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Strategy Sheet

This neg should be used against the MO lab case. when I wrote this neg, they didn’t have a Plan text, so I’m not exactly sure what it is, but I think that it’s just going to be the resolution that applies to south korea, or a complete withdrawl of military presence from South Korea.

Make sure that you read their evidence because as it is now, most of it doesn’t Say what they claim that it says.

One of their advantages stems off of the idea that when the US leaves China will take over to deter North Korea. I think that it’s definitely true that China has the most leverage over North Korea, but you have to win that they need to be convinced and that they wont help unless convinced, which is what the CP solves for.

If you decide to read the north Korea DA you probably don’t need to read an impact, because they should have one in their 1ac

Goodluck! :)

1NC CP
Text: The United States Federal Government should refuse to place new sanctions on the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and enter a peace agreement with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and engage in consultation with China about the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

1. The US signing on to the agreement ensures stability on the Korean Peninsula

North Korea News, 7-27-10, “DPRK Peace Proposal and Armistice”, http://nknews.org/2010/07/dprk-peace-proposal-and-armistice-3-stories/
U.S. should quickly respond to DPRK peace proposal: newspaper A Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) newspaper urged the United States Tuesday to quickly respond to the DPRK’s proposal of signing a new peace agreement to replace the current Armistice Agreement. Although the war was temporarily halted by the Armistice Agreement, signed 57 years ago, complete peace had not been achieved and tensions had not been alleviated, a commentary in the Minju Choson said. It said the Armistice Agreement must be abandoned and a peace agreement signed in order to thoroughly prevent war. The commentary also said the peace of the Korean Peninsula was closely related to the U.S. position. To put the process of denuclearization on the agenda, the DPRK and U.S. should build mutual trust and sign a peace agreement, which was good for the peace and stability of Northeast Asia and the world, the newspaper said. (Xinhua)

2.  Sanctions increase North Korean nuclearization. Only peace Agreement Solves.

 Tom Ramstack, All Headline News Correspondent, 7-22-2010, North Korea Says U.S. Sanctions Heighten Military Risks in Far East, http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019363053
North Korea warned the United States Thursday that new sanctions would increase risks the country will develop more nuclear weapons. North Korean officials also said joint military exercises between South Korea and the United States scheduled to begin Sunday are a provocation that would heighten political tensions. North Korean spokesman Ri Tong Il made the comments a day before an Asian security meeting starts Friday in Hanoi, Vietnam. “The sanctions are a direct expression of intensified hostility,” Ri said. “The U.S. should make concrete steps toward engaging in dialogue if it is serious about ridding the Korean peninsula of nuclear weapons.” U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton announced the sanctions Wednesday, in part as a response to North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean warship in March that killed 46 sailors. South Korea has demanded an apology for the attack on its navy ship Cheonan, but North Korea so far has refused. The United Nations’ Security Council condemned the sinking in a statement this month but did not condone new sanctions against North Korea. The U.N. Security Council already has imposed sanctions on North Korea for its 2006 and 2009 tests of nuclear weapons. The new sanctions are designed to disrupt North Korea’s money-laundering, counterfeiting and arms sales that the United States says help fund its nuclear program. International relations experts say the sanctions are unlikely to stop North Korea’s nuclear weapons development or even to hurt its economy. Clinton said the sanctions are intended to punish only North Korea’s government, not its people “who have suffered too long due to the misguided and malign priorities of their government.” North Korea has warned that war is possible if it is punished for sinking the Cheonan in the Yellow Sea with a submarine that torpedoed the ship.

1NC Economy DA
The South Korean economy is expanding and will continue to grow through 2011.

AFP (Agence French Press) French News Agency, 7/12/2010, “Central bank raises growth forecast for S.Korea economy”, http://www.france24.com/en/20100712-central-bank-raises-growth-forecast-skorea-economy PHK

South Korea's central bank Monday raised its 2010 economic growth forecast to an eight-year high of 5.9 percent, citing robust industrial output, exports and business investment in the first half. The forecast by the Bank of Korea compares to its 5.2 percent estimate in April. The bank now tips Asia's fourth-largest economy to expand 4.5 percent in the second half compared to a year earlier after growing 7.4 percent year-on-year in the first six months. This year's revised growth forecast, if confirmed, would be the highest since an actual 7.2 percent in 2002. It is also slightly higher than the government's recent projection of 5.8 percent. "The Korean economy is expected to maintain its upward trend into next year ...consumer prices are expected to rise at a faster pace in the second half on demand-pull inflationary pressure," the central bank said in a statement. In the second quarter the economy expanded 1.2 percent quarter-on-quarter but this may fall to 0.7 percent in the third quarter, the bank said. Last week the International Monetary Fund also raised its full-year forecast, to 5.75 percent from an earlier 4.5 percent. The central bank increased its 2010 inflation forecast to 2.8 percent from its earlier 2.6 percent. It predicted 2011 inflation at 3.4 percent, from 3.3 percent forecast earlier. Last Friday the bank unexpectedly raised the key rate for July to 2.25 percent from a record low of 2 percent to curb inflationary pressure. In its Monday figures the central bank also expanded its forecast for job growth, saying the number of employed people will increase by around 330,000 this year, up from an earlier projection of 240,000.
Withdrawal of the US military presence crushes South Korean growth.

Jeremy Kirk, freelance writer in Seoul specializing in Northeast Asia, 1/22/2005, Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/GA22Dg01.html, Nicholas Eberstadt holds the Henry Wendt Chair in Political Economy at the American Enterprise Institute and is Senior Adviser to the National Bureau of Asian Research

South Korea has depended heavily on the United States for its defense, said Nick Eberstadt of the American Enterprise Institute and author of the The End of North Korea. Seoul has estimated it would have to double defense spending in order to match the US capabilities if the United States completely pulled out, he said. USFK officials claim formidable capabilities. Marines from Okinawa can be transferred on high-speed ships within hours. US Army Stryker units can be airlifted here within 11 hours and military assets can be steamed from Saipan or Diego Garcia within days, they have said. The US Air Force has B-52 bombers stationed on Guam, part of continuing upgrades on the strategic isle. Navy and marine F/A-18E-F Super Hornets provide all-weather nighttime precision-strike capabilities. F-117 Nighthawk stealth fighters were deployed to South Korea for exercises in July and last year. "Capabilities have changed so significantly that it allows us to make changes in force levels and dispositions," said military spokesperson Krejcarek. A total US pullout could also have a negative impact on foreign investment. Last year alone saw a $2.6 billion investment by US banking giant Citigroup and a $1.2 billion investment by General Motors in South Korea. US officials traditionally have been quick to cite the force presence as a stabilizer, allowing for South Korea's phenomenal economic growth since the end of the Korean War, though it has since entered the economic doldrums. A pullout "would translate into high unemployment rates almost immediately for the young", Eberstadt said. "If the US alliance is undermined with South Korea, the first people who will suffer financially are going to be the young kids."

1NC Economy DA
South Korea’s economy is key to the global economy.

Dr. Manzur Ejaz, Ph.D. in Economics from Howard University, Professor at Punjab University, writer for Daily Times and BBC, 1/5/1998, “Pakistan can learn from South Korea's economic woes,” http://users.erols.com/ziqbal/jan_5.htm

After dragging their feet for weeks, US, Japan and other industrial nations led by the IMF have decided to pump another $10 billion into the South Korean economy. The major economic players in the globalized world were scared by the impact of the imminent possibility of breakdown of the South Korean: it could lead to a worldwide recession/depression and the situation may get out-of-hand quickly. The South Korean example shows that if the economy is of a significant size--South Koreans have the tenth largest economy in the world--and globalized, the economic superpowers and the IMF can go to any extent to rescue it.  Otherwise, in cases like Pakistan, the major players don't do much other than issue soothing statements or throwing in meager amounts.  Japan's economy has been in a lot of trouble for many years and the South Korean economic collapse can further deteriorate the situation: many Japanese financial institutions have become insolvent. The US economy is at its best for now but it can easily tailspin. The IMF has already warned that the present pace of the US economic growth is unsustainable and if proper measures are not taken, it can get into very serious trouble. Therefore, the US and Japan are acting to rescue the South Korean economy, primarily due to self their interests and only partly because of any benevolent reason. Following are the major considerations behind the rescue plan:

--The East Asian currencies in general and South Korean in particular have lost about half of their value in the last few months. This means that their exported goods will become much cheaper and the goods produced in Japan and other industrialized countries will not be able to compete with them. Consequently,  several production units in the industrialized countries will cease to produce, leading to layoffs and, hence,  recession. Therefore, to prop up the battered currencies of South Korea and other East Asian countries is vital for the survival of the industrialized world.
--The collapse of South Korean and other East Asian economies will eliminate their ability to import goods from abroad. At present, the US produces high-value goods like machinery, airplanes and defense weapons etc. East Asia, having the sizeable economies and high per capita income, is one of the major markets for the US. If US exports suffer, not only its balance of trade will tilt against it--having serious economic implications-- but also its production will suffer giving rise to recession. Of course, US would like to avert such eventuality at any cost.

