pace and scope of change (Kang and Rigoulot, 2001, p. 186; Snyder, 2000, p. 519). The collapse of the Soviet Union serves as a warning to the North Korean leadership about the dangers of reform. The Soviet communist system proved to be inelastic and incapable of change, so when Mikhail Gorbachev attempted political and economic reform the system could not accommodate evolution and rapidly imploded (Kotkin, 2001, p. 2). Because the functionality of state institutions was so dependent upon established routines, the inertia and transaction costs of change were so high that rapid transformation became impossible when new circumstances arose that required a new modus operandi (Pei, 1994, p. 205; Kaminski, 1991). Once marketisation penetrated the operations of state institutions, the incentives for state officials to pursue opportunist ventures outside the formal system increased at the same time as political reforms weakened the monitoring and enforcement capacity of the Party, resulting in a massive exodus of officials from the Party (Kalyvas, 1999, pp. 338–339; Teague and Tolz, 1995, p. 21). The Kim regime undoubtedly fears that reform of this nature could lead to a similar regime termination in North Korea. Because of these dangers, the regime is likely to view the costs of nuclear proliferation for systemic maintenance as preferable to the high risk of systemic implosion inherent in economic and political reform. The Kim regime's choice to proliferate nuclear weapons is not without cost. Internally, nuclear development necessitates the diversion of resources away from non-military investments in industry, agriculture, infrastructure and social services. Indeed, the privileged position of the military within the wider Songun system itself necessitates a form of social triage, in which certain segments of the population are excluded from access to food and services in order to prioritise the provision of the military. Externally, the North's proliferation activities have drawn widespread international condemnation, invited a strengthened (though still ineffective) economic sanctions regime, and alienated the country from its historic allies. Yet for the regime, this cost calculation is relative; the leadership values the maintenance of its power above all other considerations. 
Nuclearization key to regime credibility—to give it up means collapse

Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

Kim Jong-il's answer was to consolidate the national ideology with Songun politics. Given the relative decline in the North's conventional military capability, the nuclear program thus became a symbol of the military component of the new legitimising paradigm. Songun politics and Juche have a symbiotic relationship, with each providing meaning for the other. Songun politics on its own would be unsustainable because of the excessive economic hardship that the military's priority resource allocation imposes on the people (Park and Lee, 2008 J.S. Park and D.S. Lee, North Korea: existential deterrence and diplomatic leverage. In: M. Alagappa, Editor, The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, Stanford University Press, Stanford (2008), pp. 269–295.Park and Lee, 2008, pp. 275–276). Similarly, the famine rendered Juche practically and philosophically bankrupt as a means of facilitating national self-reliance. However, together they provide the regime with a self-sustaining ideological and organisational structure that legitimises the channelling of vast resources into the military and by extension the indigenous nuclear program. The technological achievement embodied in the nuclear program boosts Kim Jong-il's nationalist credentials and brings prestige to his leadership, which in turn strengthens the relationship between Kim and the military. The regime is increasingly leaning on hyper-nationalism to legitimise itself as the other facets of its ideology slide into irrelevance. Brian Myers argues that the basis for North Korean nationalism is a race-based moralist worldview in which the Korean people are viewed to be inherently morally superior to all other peoples (Myers, 2006). This inherent goodness is one of the reasons that Korea has been the perennial victim of rapacious foreign powers, allowing the regime to ascribe evil actions to foreign powers alone. Unlike other facets of North Korean ideology such as Juche and Kimism that have been undermined by real-world events, North Korea's race-based nationalism is grounded upon an irrational myth that is much harder to disprove, making it extremely resilient and maintainable in both good times and bad. 