--South Korea owes more than $160 billion to the foreign banks. If it defaults on its payments and goes bankrupt, many banks in Japan, US and other western nations will get into a serious crunch: many may burst. Although, it is claimed that US banks have not a major exposure in this situation but active maneuvering by the six US largest banks to get this package approved shows that the world banking system has very high stakes in this crisis.

--US government officials are anxious to forestall a South Korean default because they fear it would cause a further loss of confidence in other emerging market economies, conceivably leading to worldwide recession.  Further, US multinational corporations are major players in the world economy and a deterioration of the emerging markets can lower their profits triggering a downward spiral of the US stock and bond markets.  East Asian crisis has already started showing its negative impact on the Wall Street: US stocks market has already lost about 8% to 10% of its value in the last few months.
Economic collapse causes World War III.

Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 1/22/2009, The New Republic, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2169866/posts

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 
1NC North Korea DA

A. Inter Korean Tensions have recently become more relaxed 

 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
Nevertheless Pyongyang has generally eschewed violence in recent years. Tensions on the peninsula thankfully have receded substantially. Two South Korean presidents have ventured north for summits with Kim Jong Il. The Republic of Korea spent roughly 10 years subsidizing the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea as part of the "Sunshine Policy."
B. US Presence Key to Korean Peninsula stability. When presence decreases conflict will erupt

MAJOR SIOBAN J. LEDWITH; Masters In Military Studies Student; 1/7/02; US Forces Korea: The Key to Cooperative Stability and Security in Northeast Asia-Conclusion

After examining and analyzing the different aspects of the questions, “Is the presence of forward deployed troops on the Korean Peninsula the key to cooperative security and stability 33in the Northeast Asia region? And should the US continue to station forces on the Korean Peninsula?” the evidence suggests the following conclusions: The forward deployed presence of US forces in South Korea for the last fifty years has reinforced and assisted the Republic of Korea in the defense of their country, deterred not only North Korean aggression but other regional neighbors, and maintained a peaceful coexistence. All of which have provided for a lasting peace not only on the Korean Peninsula but also throughout Northeast Asia. Although it can be argued that North Korea’s conventional military capabilities may have eroded since 1990 due to antiquated weaponry, the amount of conventional weapons, the large physical military personnel presence prepositioned in an offensive posture and the ability to employ weapons of mass destruction far outweigh that argument. US intelligence estimates concluded that existing facilities in North Korea give them the capability to produce over 30 atomic weapons annually. 56
Even existing North Korean artillery and multiple rocket launchers in prepositioned positions north of the DMZ can hit Seoul, located just 25 miles south of the DMZ. The North Korean military has the capability to launch a fierce attack. For the past fifty years US forces stationed in South Korea have successfully deterred them from doing just that. It is hard to argue with success. Besides defending South Korea from North Korea aggression, US forces in South Korea provide critical prepositioned forces and access to the Asian theater. In an era where access is key in order to execute full spectrum military operations, the utility of US forces on the peninsula provides a dual capability: protection for South Korea from North Korea and being a deterrent for conflict in the entire region. Access to land based prepositioned supplies, equipment and 34 infrastructure is a combat multiplier. Even more, it provides the capability to provide large-scale reinforcements by sea and air from the continental United States. Since the American way of war is heavily dependent on air power to do a majority of the fighting or shape the battlefield prior to a ground campaign, access to air bases is essential. Without access, employment of land based air assets is severely limited.57 The ability to project the US military as an instrument of national power in a contingency operation or crisis situation enhances the US Government’s ability to respond to the needs of our allies in this region. Security on the peninsula also provides Japan the reassurance that the US is committed to Japanese security, the Mutual Defense Agreement and the stability of their economy. The hegemony of US military power helps balance other regional powers and keeps belligerents in check at a very low security cost to them. This allows our allies to focus their resources on economic development and not high defense budgets. 58 The US presence in the region continues to allow the US to maintain a foothold and keep other potential military competitors within their own borders. The People’s Republic of China understands that any steps of aggression in the region will provoke a US response.

As long as the US maintains its national security objectives and vital strategic interests in the Northeast Asia region, US forces must remain on the peninsula in order to shape the environment. Even if the peninsula reunifies or reconciles, US Forces Korea provide a stabilizing force that can and have for five decades provided cooperative security and stability among neighboring countries in the Northeast Asia region.

1NC North Korea DA

C. A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life.
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
1NC North Korea Frontline

1. North Korea doesn’t pose a threat, their Bandow ’10 evidence confirms

2. US withdrawal is not the only way to deter north korea. But their bandow evidence indicates that


a. North Korea wont attack the US or its troops because it is fearful of the US backlash


b. It only deters north korea against the US. The evidence says nothing about stopping north korea nuclearization

3. US military presence stabilizes Korean Peninsula
Jacquelyn S. Porth, USINFO, Staff Writer, U.S. Pacific Command’s Directorate for Strategic Planning and Policy, ’07, “U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html

Washington -- The United States long has pursued its national security interests in cooperative efforts with friends and allies around the world, sometimes through military bases and smaller defense installations.U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement.  Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence. The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula.  
4. The US protects the Republic of Korea through a mutual defense treaty. Removing US troops from the area wont prevent conflict

US department of State, 5-28-2010, “US-Korean Relations”, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm

The United States believes that the question of peace and security on the Korean Peninsula is, first and foremost, a matter for the Korean people to decide. Under the 1953 U.S.-R.O.K. Mutual Defense Treaty, the United States agreed to help the Republic of Korea defend itself against external aggression. In support of this commitment, the United States has maintained military personnel in Korea, including the Army's Second Infantry Division and several Air Force tactical squadrons. To coordinate operations between these units and the over 680,000-strong Korean armed forces, a Combined Forces Command (CFC) was established in 1978. The head of the CFC also serves as Commander of the United Nations Command (UNC) and U.S. Forces Korea (USFK). The current CFC commander is General Walter “Skip” Sharp. Several aspects of the U.S.-R.O.K. security relationship are changing as the U.S. moves from a leading to a supporting role. In 2004 an agreement was reached on the return of the Yongsan base in Seoul--as well as a number of other U.S. bases--to the R.O.K. and the eventual relocation of all U.S. forces to south of the Han River. Those movements are expected to be completed by 2016. In addition, the U.S. and R.O.K. agreed to reduce the number of U.S. troops in Korea to 25,000 by 2008, but a subsequent agreement by the U.S. and R.O.K. presidents in 2008 has now capped that number at 28,500, with no further troop reductions planned. The U.S. and R.O.K. have also agreed to transfer wartime operational control to the R.O.K. military on April 17, 2012

5. They say that China involvement solves stability, but their Erickson 10 ev only claims that if south korea builds its nuclear weapons program, then china may pressure north korea more