Nuclearization XTN: Won’t Denuclearize—Alt Causes

Alt causes to nuclearization—political legitimacy, diplomatic weight and deterrence

Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

It is clear that the nuclear program has great intrinsic value to Pyongyang. In general, states seek to develop and maintain nuclear weapons for a number of reasons. For Kurt Campbell (2004, p. 20), these motivations are five-fold: a response to changes in US foreign policy; a breakdown of the global nonproliferation regime; erosion of regional security; domestic imperatives; and the increasing availability of nuclear technology. In the context of North Korea, Victor Cha, 2002 has divided Pyongyang's nuclear motivations variously as “shields,” “swords” and “badges.” If the North's nuclear capability is intended as a shield, it is a product of the Kim regime's feeling of chronic insecurity and as such has been developed as a deterrent. If it is a sword, the nuclear capability has been built for aggressive purposes and will comprise a key component of an offensive war plan with the goal of reuniting the Korean peninsula on Pyongyang's terms. If it is a badge, the nuclear program is a symbol of international prestige that affords North Korea a greater diplomatic weight in the international arena than what it otherwise would enjoy. Scott Sagan (1996/1997, p. 55) has used a different categorization, which acknowledges the political economy dimension of nuclear proliferation. First, states build nuclear weapons to increase their security against foreign adversaries, particularly if their enemies also maintain a nuclear capability. Second, nuclear weapons acquisition, or restraint of nuclear weapons development, can provide a normative symbol of a state's identity. Finally, nuclear weapons can be used as political tools to advance parochial domestic political and bureaucratic interests. It is this potential driver of North Korea's nuclear development, which is informed most closely by an analysis of the North's nuclear fuel cycle. Other motivations do play a role in informing Pyongyang's proliferation calculus, including issues of national security, systemic maintenance, and ideological legitimacy. However, on its own, the North's long history of nuclear development provides enough evidence to suggest to the international community that the dismantlement of the nuclear program may be an unrealistic goal. 
Won’t give up nukes—key to international leverage and coercive bargaining
Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

Possession of nuclear weapons can dramatically alter the prestige and diplomatic clout of a country. Nuclear proliferation represents a demand for a state to be treated as a major power in regional or global politics, often above and beyond what would otherwise be the case. For the leaders of nuclear-armed states, possession gives them greater leverage in their relations with other countries and allows them to be bolder in the pursuit of their national interests (Cha, 2002, p. 227). North Korea's use of ambiguous nuclear blackmail and overt nuclear posturing has certainly succeeded in attracting the attention of its powerful neighbours in Northeast Asia. The brandishing of the nuclear card is often used by nuclear weapon states as a signal in international diplomacy that their vital interests are engaged, or that a particular policy position is absolute and immovable (Beckman et al., 2000 P. Beckman, P. Crumlish, M. Dobkowski and S. Lee, The Nuclear Predicament: Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century, Prentice Hall, New Jersey (2000).Beckman et al., 2000, p. 187). North Korea has consistently brandished the nuclear card in denuclearisation negotiations since the Agreed Framework in 1994, using coercive bargaining tactics featuring deliberate, directed provocations put pressure on the US and regional states to provide material inducements as a quid pro quo to pull back from the brink (Lim, 2006). These deliberate “pinpricks” fall short of war but are serious enough to raise concerns about possible escalation (Cha, 2003, p. 72). Once the provocation has been executed, Pyongyang often issues new demands, or restates previous claims as conditions for a return to negotiations. Coercive bargaining is integral to the systemic maintenance of North Korea's unique political system. In 1998, Kim Jong-il consolidated his grip on power through the introduction of Songun (military-first) politics, which is based on the idea of making North Korea a “strong and powerful country.” The Songun system remains dependent on the external inputs to keep it viable. The Kim regime has used coercive bargaining tactics to secure the international largesse that fulfils these input requirements. The nuclear capability gives the regime the bargaining leverage it needs to plug holes in its economy with inputs of aid from the international community. North Korea derives approximately one-third of its revenues from international aid (Haggard and Noland, 2007, pp. 5–13). 

Nuclearization XTN: Can’t Denuclearize

No denuclearization—nuclear institutions are self perpetuating and resist termination

Benjamin Habib, School of Political & International Studies, Flinders University, “Energy Policy”, Vol. 38, Issue 6, June 2010, “Rogue proliferator? North Korea’s nuclear fuel cycle & its relationship to regime perpetuation”, ScienceDirect, {jchen}