1NC--North Korea Frontline

China wont deter North Korea—Multiple Reasons Prove

Nicole E. Lewis, National Intelligence Fellow, “Reassessing China’s Role in North Korea”, 6-22-10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22482/reassessing_chinas_role_in_north_korea.html
Once again, North Korea is playing brinksmanship and escalating tensions by raising questions about its willingness to instigate armed conflict with South Korea. And once again, the United States is trying to persuade China to take a stronger stance toward the North. During her trip to China in late May, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton urged the Chinese to work with the United States, South Korea, and Japan "to address the serious challenge provoked by the sinking of the South Korean ship [Cheonan]." Predictably, the Chinese leadership has been reluctant to directly condemn North Korea for its actions. Premier Wen Jiabao during a visit to Seoul on May 28 opposed any acts detrimental to peace and stability on the peninsula but said China will make a judgment in an "objective and fair manner" based on the facts surrounding the Cheonan incident. He included the familiar Chinese call for all parties to keep calm and show restraint (Xinhua). Now that the Cheonan incident has been referred to the UN Security Council, Washington is again faced with the likelihood that China will, at the very least, try to water down any UN statement holding North Korea accountable for its actions. [P]ushing too hard might drive Kim to raise the stakes by provoking armed conflict with South Korea, almost certainly the United States, and possibly Japan, a worst-case scenario for China. So why can't Washington persuade China to take a tougher position on North Korea? A major deterrent for Beijing is its concern about stability, both on and inside its borders. Beijing may assess that North Korea is closer to collapse than at any time in its history, given its succession crisis, an unhealthy Kim Jong-Il, possible fractures between the military and Kim, a dire economic situation, and international isolation. Thus, pushing too hard might drive Kim to raise the stakes by provoking armed conflict with South Korea, almost certainly the United States, and possibly Japan, a worst-case scenario for China. It could also alienate and isolate the new leadership-in-waiting in Pyongyang, something Beijing wants to avoid. In addition, pushing too hard might hasten a collapse, which could result in a flood of North Koreans streaming into China. Chinese leaders are likely to worry that these refugees would overstress the economic and social welfare systems of the areas where they settle. Beijing may also be concerned about being exposed as having very little sway over Kim. Certainly, China is a major supplier of food and fuel to the North, but the "lips and teeth" relationship that the two countries historically enjoyed effectively died with Kim Il-Sung (Kim Jong-Il's father), and the ties between the two militaries are not nearly what they were in the 1950s when China came to North Korea's aid during the Korean War. As China emerges as a major--and possibly the major--regional power in East Asia, it does not want to risk being publicly flouted by Pyongyang and therefore looking like a paper tiger. The Chinese leadership almost certainly is thinking about how its actions could set uncomfortable precedents that China might be held to in the future. Beijing probably assesses that its approach to North Korea has a bearing on what the international community will demand from China with respect to sanctions or even military action against Iran. Moreover, Chinese leaders do not want to be seen as interfering in the internal affairs of another sovereign country, a long-standing tenet of Chinese foreign policy that reflects its concern about other states meddling in its affairs on issues like Taiwan and Tibet. Beijing likely relishes playing good cop to Washington's bad cop. Making the United States look like the enforcer or the bullying hegemon only benefits China and enables it to continue to nurture its own status in the region as an alternative to the U.S. power structure. It is time to recognize that China's reluctance to back U.S. strategy toward North Korea is unlikely to change and that China may be more of a stumbling block than a help in resolving the impasse. It is possible that China believes it knows North Korea so well that it can judge Kim's true intentions and that there is no way Pyongyang will cross the line. Thus, Beijing assesses that there is no need for a tougher stance because Pyongyang will stop short of completely upsetting the delicate balance on the peninsula and in the region. We can expect China to quietly urge North Korea to make overtures to the South to try to calm tensions, but overt toughness will be more difficult to coax out of China. It is time to recognize that China's reluctance to back U.S. strategy toward North Korea is unlikely to change and that China may be more of a stumbling block than a help in resolving the impasse. Indeed, China has lived with the current status on the peninsula--with North Korea as a de facto nuclear power and occasional incidents with South Korea--for years and does not see North Korea as a threat to its own territorial integrity.

1NC China Modernization Fronline

1. China is modernizing almost solely because of Taiwan. US presence in South Korea doesn’t even enter in the list of it’s major concerns

RAND Corporation, Keith Crane, Roger Cliff, Evan Medeiros, James Mulvenon, AND William Overholt, 2005, “Modernizing China’s military opportunities and constraints”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG260-1.pdf
An assessment of PLA threat perceptions begins by understanding the PLA’s conception of Chinese national security and national interests.2 Chinese military strategists consistently emphasize the need to maintain the existence of three “conditions” for China to survive and prosper. In order of importance, the three conditions are: national unity, stability, and sovereignty. PLA threat perceptions and strategic planning are broadly informed by the need to maintain these three conditions. The PLA’s assessment of the international security environment is based on the extent to which the policies and actions of other nations directly or indirectly challenge or threaten China’s ability to maintain unity, stability, and sovereignty These themes were explicitly and more fully addressed for the first time in China’s most recent National Defense White Paper.3 This document, which was last published in December 2002 and is produced evey two years, outlined a set of national interests that serve as “the fundamental basis for the formulation of China’s national defense policy.”4 These include safeguarding state sovereignty, unity, territorial integrity, and security; upholding economic development as the central task and unremittingly enhancing the overall national strength; adhering to and improving the socialist system; maintaining and promoting social stability and harmony; and striving for an international environment of lasting peace and a favorable climate on China’s periphery. PLA perceptions of current and future threats are primarily based on this collection of national interests.5 Beyond these broad themes, the writings of Chinese military officers and official government assessments suggest a range of specific threats and potential challenges to Chinese security.6 These perceptions drive current and future directions in doctrine and force structure planning. The most important threats for the PLA currently include • U.S. military and foreign policies (especially those related to Taiwan) • Japan’s reemergence as a regional military power • India’s growing military power and regional influence • border and coastal defense • defending territorial waters and airspace. First and foremost, PLA military strategists perceive the United States as posing both an immediate and long-term challenge to Chinese national security interests. This perception is based on a set of concerns about U.S. policies on the Taiwan issue (considered most important), U.S. alliance relationships and defense ties in Asia, and overall U.S. national security strategy. Although China’s publicly articulated concerns about the United States have subsided since 2001, there are a number of indications that the PLA and the Chinese leadership continue to view the United States as the major challenge to Chinese national security. The Chinese leadership’s and the PLA’s fears about Taiwanese independence and possible U.S. intervention are far and away the most immediately relevant to the PLA’s current planning and procurement.7 Since the end of the 1990s, PLA reform, modernization, procurement, and training have been heavily—almost singularly—focused on preparing for a conflict over Taiwan. Concerns about a conflict over Taiwan’s status are acute and in a category of their own for the military: Taiwan is at the top of the PLA’s watch-list of possible conflicts. In this context, U.S. policies on the Taiwan question are of immediate concern to Chinese defense planners. The leaders of the People’s Republic of China are committed to ensuring the reunification of Taiwan on their terms; U.S. policies are seen as directly preventing this outcome. Some Chinese military planners fear that the United States seeks to keep Taiwan apart from the mainland to use it as a strategic point in Asia to limit the growth of China’s regional influence. Specifically, PLA strategists perceive U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and bilateral military interactions as part of a determined effort to keep China permanently divided and thus undermine key Chinese goals of unity and sovereignty. If a conflict were to erupt over Taiwan, U.S. intervention is a particularly worrisome possibility for PLA strategists. Most Chinese and Western analysts presume that the United States would intervene in a conflict, unless Taiwan declared independence without provocation from the mainland. As a result, much of the PLA’s modernization has been focused not only on fighting Taiwanese forces but also fighting U.S. forces if a conflict were to erupt. For example, in recent years the PLA has been developing “asymmetric capabilities” to deter or degrade superior U.S. military capabilities in the event of the outbreak of a conflict.

2. Taiwan is an alternate causality in all of these impacts. Their Krepon’9 evidence even indicates that it is the reason why China is militarizing and that it is fueling the India-Pakistan conflict
1NC China Modernization Frontline

3. Chinese modernization doesn’t pose a threat

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1-23-03, “Is Chinese Military Modernzation a Threat to the United States”, Cato Policy Analysis No. 465

The ongoing modernization of the Chinese military poses less of a threat to the United States than recent studies by the Pentagon and a congressionally mandated commission have posited. Both studies exaggerate the strength of China's military by focusing on the modest improvements of specific sectors rather than the still-antiquated overall state of Chinese forces. The state of the Chinese military and its modernization must also be put in the context of U.S. interests in East Asia and compared with the state and modernization of the U.S. military and other militaries in East Asia, especially the Taiwanese military. Viewed in that context, China's military modernization does not look especially threatening. Although not officially calling its policy in East Asia "containment," the United States has ringed China with formal and informal alliances and a forward military presence. With such an extended defense perimeter, the United States considers as a threat to its interests any natural attempt by China—a rising power with a growing economy—to gain more control of its external environment by increasing defense spending. If U.S. policymakers would take a more restrained view of America's vital interests in the region, the measured Chinese military buildup would not appear so threatening. Conversely, U.S. policy may appear threatening to China. Even the Pentagon admits that China accelerated hikes in defense spending after the United States attacked Yugoslavia over the Kosovo issue in 1999. The United States still spends about 10 times what China does on national defense—$400 billion versus roughly $40 billion per year—and is modernizing its forces much faster. In addition, much of the increase in China's official defense spending is soaked up by expenses not related to acquiring new weapons. Thus, China's spending on new armaments is equivalent to that of a nation that spends only $10 billion to $20 billion per year on defense. In contrast, the United States spends well over $100 billion per year to acquire new weapons. Even without U.S. assistance, Taiwan's modern military could probably dissuade China from attacking. Taiwan does not have to be able to win a conflict; it needs only to make the costs of any attack unacceptable to China. The informal U.S. security guarantee is unneeded

4. At the worst, Chinese modernization only creates tensions between the CCP and the PLA. Their Krawitz evidence doesn’t prove that it collapses. They have no internal link to their Chinese government collapse impacts

1NC China Modernization Frontline

5. Space weapons pose no threat. Secondly, a treaty is in the work to band them

Ashley J. Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, WSJ, “Don’t Panic About Space Weapons”, 2-22-08, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120363882675884461.html?mod=opinion_main_commentaries
On Wednesday night (EST), the U.S. launched a missile and intercepted a dead satellite that would have otherwise uncontrollably re-entered the atmosphere, possibly threatening populated areas with a toxic load of hydrazine fuel. The mission has resurrected fears about the so-called weaponization of space. The Chinese foreign ministry had earlier admonished Washington "to fulfill its international obligations in earnest and ensure that the security of outer space ... will not be undermined." Barely two days before Washington announced its intention to intercept the satellite, Russia's Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov and China's U.N. representative in Geneva, Li Baodong, introduced a joint draft treaty aimed at banning weapons in space at the Conference on Disarmament. [Don't Panic About Space Weapons] Mr. Lavrov argued that the treaty was necessary because "weapons deployment in space by one state will inevitably result in . . . a new spiral in the arms race both in space and on the earth." The introduction of weapons in space would be deleterious to global security. But the treaty unfurled by Messrs. Lavrov and Li would neither effectively prohibit their deployment, nor conclusively annul the threat of force against space objects. It would only produce the illusion of security, while doing nothing to eliminate the counterspace capabilities currently present in many countries, especially China. The Bush administration is right to reject this treaty, and any successor administration should do so as well. The hard, if unpalatable, truth is that a peaceful space regime cannot be achieved by any feasible arms-control arrangement. The long track record of diplomatic failures, going back to the 1978-79 U.S.-Soviet ASAT negotiations, amply corroborates this judgment. The biggest deficiency in the Russian-Chinese draft treaty is that it focuses on the wrong threat: weapons in space. There aren't any today, nor are there likely to be any in the immediate future. The threat to space assets is rather from weapons on earth -- the land- and sea-based kinetic, directed-energy and electromagnetic attack systems. The treaty entirely ignores these. So is the solution to expand the treaty to "cover ground- or sea-based weapons," as the New York Times suggests? Easier said than done. Attacks on space-based systems can be undertaken by a variety of weapons having multiple uses, including satellite launch vehicles, ballistic missiles, surface-to-air missiles, nuclear warheads, high- and low-power lasers, and electronic warfare systems. None of these weapons need have any distinguishing external characteristics if they were to be used for counterspace missions. In other words, counterspace weapons are impossible to identify by national technical means, or even by intrusive inspections. A treaty-based solution to mitigating space threats will be useless because compliance cannot be verified. How about the abolition of entire classes of weaponry because of their counterspace potential? While such an outcome would certainly be conducive to both space security and general disarmament, it is unlikely to be contemplated -- even by those states most committed to outlawing weapons in space. Anticipating this possibility, many arms-control advocates promote another fallback option -- namely, an agreement banning only the use of counterspace weaponry. This solution would not be worth the paper it was written on. Any compact that prohibits the use of weapons against space assets, but does not eliminate their development, production or deployment, would only become a legitimate invitation to breakout. Even worse, the very first treaty violation itself could prove debilitating and costly for the state that suffered from it. This is why no country, especially the U.S., which relies so heavily on space, ought to be beguiled by such false promises. Given the problems associated with arms-control solutions to space security, the Bush administration's rejection of the Russian-Chinese initiative is eminently sensible. More curious is why the Russians and Chinese would introduce such a draft treaty. Three hypotheses come immediately to mind. First, they genuinely fear an imminent American deployment of space weapons -- perhaps in connection with missile defense -- and want a treaty to impede that deployment. If this is the case, Moscow and Beijing should relax. Not only does current U.S. space policy not authorize such a deployment, but the physics and economics of space weaponry are sufficiently unattractive presently to justify any headlong U.S. rush in that direction. Second, a space security treaty allows Russia and China to engage in some eye-catching histrionics. It enables them to dominate international public diplomacy and paint the U.S. as the irresponsible driver of a new arms race. Such a strategy has its attractions. The former Soviet Union engaged in such tactics extensively during the Cold War, and Russia has occasionally lapsed into similar temptations while opposing U.S. plans for missile defense in Europe. China seeks to deflect international attention away from the consequences of its own 2007 ASAT test, and its continued opposition to other disarmament initiatives. If that is what's going on, it is all the more imperative for the U.S. not to indulge them. Third, the Russian-Chinese draft treaty remains a splendid way for Beijing to draw international attention away from its own growing counterspace program -- even as it enables Russia to assuage its own discomfort with China's space-denial capabilities. This calculus is perfectly understandable. But both states might have helped the cause of space security more effectively if they were to focus on transparency and confidence-building measures, rather than the chimera of weapons in space. By proposing to ban what is, at best, a distant danger, the current draft treaty only ends up promoting a solution that is irrelevant to the real problem.

No Solvency

The US has already started to substantially reduce military presence—No conflicts have been resolved
Patrick Flood, former U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Ph.D. in political science from the University of Massachusetts Amherst, 7/12/2010, http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/foreign-policy/korea-china-and-the-us-an-alternative-view/

Withdrawing our forces offshore and offering instead assurances of future help would be a clear statement that our security commitment to South Korea is no longer what it was, despite our alliance.  One cannot effectively defend an ally against a massive land invasion solely with ships and remote airbases.  And we tried partial withdrawal a few years ago: in an effort to defuse tensions and after consultation with South Korea, we reduced troop strength by 25% and repositioned our forces within the country.  This move has obviously not helped to moderate the North’s policies. And, as noted above, by staying in Korea we reassure not only South Korea but also our other allies in Asia that we will keep our commitments.
CP: Sanctions Solvency

Sanctions don’t solve North Korea Nuclearization

    Anshul Tewari, student of Journalism at Maharaja Agrasen College of the University of Delhi, 6-1-2010,  “Sanctions Not Enough”, WSJIDebate

Before we talk about whether North Korea can be contained by economic sanctions or not, let’s look at the background. It was in 1993 that the United Nations Security Council, in its resolution 825, at its 3,212th meeting, considered with concern the letter from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea dated March 12, 1993, addressed to the President of the Council. It concerned the intention of the government of the DPRK to withdraw from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. In Resolution 1695 (July 15, 2006), the Security Council explicitly condemned the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s nuclear weapons program. In addition, the resolution banned all member states from transactions with North Korean involving material, technology or financial resources-transfer connected to DPRK’s missile or weapons of mass destruction programs. In Resolution 1718 (October 14, 2006), the Security Council unanimously imposed sanctions on North Korea in reaction to Pyongyang’s nuclear test. After arduous negotiations, this softer version establishes an embargo on military and technological materials, as well as luxury goods, but does not include reference to military intervention as the U.S. initially proposed initially. Furthermore, the resolution demands the freezing of North Korea’s financial assets with the exception of funds necessary to meet basic needs. On paper, all these resolutions by the UN sounded like a harsh step. But in reality, North Korea doesn’t seem to care. North Korea has conducted more nuclear tests, launched at least 12 missiles and rockets, increased its arms trade with regimes like Iran, Republic of Congo, Syria and Burma, and increased its intelligence activities against South Korea. South Korea also recently formally accused North Korea of sinking a warship, killing 46 sailors. According to the Global Policy Forum (globalpolicy.org), “Following the 9/11 attacks in the U.S., Washington put North Korea on the ‘axis of evil’ list and has since contended that North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons poses a serious threat to the world. Several times, the U.S. administration proposed bringing North Korea before the UN Security Council to impose economic sanctions. However China, North Korea’s main ally and trading partner, indicated that it would likely veto any sanctions on Pyongyang.” It has been proven in the past and is evident from the present scenario that North Korea has been blatantly flouting all resolutions of the UNSC, and is slowly posing a serious threat to Asia’s internal security as well as world peace. Earlier in 2010, North Korea launched a rocket, which it claimed was to send a satellite into orbit. Japan and its allies, which have been opposing North Korea’s actions, called it a cover for a missile test. Japan also said, “North Korea forced a missile firing, an act that our country finds intolerable.” Even if greater sanctions are imposed against North Korea, the picture will hardly change with the DPRK determined to go against the UNSC’s decisions. If North Korea cared much about the sanctions, it would have accepted the UNSC’s decisions and would have stuck to them. Thus, UNSC sanctions are an important but not a sufficient step.