Generally, in nuclear states, the institutional actors typically include the state's nuclear establishment, which maintains all facilities related to the nuclear fuel cycle, and important units within the military bureaucracy (Sagan, 1996/1997, p. 64). Nuclear research has a long history in North Korea, beginning in December 1952 when Kim Il-sung established the Atomic Energy Research Institute as a branch of the North Korean Academy of Sciences to commence research into the use of radioactive isotopes in agriculture, industry and medicine. In 1956, the USSR established the Joint Institute for Nuclear Research located at Dubna, outside of Moscow, to facilitate cooperation in nuclear science among countries within the communist bloc. As a founding member of the institute, North Korea sent over 300 nuclear specialists and more than 150 advanced specialists to Dubna during the period of Soviet-DPRK nuclear cooperation (Szalontai, 2006, p. 3; Mansourov, 1995). At the same time, Pyongyang established indigenous nuclear physics departments at Kim Il-sung National University and Kim Ch'aek Industrial College, which conducted basic nuclear research and were responsible for the refinement of new ideas in the field emanating from abroad (Mansourov, 1995 A. Mansourov, The origins, evolution, & current politics of the North Korean nuclear program, The Nonproliferation Review 2 (1995), pp. 25–38.Mansourov, 1995, p. 2). Today the Second Natural Science Institute is responsible for nuclear weapons research and development, in collaboration with the Academy of Sciences and the Second Economic Committee's Fifty Machine Industry Bureau. The Nuclear Chemical Defence Bureau in the Ministry of People's Armed Forces manages the research and development of defensive measures against nuclear, chemical and biological attack (Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2005; Pinkston, 2003, p. 9). The Yongbyon complex employs not, vert, similar3000 personnel, along with additional number associated with other nuclear facilities around the country (Niksch, 2006, p. 9). The Nuclear-Chemical Defence Bureau, an organ of the Ministry of People's Armed Forces reporting directly to Kim Jong-il, exercises command and control of the nuclear inventory (Scobell and Sanford, 2007, p. 16). These institutions have a powerful vested interest in self-perpetuation and are likely to be active acquiring more resources to expand their role. For example, the fledgling bureaucracy established in the United States during the 1940s to run the Manhattan Project acquired a large pool of resources—including funding, personnel, and physical plant—which gave it a strong incentive to fulfil its mission to perfect a nuclear weapon. Once this task was achieved, the continued existence of this bureaucracy was contingent on the use of the weapon it had created and the continued manufacture of further weapons to augment the existing stock (Beckman et al., 2000, p. 95). It is estimated that over 3000 personnel are employed at Yongbyon, along with an additional number associated with other nuclear facilities around the country (Niksch, 2006, p. 9). Dismantlement of these institutional structures would be extremely difficult because once established, institutions take on a life of their own. 

Middle East XTN: Impact Inevitable

Iran’s already capable of developing nukes with current technology

CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 10/14/08, Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke, Chair in Strategy, “Iranian Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081015_iran.wmd.pdf {jchen} 

Iran’s Progress Towards Nuclear-Armed Missile Capability At the same time, Iran has moved steadily closer to the ability to produce fissile material –the only thing it lacks to make nuclear weapons. While Iran has always managed to find some explanation for most of the activities the IAEA has challenged, the cumulative weight of evidence has grown so large that it is difficult not to believe that Iran is seeking to develop, manufacture, and deploy nuclear weapons and nuclear armed missiles. Iran has admitted it has chemical weapons, but has never properly declared its holdings of chemical weapons, and the status of its biological weapons programs is unknown. Iran has, however, managed to conceal enough of its military activities, and create enough ambiguity, so that there is no reliable way to characterize its ability to acquire weapons of mass destruction and improved means to deliver them; or to estimate the current and future war fighting capabilities of Iran‟s chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons. The situation is somewhat clearer in terms of delivery systems. Iran has long had long-range strike aircraft that can be used to deliver weapons of mass destruction, and its force development efforts since the end of the Iran-Iraq War have put a heavy and public emphasis on missiles. Iran already has ballistic missile forces capable of reaching targets throughout Gulf region, its Shahab missiles have ranges in excess of 1,000 kilometers and is developing a range of new ballistic and cruise missile systems that can reach targets in Israel, Egypt, and Turkey, and deep into Europe. Iran has not, however, provided a public picture of whether it will arm its missiles with chemical, biological, radiological, and/or nuclear (CBRN) warheads. In balance, Iran seems to be developing all of the capabilities necessary to deploy a significant number of nuclear weapons no later than 2020, and to mount them on missile systems capable of striking at targets throughout the region and beyond. It has reached a level of progress where it is conceivable that Iran could build its own nuclear device as early as 2009, although a time frame of 2011-2015 seems more likely for the deployment of actual weapons and nuclear armed missile forces. Similarly, while Iran may not have a biological weapons program, it is already acquiring all of the equipment and core technology necessary to develop and manufacture them. 