Sanctions Result in North Korea only increasing their nuclear capabilities
RIA Novosti news, 9-29-09, “North Korea warns U.S. against sanctions over nuclear program”, http://en.rian.ru/world/20090929/156283391.html
North Korea will increase its nuclear deterrence forces if the U.S. threatens it with new sanctions, the country's deputy foreign minister told the UN General Assembly on Tuesday. "North Korea's position is to react to dialogue with a dialogue and to respond to sanctions by boosting nuclear deterrence. If the U.S. approaches the dialog from the position of sanctions, we would also take part in the dialog with boosted nuclear deterrence forces," Pak Kil Yon said. He added that in order to "denuclearize the Korean Peninsula" the U.S. must "discard the old concept of confrontation and show the 'change' in practice." Pak added that his country would "act in a responsible manner in management, use and non-proliferation" of nuclear weapons. "The task of our weapons is to deter a war. We will only possess the nuclear deterrent to an extent, which is necessary to deter any military attack or a threat of such an attack to our country," he said. North Korea quit international talks and announced the restart of its nuclear program after the UN Security Council condemned its April 5 long-range missile launch. The Security Council imposed tougher sanctions on the North after it conducted its second nuclear test in May. Speaking to world leaders at the United Nations General Assembly last Wednesday, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak urged the North to abandon its nuclear program. He also reiterated that the South would offer economic and political incentives for the North to scrap the program. 

Peace Talks CP – Solvency – Disarm

North Korea Will Disarm-First Needs Peace Treaty

Agence France-Presse; 01/11/10; ABS | CBN News; N.Korea seeks US peace pact before scrapping nuclear weapons; Accessed Online; 7/4/10; http://www.abs-cbnnews.com/world/01/11/10/nkorea-seeks-us-peace-pact-scrapping-nuclear-weapons

SEOUL, South Korea - North Korea said Monday it wants a peace treaty with the United States as a precondition for giving up its nuclear weapons, and called for sanctions to be scrapped before it returns to disarmament talks.

The foreign ministry statement was the first time the North has publicly stated its position on the disarmament negotiations since US envoy Stephen Bosworth visited Pyongyang last month. Bosworth was trying to persuade the communist state to return to the six-nation talks it abandoned last April, a month before staging a second nuclear test. No clear agreement was reached. The statement said it was "good to move up the order of action" in light of the failure of the six-party talks.

"The conclusion of the peace treaty will help terminate the hostile relations between the DPRK (North Korea) and the US and positively promote the denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula at a rapid tempo," it said. Six-party agreements in 2005 and 2007 envisage talks on a treaty to formally end the 1950-53 Korean War, but only in return for full denuclearisation. The North said talks on a peace pact could be held either at a separate forum or in the framework of the six-party talks, which group the two Koreas, the United States, China, Russia and Japan.

"The removal of the barrier of such discrimination and distrust as sanctions may soon lead to the opening of the six-party talks," its statement said. A US-led United Nations coalition fought for the South while China backed the North. The conflict, in which millions of troops or civilians died, ended only in an armistice. The North's statement mentioned only a peace pact with the United States. Kim Yong-Hyun, a professor at Seoul's Dongguk University, described the proposal as unrealistic. "I believe the US will not accept it as North Korea has long tried to exclude South Korea in such talks," he told AFP. "The proposal is aimed at taking the upper hand in future negotiations and securing more concessions when talks resume with the US or South Korea." However, Kim said Pyongyang might return to the six-party talks, even though its statement carried preconditions. The North reiterated that it would not have needed to develop nuclear bombs without what it sees as US hostility. It said the "repeated frustrations and failures" in the talks that began in 2003 proved that the issue can never be settled without confidence among the parties concerned. "Still today the talks remain blocked by the barrier of distrust called sanctions against the DPRK," it added. "If confidence is to be built between the DPRK and the US, it is essential to conclude a peace treaty for terminating the state of war, a root cause of the hostile relations, to begin with."

The United Nations tightened weapons-related sanctions after the North's May nuclear test and missile launches, and the US administration has been seeking tight enforcement of them. In a New Year editorial message, the North called for an end to hostile relations with the United States and vowed to work towards a nuclear-free peninsula. But a US State Department official said Pyongyang should demonstrate its good faith by returning to the six-party talks. On Monday Robert King, the Obama administration's new envoy on human rights in North Korea, said relations can only improve once Pyongyang improves its "appalling" rights record. Baek Seung-Joo, of Seoul's Korea Institute for Defense Analyses, said the statement indicated the North was heading back towards the six-party talks. "There exists a discrepancy between North Korea and the others, notably South Korea, in sequencing the tasks of denuclearisation and striking a peace treaty on the Korean peninsula," he said.
Peace Talks: CP Solvency

North Korea wants to engage in party talks. This is key to providing stability and preventing nuclearization in the region
Thaindian News, 7-19-2010, “North Korea Urges US to respond to peace agreement proposal”,  http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/world-news/north-korea-urges-us-to-respond-to-peace-agreement-proposal_100398253.html
A North Korean newspaper — Rodong Sinmun — has urged the United States to sincerely respond to the peace agreement proposed by Pyongyang in a commentary published on Monday. “The Armistice Agreement which had already been reduced to a dead paper provides the U.S. with conditions for starting a war on the peninsula any time,” said the commentary. It also proposed that a peace treaty replace the agreement as early as possible “to establish a solid peace-keeping regime on the peninsula.” “In order to bring the process for the denuclearization on the peninsula back on a normal track, it is necessary to pay primary attention to building confidence between the DPRK and the U.S.,” Xinhua quoted the commentary, as adding. (ANI) 

Peace Talks CP – Solvency

North Korea Willing To Go To Six Party Talks

Associated Press; 10/9/09; CBS News; N. Korea Prepared to Restart 6-Party Talks: But Leader Kim Jong Il says Progress in 2-Way Negotiations with U.S. Must Come First; Accessed Online; 7/4/10; http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/05/world/main5365448.shtml

 (AP)  North Korean leader Kim Jong Il told China's premier the North was prepared to return to multinational disarmament talks but said that will depend on progress in its two-way negotiations with the U.S.
Kim's comments, carried Tuesday by official North Korean and Chinese media, were the clearest sign yet that Pyongyang was readying to resume the six-nation talks it withdrew from after conducting a long-range rocket test in April and a second nuclear test in May. Adding urgency to those efforts was a report Tuesday by South Korea's Yonhap news agency saying that U.S. and South Korean intelligence authorities believe the North is in the final stages of restoring its nuclear program that it pledged to disable in 2007 before backing out of the disarmament process.
In a meeting Monday, Kim told Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao the North "is willing to attend multilateral talks, including the six-party talks, depending on the progress in its talks with the United States," China's Xinhua News Agency said in a report issued early Tuesday. The North's Korean Central News Agency said Kim told Wen that denuclearization remained a goal and that historically hostile relations with the U.S. "should be converted into peaceful ties through bilateral talks without fail." North Korea has been moderating its tone in recent weeks, signaling its willingness to resume a dialogue with the United States, China and other partners and backing away from the provocative behavior and rhetoric of the spring.
State Department spokesman Ian Kelly said Washington was aware of reports that North Korea would reconsider opening talks but said the United States had not gotten details of the meeting from the Chinese. "We've talked to our Chinese partners in the six-party talks and we're conducting close coordination with China and the other partners in the talks," Kelly said. "We, of course, encourage any kind of dialogue that would help us lead to our ultimate goal that's shared by all the partners in the six-party talks, which is the complete and verifiable denuclearization of the Korean peninsula."
The Yonhap report said South Korean and U.S. intelligence authorities concluded the North is restoring its nuclear program after scrutinizing about 10 atomic facilities in North Korea since April when the communist regime said it had restarted the program in anger over a U.N. rebuke of its rocket launch. The report, citing an unidentified South Korean defense source, did not describe how intelligence authorities managed to scrutinize the North's secretive facilities.
Under the six-nation talks, North Koreas had agreed in 2007 to disable its nuclear facilities in return for international aid. In June last year, the North blew up the cooling tower at its main nuclear complex near Pyongyang in show of its commitment to denuclearization. But disablement came to halt later in 2008 as Pyongyang wrangled with Washington over how to verify its past atomic activities. The North's state media said last month the government had informed the U.N. Security Council it was in the final stages of enriching uranium. Yonhap also cited the source as saying North Korea conducted missile engine tests recently at its new launch site on the country's west coast, which has been in the final stage of construction. Kim's remarks to Wen came on the second day of the Chinese premier's three-day trip to Pyongyang to celebrate the 60th anniversary of diplomatic relations between the neighbors. Kim greeted Wen on his arrival Sunday at Pyongyang's airport, APTN footage showed. That was a rare honor for a non-head of state, reflecting Beijing's importance as the North's chief economic and diplomatic backer. Beijing was under pressure from other governments to bring North Korea back to the negotiating table. China provides much of the food assistance and most of the oil needed to keep the listing North Korean economy going. Both countries' communist leaderships traded congratulatory messages Monday extolling what the Chinese called their "good neighborly, friendly and cooperative relations." Kim's comments appeared to be calibrated to pressure Washington for progress in one-on-one talks without alienating North Korean hardliners by backing away from the North's earlier stance that it would never return to multinational negotiations, said Yang Moo-jin, a professor at Seoul's University of North Korean Studies. "It is aimed at saving the face of China, pressuring the U.S. and taking care of the domestic audience," Yang said. Wen's visit is seen as an inducement to Pyongyang to return to the disarmament talks, which China sponsored and which include Japan, Russia and South Korea as well as the U.S. and North Korea. The cautious Chinese leadership is unlikely to have agreed to Wen's trip without assurances about resumed talks.
China fought alongside North Korea against U.S.-led forces in the 1950-53 Korean War but the two sides have drifted apart in recent decades as China embraced free-market reforms and North Korea remained a defiantly closed, totalitarian state. Despite strains, Beijing rarely threatens North Korea publicly, preferring to offer support to encourage Pyongyang to engage the outside world. 
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North Korea Wants Peace-Feels Impact of Sanctions
KWANG-TAE KIM; 1/2/10; Huffington Post; North Korea Calls For End Of Hostile Relations With U.S.; Accessed Online; 7/4/10; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/01/02/north-korea-calls-for-end_n_409240.html

SEOUL, South Korea — North Korea called for an end of hostile relations with the United States in a New Year's message and said it was committed to making the Korean peninsula nuclear-free through negotiations.

At the same time, a Tokyo-based pro-North Korean newspaper indicated that the leaders of North and South Korea could hold a summit this year, citing Pyongyang's strong commitment to improve relations with Seoul.

Communist North Korea has long demanded that Washington end hostility toward its government, and said it developed nuclear weapons to deter a U.S. attack. Washington has repeatedly said it has no intention of invading the country. The New Year statement brightened prospects for North Korea to rejoin stalled international talks on ending its nuclear weapons programs in exchange for aid and other concessions. Washington has sought to coax it to return to the talks, which also include South Korea, China, Russia and Japan. The North has often said it wants to replace a cease-fire that ended the 1950-53 Korean War with a peace treaty and forge diplomatic relations with the U.S. as a way to win security guarantees – demands Washington says should be linked to North Korea's verifiable denuclearization.

"The fundamental task for ensuring peace and stability on the Korean peninsula and in the rest of Asia is to put an end to the hostile relationship" between North Korea and the U.S., the North said Friday in the New Year statement carried by the official Korean Central News Agency, state radio and television. North Korea's traditional New Year's Day statements are examined for clues to its policies. This year's statement said it is committed to establishing "a lasting peace system on the Korean peninsula and make it nuclear-free through dialogue and negotiations." The U.S. and North Korea agreed on the need to resume the nuclear negotiations during a trip by President Barack Obama's special envoy to Pyongyang in December, but North Korea did not make a firm commitment on when it would rejoin the talks. Last year, North Korea quit the disarmament talks and conducted a nuclear test, drawing widespread condemnation and tighter U.N. sanctions. Cheong Seong-chang, a senior analyst at the private Sejong Institute security think tank, said North Korea is likely to maintain its conciliatory approach toward the U.S.

"The North extended an olive branch to the U.S.," Cheong said, adding that he expects the two sides will agree to set up a liaison office as a symbolic move to end their hostilities. But Andrei Lankov, a North Korea expert at Kookmin University in Seoul, said despite North Korea's willingness to talk with the U.S., it is unlikely to surrender its nuclear program or make any other important concessions. The North Korean statement said it remains committed to improving relations with South Korea, and urged the South to refrain from actions that might aggravate tensions. "Unshakable is our stand that we will improve the north-south relations," said the statement. The Tokyo-based Choson Sinbo newspaper, considered a mouthpiece for North Korea's government, suggested in a report late Friday the possibility of an inter-Korean summit this year. The two Koreas held their first summit in 2000 between then-President Kim Dae-jung and North Korean leader Kim Jong Il. The second summit was held in 2007 between then-President Roh Moo-hyun and Kim. The two sides held a secret meeting in October in Singapore and two follow-up meetings in November at a North Korean border town to discuss setting up a summit between South Korean President Lee Myung-bak and Kim, Yonhap news agency said last month, citing unidentified sources. North Korea has tried to reach out to Seoul and Washington since last summer in an about-face that analysts and officials say shows the North feels the pain of U.N. sanctions. In South Korea on Friday, about 70 conservative activists tied tens of thousands of leaflets condemning Kim Jong Il to balloons and launched them across the border into the North. Some protesters also burned large North Korean flags with Kim's picture printed on them.
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Summits key to resolving issues with the Korean peninsula – both North and South pushing for it

KWANG-TAE KIM; Associated Press Writer; 10/24/09; Associated Press; South Korea: Summit should help resolve nuclear dispute; Accessed Online; 7/4/10; http://www.timesfreepress.com/news/2009/oct/24/south-korea-summit-should-help-resolve-nuclear-dis/?breakingnews 
SEOUL, South Korea — A summit between the two Koreas should help resolve the dispute over North Korea’s nuclear programs, a South Korean official said, as an envoy for the North met with a U.S. government negotiator in likely pursuit of bilateral talks with Washington. North Korea’s No. 2 nuclear negotiator, Ri Gun, has traveled to the U.S. on the invitation of private organizations and met on Saturday in New York with the chief U.S. nuclear negotiator Sung Kim, a State Department spokesman said. Kim conveyed “our position on denuclearization and the six-party talks,” spokesman Noel Clay said in a statement. The U.S. says it is willing to have direct talks with the North if it leads to resumption of six-party talks aimed at halting North Korea’s nuclear weapons programs that also include South Korea, China, Russia and Japan. The South also says that progress on efforts to rid the reclusive regime of its nuclear arsenal is key to a summit between the Korean leaders taking place. The North’s reported push for a summit and talks with Washington is part of a series of conciliatory moves by the regime in recent months after escalating tensions with nuclear and missile tests. Analysts have said the moves show North Korea feels the pain of U.N. sanctions following its May nuclear test. North Korea and the United States do not have diplomatic relations. Ri was given permission to visit the U.S. for unofficial meetings that include the Northeast Asia Cooperation Dialogue, a forum sponsored by the University of California-San Diego. Clay said that Kim and principal deputy assistant secretary of defense, Derek J. Mitchell, would participate in the San Diego forum which begins on Sunday. The sessions will also include government officials and scholars from China, Russia, Japan and South Korea. As the North’s negotiator prepared for his U.S. trip, South Korean media reported that senior officials of the two Koreas met in Singapore last week to discuss a possible meeting between North Korean leader Kim Jong Il and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak. North Korea first asked for the meeting, but the talks ended without agreement as the South demanded that the reclusive Kim visit the South, and the North balked at the demand citing security concerns, South Korea’s largest television network KBS reported Thursday. It cited an unidentified South Korean official. South Korean officials have declined to confirm the reports, but Lee Dong-kwan, senior presidential secretary for public relations, said Saturday a summit “should be helpful to progress in the resolution of North Korea’s nuclear issue.” The South’s officials stress that progress in international efforts to rid North Korea of its nuclear weapons programs is key to such a summit taking place. “Our government’s position remains unchanged that we would not hold a meeting for meeting’s sake,” Lee said in comments posted on South Korea’s presidential Web site. North Korea’s Kim has held summits with the South twice: the first in 2000 with the South’s then-President Kim Dae-jung and the other in 2007 with then-President Roh Moo-hyun. Relations between the two Koreas frayed badly after the more conservative Lee took office early last year. North Korea pulled out of the six-party disarmament talks in April, but Kim Jong Il said earlier this month that the North could rejoin them depending on progress in its possible one-on-one negotiations with the U.S.
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Talking Helps Create Better Relations