China makes Iranian prolif inevitable—permanent source of nuclear technology 

Washington Times  3/17/10, “Iran's link to China includes nukes, missiles” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/17/irans-link-to-china-includes-nukes-missiles/print/ {jchen}
David Albright from the Institute for Science and International Security in Washington, and the author of the upcoming book "Peddling Peril: How the Secret Nuclear Trade Arms America's Enemies," commented that the Chinese essentially rode to the rescue of Tehran's nuclear program by providing a purchasing channel where all other efforts at acquiring these items had failed. "The [Iranian] government looked everywhere — Russia, Europe, the U.S. and they were being thwarted by the international community," Mr. Albright said. European intelligence services have reported that nine out of ten attempts to acquire these transducers had been blocked until now. China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs has stated that it was unaware of this sale and that all illegal exports of nuclear-related items are forbidden. But, observers familiar with the trade patterns between the two nations point out that Beijing is not in a position to deny too much of what the Iranians would like to have whether it is legal or not. Energy-hungry China purchases some 15 percent of its oil and natural gas from Iran and this dependency is only likely to increase over time — as are the demands from Iran for more advanced military technology. 

Middle East XTN: Other Sources for Nukes (China)

Chinese firms are selling nuclear technology to Iran—sanctions are ineffective

NewsMax Charles R. Smith, 1/10/05,  “Chinese Army Firms Accused of Selling Weapons to Iran”, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2005/1/10/103129.shtml {jchen}

Monday, Jan. 10, 2005 The Bush administration has announced a sweeping new series of sanctions against several Chinese Army owned companies. The sanctions were imposed after the PLA firms were linked to advanced missile and weapons sales to Iran. The State Department issued a notice which stated in part that the Chinese firms would not be allowed to purchase sensitive U.S. technology including space systems, satellite technology and high speed computer systems. According to the Bush administration, the sanctions "will remain in place for two years." The newly imposed Bush sanctions are a response to the Chinese Army firms selling advanced ballistic and cruise missile guidance systems to Iran. Iran has demonstrated the newly acquired Chinese technology with several test flights of its upgraded Shahab-3 long-range ballistic missile. The tests showed the missile is now capable of carrying a nuclear warhead and delivering it accurately to a target over 1,000 miles away. Three of the sanctioned Chinese firms are well known to many defense analysts as the same companies that participated in the Clinton-era China-Gate scandal. The list includes China Aero-Technology Import Export Corporation (CATIC), China North Industries (NORINCO) and China Great Wall Industry. All three PLA owned firms were linked to illegal exports of U.S. technology during the Clinton administration. All three firms have also participated in a wide variety of arms smuggling, ballistic missile sales and sales of WMD technology to Iran, Iraq, Pakistan and Syria.