KWANG-TAE KIM; 08/26/09; North Korea, South Korea Hold Family Reunification Talks For First Time In Years; The Huffington Post; Accessed Online; 7/2/10; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/08/26/north-korea-south-korea-h_n_269095.html
SEOUL, South Korea — North and South Korean officials held their first talks Wednesday in nearly two years on arranging reunions of families separated by the Korean War more than five decades ago, the latest sign of easing tensions on the divided peninsula. The three days of talks, being held at North Korea's Diamond Mountain resort, come as the communist regime adopts a more conciliatory stance toward South Korea and the United States after months of provocations including a nuclear test in May and a barrage of ballistic missile test-launches. The two delegations, led by Red Cross officials, expressed hope their meeting would help improve inter-Korean relations. Although still at odds over the timing of the family reunions they are expected to announce an agreement on Friday. Millions of families were separated following the division of the Korean peninsula in 1945 and the 1950-53 Korean War, which ended with a cease-fire, not a peace treaty, leaving the two countries technically at war. There are no mail, telephone or e-mail exchanges between ordinary citizens across the Korean border. A landmark inter-Korean summit in 2000 paved the way for more than 16,000 Koreans to reunite with relatives in temporary reunions. The reunions were held annually but suspended in 2008 when South Korean President Lee Myung-bak took office with a hardline policy toward Pyongyang. The two sides last held Red Cross-brokered reunion talks in November 2007. A South Korean Unification Ministry official said the delegation sent from Seoul Wednesday included two government representatives, but could not confirm the makeup of the North Korean delegation. He requested anonymity, saying he was not authorized to speak to the media. North Korea's chief Red Cross delegate Choe Song Ik expressed hope the talks were a "good opportunity to help develop North-South relations" and their humanitarian projects. His South Korean counterpart Kim Young-chol also said he has "expectations for big accomplishments." The two sides, however, still disagreed over when to stage the family reunions. Seoul wants them to be held in two stages late September and in early October, while the North demanded that both stages be held in early October, close to the Chuseok autumn harvest holiday, according to South Korean media pool reports. Chuseok, which falls on Oct. 3, is a major holiday for both Koreas, equivalent to Thanksgiving in the United States.
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Asian Countries Seek To Reduce Tension-Want to Stabilize Asia

Kurt Achin; 5/30/10; VOA News; China Seeks Reduced Tension Between Koreas; Accessed Online; 7/2/10; http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Chinas-PM-Sees-Urgent-Need-to-Avoid-Conflict-on-Korean-Peninsula-95212649.html
China has wrapped up a three way summit with neighboring South Korea and Japan by calling for calm amid escalating tensions.  South Korea and its partners have yet to win China's firm support of an investigation blaming North Korea for the deadly sinking of a South Korean naval ship. The leaders of South Korea, Japan and China wrapped up their two day meeting on the South Korean resort island of Jeju vowing to work together on vital issues of regional security, including a response to the March sinking of a South Korean patrol ship, the Cheonan. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao says it is urgent to defuse tension on the Korean peninsula related to the Cheonan sinking. He says the pressing task is to respond appropriately to the serious effects of the Cheonan incident, to gradually reduce tensions, and specially to avoid a clash. A team of international investigators presented extensive forensic evidence this month concluding the Cheonan was torn in half and sunk by a torpedo fired by a North Korean submarine - 46 sailors were killed in the incident.
Soon after South Korean President Lee Myung-bak severed economic ties to the North in response, North Korea said it was scrapping military safeguard agreements designed to prevent conflicts from escalting between the two sides.   The United States and South Korea prepare for joint anti-submarine drills in coming weeks, a step Pyongyang has warned could trigger "all-out war." Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama says the three leaders share a common view about the Cheonan sinking.  He says this is a serious problem related to peace and stability in the Northeast Asia.  The three countries confirmed that that we can closely cooperate in the future on the matter, he says.
Japan and the United States fully back the Cheonan investigation, and say they will support South Korea in its request for diplomatic action against North Korea by the United Nations Security Council.  China, which is historically reluctant do anything that destabilizes the North, says it still needs time to come to a "fair and objective" conclusion of its own.
South Korean President Lee Myung-bak says all three leaders will keep talking. He says the Japanese and Chinese leaders took seriously the investigation results and the international response to them.  They will agree to keep discussing the matter with peace and stability in mind. In the North Korean capital, Pyongyang, the government organized a mass rally of tens of thousands Sunday to condemn the Cheonan investigation.  Choi Yong Rim is secretary of the North Korea Workers' Party. Comrades, he says, the North-South relationship is being driven to catastrophe by the war-loving "puppet" government of South Korea and the American invaders.  Their hard line attitude, he says, could soon lead to war. Other protesters rallied here in the South Korean capital to support punishing Pyongyang.
Peace Talks CP - Solvency

Involving China in consultation deters North Korea

Center for Defense Studies, Michael Mazza, 7/20/10, “China is Key to Deterring North Korea”, http://www.defensestudies.org/?p=2972
On Friday, I argued here that upcoming combined U.S.-ROK naval exercises in the Yellow Sea and Sea of Japan will not only send an important message to North Korea, but will send a message to China as well. Upon further reflection, I believe that the latter message is the more important of the two. While the United States intends the exercise to “send a clear message of deterrence” to the DPRK, it is difficult to see how we can expect to deter North Korea without causing it real pain. Joshua Staunton, over at The New Ledger, makes the point clearly: There is no joint naval exercise that can disguise the fact that the conventional military and diplomatic deterrence of North Korea, on which the peace of the region has depended for six decades, is collapsing. If there is to be deterrence against the next North Korean attack, there must be a strong response to the last one, and if the response will not include the use of military force, it must be a non-military response that is strong and swift enough to deter the next provocation. We haven’t seen anything of that kind yet, and unless we do very soon, we may find ourselves living in interesting times. Unfortunately, Staunton is correct in arguing that we have done little to disabuse Kim Jong-Il of the notion that his nuclear bomb makes him undeterrable. This is why the message that the joint exercises convey to Beijing is at least as important as the message they convey to Pyongyang. China, thanks to its relatively robust economic relationship with North Korea and its status as the North’s most important treaty ally, has more sway over the Hermit Kingdom than any other country. In order to effect a change in Pyongyang’s behavior, Beijing could, for example, threaten to cut off economic ties; to terminate the 1961 Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, which requires China to “immediately render military and other assistance by all means at its disposal” should the DPRK come under attack; to facilitate the flow of refugees through China to South Korea; or to deny support to Kim Jong-Il’s chosen successor. For China to take any such action, however, it would need to be convinced that North Korea’s bad behavior is seriously detrimental to Chinese interests. China’s leaders are not happy that the Cheonan sinking is leading to a potentially tighter U.S.-ROK-Japan trilateral defense relationship and to a surge of U.S. military resources to waters on China’s periphery for naval and air exercises. Additional reactions to the Cheonan attack should be calibrated to send a message to Beijing; for example, the imposition of sanctions targeting Chinese companies that do business with North Korea.

Peace Talks CP – Solvency

Peace Talks with China will persuade them to tighten the reigns on North Korea

Adam Chapnick, from Canadian Forces College, writer for the History News Service, “China Holds the Key to the North Korea Problem, 6-1-09, http://hnn.us/articles/88746.html
As the international community struggles to respond effectively to the missile tests recently launched by the North Korean government, critics have blamed the Security Council of the United Nations for failing to deter aggression and preserve world peace. That blame is misplaced. In this case, responsibility for controlling North Korea, and the ability to do so, falls squarely on China. The way that the United Nations was originally designed explains why, today, China alone has the leverage needed to quell North Koreas nuclear ambitions. In failing to confront North Korea's decision to move the world closer to nuclear conflict, the Security Council is merely respecting the original intentions of its founders to allow each great power a comprehensive veto over any international action that might precipitate a world war. When Great Britain and the United States developed the first plans for the UN in the early 1940s, Prime Minister Winston Churchill and President Franklin D. Roosevelt did not agree on the composition or role of the future organizations executive committee. Churchill envisaged a UN membership divided into three regions, with the United Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet Union each primarily responsible for peace and order within one of the areas. Roosevelt called his arrangement the four policeman (Churchill's three great powers plus China). The leaders of the four most powerful countries would work together to manage conflict across the international community as a whole. They would decide whether to respond, what type of action to take, and when to stop intervening. Churchill and Roosevelt were able to compromise because their fundamental interest was the same. They, and Joseph Stalin, wanted an absolute veto over UN responses to security challenges. International activity that violated the sovereignty of an independent state could only be undertaken by the United Nations as a whole if each great power agreed to it. Today's Security Council resembles neither Churchill's nor Roosevelt's original vision, but the great power veto remains. As a result, so long as just one great power is uncomfortable with an international intervention, the Council is paralyzed. Up to this point, when it comes to North Korea, China has been that one great power. Its interest in maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Pyongyang has prevented the Security Council from responding assertively to Kim Jong-il's repeated provocations. Unlike Beijing, Washington long ago accepted that as the world's leading global actor its responsibilities were broader than those of its allies and that smaller states would depend upon it to act when no one else could. China's response to North Korea will serve as a critical test of its readiness to assume the international obligations that come with its increasing global prominence. China must be convinced that North Korea's actions are sufficiently grave so as to merit a global response, even if it risks escalating the situation. A joint US-Chinese Security Council resolution could empower the UN to tighten and enforce economic sanctions that would eventually force Pyongyang to tone down its rhetoric and cease its nuclear tests. It seems, however, that the Chinese continue to believe that their relationship with Kim Jong-il's communist regime acts as a sufficient check on the ailing leaders' military recklessness. Until they feel differently, there is little that President Obama, the Security Council, or the rest of the international community can do to deter North Korean ambitions. President Obama should continue to urge President Hu Jintao to accept that there must be limits to national sovereignty and that government-sanctioned nuclear proliferation breaches one of those limits. But just like Churchill and Roosevelt did in the 1940s, Beijing bases its foreign policy on its own interests. Unless Obama concedes, and China accepts, the power and responsibilities that come with its newfound place in the global hierarchy, the Security Council will remain impotent. To the United States and its allies, being forced to depend on China must be disconcerting. But the ability of a single great power to block aggressive international action is exactly in-line with what the UN founders envisioned. The problem, therefore, is not the Security Council's. The Council will have its intended effect only when the great powers decide together that North Korea should be aggressively punished for its actions. Chinese leadership is critical. 