Alt sources of nuclear weapons—China and Soviet countries

Washington Times  3/17/10, “Iran's link to China includes nukes, missiles” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/17/irans-link-to-china-includes-nukes-missiles/print/ {jchen}
KIEV | Recent developments in Iran confirm that China is providing Tehran with critical defense technologies and weapons systems, including some that violate stated Chinese policies aimed at preventing nuclear proliferation. The disclosure of Chinese military aid comes as the Obama administration is trying to persuade Beijing to join other members of the U.N. Security Council, European Union member states and major non-aligned states such as Brazil to adopt a new set of tough sanctions to punish Iran for its nuclear-arms program. Proliferation of defense industrial know-how and brain power from Russia, Ukraine and other former Soviet republics to Iran — specifically advanced anti-ship missiles, nuclear technology and ballistic-missile designs — has been at the top of U.S. government concerns since the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. One of the more recent issues is the expected delivery to Iran of state-of-the-art Almaz-Antei S-300 air-defense missiles systems under a contract originally signed in 2005 between Teheran and Russia's Rosoboronexport (ROE), the state-run arms-export agency. The U.S., Israel and others have objected to Russian S-300 deliveries on the grounds that the missiles will significantly improve Iran's surface-to-air missile network and reduce the chances — if deemed necessary at some point — of successful air strikes on Iranian nuclear facilities. Iran has made little effort to disguise what analysts say is a modern-day "underground railroad" of Russian and Ukrainian scientists who traveled to the Islamic state on what were officially deemed "tourist" visits or to attend scientific conferences with benign themes. In reality, the scientists are engaged in assisting numerous Iranian weapons-development programs. A CIA report to Congress made public in 2009 states that assistance from Chinese and Russian entities "has helped Iran move toward self-sufficiency in the production of ballistic missiles." Some of this Russian assistance has produced results for Iran, such as the Shafaq fighter/attack aircraft, which has been traced back to aircraft designs developed many years before at the Mikoyan Design Bureau and other aeronautical research centers of the former Soviet Union. But, over the longer term, Moscow's most significant contribution was encouraging Western nations to concentrate inordinately on the proliferation of people, technology, equipment and skills from Russia and Ukraine to Iran. The diversion has made it easier for China to supply the Iranians with a number of weapons — and the industrial capacity to manufacture them — without drawing much attention.

Middle East XTN: No Escalation

Middle East escalation empirically denied

Kevin Drum September 9 2007 The Washington Monthly, “The Chaos Hawks” {stolen}
Needless to say, this is nonsense. Israel has fought war after war in the Middle East. Result: no regional conflagration. Iran and Iraq fought one of the bloodiest wars of the second half the 20th century. Result: no regional conflagration. The Soviets fought in Afghanistan and then withdrew. No regional conflagration. The U.S. fought the Gulf War and then left. No regional conflagration. Algeria fought an internal civil war for a decade. No regional conflagration.

No escalation- no alliance systems
Dr. Gwynne Dyer (lecturer on international affairs) October 21 2001 “The World Turned Upside Down?”, International Affairs, http://peernet.lbpc.ca/thelink/102502/04IntAffDyer.html {stolen}
How bad could it get? Very bad." Yet Dyer concluded by pointing out a number of significantly positive indications: that the terrorists are probably not going to succeed in stampeding the Americans into any truly stupid reaction; that direct physical threat from terrorism was statistically less of a threat than smoking (though over-reaction to terrorism could pose a threat to civil liberties); and that the conflict in the Middle East is likely to stay confined to the region because the connections outward have been dismantled. Most significantly, he explained, the larger trends are promising in that "there are no enemies among the Great Powers. World War III has been cancelled." The number of democratic countries has doubled in the lifetime of our Pearson College students, and "democratic countries don’t fight wars with each other." A kind of global culture of values has been emerging. Things are actually changing for the better. 

Contingency Plan XTN: No Kidding—He’s Really Dead
The fact that a ridiculous claim like this has NO substantive refutation just PROVES we can’t predict North Korea’s internal government. Multiple expert predictions exist and none can be confirmed—only a reason to disregard their probability and timeframe.

ABC  9/8/08 “Expert claims North Korea’s Leader is Dead”, http://www.abc.net.au/worldtoday/content/2008/s2358307.htm {jchen}

KAREN BARLOW: The word "reclusive" hardly does Kim Jong-il justice. The 66-year-old was last seen in public on August the 14th when he inspected a military unit. He is known for dipping out of the international spotlight for months on end, especially when relations with other countries such as the US are strained. The leader has been thought to be ill for some time but Japanese-North Korean expert Professor Toshimitsu Shigemura is proposing a far worse state. TOSHIMITSU SHIGEMURA: Already he has died. A lot of information came from Pyongyang. KAREN BARLOW: The proof of the North Korean leader's passing is varied and rest on the main claim that Kim Jong-il is being played by a number of convincing imposters. The fake Kims are said to be the wrong height and are always shadowed by one of four senior military figures. TOSHIMITSU SHIGEMURA: A Japanese TV station checked his voice print four years ago and the result was the voice was different, the former Kim Jong-il and now Kim Jong-il, so there are questions. KAREN BARLOW: Kim Jong-il's secret death is impossible to verify and other North Korean experts have called the claim silly. Professor Toshimitsu Shigemura is not completely certain himself but has been in contact with unnamed close friends of Kim Jong-il. 