AT: Perm

The perm still links to 

1. The North Korea DA. If the US withdraws its presence from the region it will prevent efforts to deter North Korea. Talks only stop North Korea from nuclearizing, but don’t solve for all potential conflict. Only maintaining troops in North Korea can effectively stop them. Ledwith ‘2

AND 2. the South Korea economy DA. Our troop presence in South Korea is what fuels their economy. They need the economic stimulus that the US troops provide. That’s Kirk ‘5

AT: When the US leaves South Korea, China finds it in their self interest

1. Double bind. Either 

a. China agrees that it’s in their self interest for North Korea to be deterred. In which case they don’t mind what the US is doing, and none of they can’t solve any of their China impacts

OR

b. China doesn’t care if North Korea goes nuclear in which case they wont fill in for the US if we withdraw our military presence
South Korea DA: Link extension

Breakup of the US-South Korea alliance collapses foreign investment in the Peninsula.

The National Bureau of Asian Research (NBR), 10/2007, Nicholas Eberstadt, American Enterprise Institute and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Richard J. Ellings, The National Bureau of Asian Research, Aaron L. Friedberg, Princeton University and The National Bureau of Asian Research, Christopher Griffin, American Enterprise Institute, Roy D. Kamphausen, The National Bureau of Asian Research, Travis Tanner, The National Bureau of Asian Research, Conference Report, “A World without the U.S.-ROK Alliance: Thinking about “Alternative Futures,”” http://se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/RESSpecNet/44279/ipublicationdocument _singledocument/DF9CD39B-01B5-4DA5-A4FF-9C0F6E00A9E5/en/Conference_Report.pdf

The specific nature of any U.S.-ROK breakup would naturally have a significant impact on investor confidence in a post-alliance South Korea. An acrimonious, relatively quick breakup would force investors to respond quickly to unpredictable developments, raising the possibility that they would not have sufficient time to anticipate changes. International panics, domestic capital flight, or other “contagion” effects would be possible consequences. If the alliance split over a relatively prolonged, predictable period that minimized uncertainty, however, some participants felt that investor confidence might not elicit major macro-economic responses for the ROK or the Northeast Asian region. A less pleasant scenario for the economy in a post-alliance ROK would be an increase in tensions in the region without an alliance to serve as a deterrent force and crisis control mechanism. The threat posed by a recalcitrant, unreformed North Korea or by a regional territorial dispute among the great powers could quickly raise concerns that Seoul is a likely victim with little control over its own future. In the final analysis, the alliance bolsters investor confidence against possible geopolitical shocks; without the alliance, South Korea’s domestic and international markets would be significantly more vulnerable. Even without disruptive flashpoint crises, the perception that the ROK had become a more risky place to do business could become self-fulfilling: if the risk premium rose, South Korea would perforce be a less competitive platform in the world economy.

South Korea economy DA: Link Extension

Withdrawal of the US military presence forces an unsustainable increase in South Korean defense spending, crushing growth.

Lee Jae Young, legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-U.S. Security Studies in Seoul, South Korea, 3/4/2009, UPI Asia, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/

The important thing is not the legal right to conduct self-defense, but the real capacity to do so. In the international arena, pure self-defense that rejects any form of interdependence between countries would be almost unsustainable because of the burden of military costs and the tendency toward competitive increases in military spending between adversaries. An alliance spreads military spending among partner countries and allows them to invest more in economic growth and domestic affairs. This is the case in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the U.S.-Japan alliance. South and North Korea both have high military costs because of their mutual distrust and their competition for superior military status. The South Korea-U.S. alliance has effectively mitigated South Korea’s burden and exerted a deterrence effect on North Korea. Therefore, it is wise to acknowledge the necessity of a military alliance in which partner countries combine their rights and authority and find a balance between independent sovereignty and interdependent alliance. It is not a violation of South Korean sovereignty if the CFC head holds wartime command, as he cannot exercise it unilaterally. His authority is backed up by the presidents of South Korea and the United States, as well as the Security Consultative Meeting and Military Committee Meeting. This is guaranteed by Article 2 of the Mutual Defense Treaty between the Republic of Korea and the United States. Infringement of South Korean sovereignty could occur only if the United States neglected its obligation to consult with South Korea and proceeded with military action alone. Considering the deep-rooted trust between the two countries and the binding force of their mutual defense treaty, this is very unlikely. If the joint command ceases to exist as a result of the transfer of wartime command, the roles of the allies will change significantly. South Korea will take the leading role in military operations and the United States will cease to take the initiative. South Korea will also lose the guarantee of automatic U.S. military intervention in case of emergency. Consequently, the South Korean government will impose on itself the new responsibility of securing a military surge in time of emergency. This responsibility is burdensome in that South Korea will have to persuade U.S. forces to intervene swiftly and actively if they are needed. As long as the South Korea-U.S. alliance exists, the United States can be expected to provide military support. But the partial withdrawal of U.S. military forces means that South Korea cannot maintain the same level of military presence and deterrence over the North it has had so far. It will have to increase military spending to make up for the U.S. withdrawal. 
South Korea economy DA Impact – East Asian Arms Race

South Korean economic decline causes a destabilizing East Asian arms race and nuclear conflict.

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, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html

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

US Credibility

Withdrawing the US presence destroys that cooperation – it’s perceived as ending the US security commitment.

Patrick Flood, former U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Ph.D. in political science from the University of Massachusetts Amherst, 7/12/2010, http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/foreign-policy/korea-china-and-the-us-an-alternative-view/

Withdrawing our forces offshore and offering instead assurances of future help would be a clear statement that our security commitment to South Korea is no longer what it was, despite our alliance.  One cannot effectively defend an ally against a massive land invasion solely with ships and remote airbases.  And we tried partial withdrawal a few years ago: in an effort to defuse tensions and after consultation with South Korea, we reduced troop strength by 25% and repositioned our forces within the country.  This move has obviously not helped to moderate the North’s policies. And, as noted above, by staying in Korea we reassure not only South Korea but also our other allies in Asia that we will keep our commitments.
Military Presence Good-Extensions

America key to deter North Korea – China fears collapse of North Korea and South Korea wants American aid 

Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Boot, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations, May 31, 2010 (Max Boot, “America is Still the Best Guarantor of Freedom and Propsperity”, published in the Los Angeles Times, pg. 2) 

Much nonsense has been written in recent years about the prospects of American decline and the inevitable rise of China. But it was not a declining power that I saw in recent weeks as I jetted from the Middle East to the Far East through two of America's pivotal geographic commands — Central Command and Pacific Command. The very fact that the entire world is divided up into American military commands is significant. There is no French, Indian or Brazilian equivalent — not yet even a Chinese counterpart. It is simply assumed without much comment that American soldiers will be central players in the affairs of the entire world. It is also taken for granted that a vast network of American bases will stretch from Germany to Japan — more than 700 in all, depending on how you count. They constitute a virtual American empire of Wal-Mart-style PXs, fast-food restaurants, golf courses and gyms. There is an especially large American presence in the Middle East, one of the world's most crisis-prone regions. For all the anti-Americanism in the Arab world, almost all the states bordering what they call the Arabian Gulf support substantial American bases. These governments are worried about the looming Iranian threat and know that only the United States can offer them protection. They are happy to deal with China, but it would never occur to a single sultan or sheik that the People's Liberation Army will protect them from Iranian intimidation. In the Far East, a similar dynamic prevails. All of China's neighbors happily trade with it, but all are wary of the Middle Kingdom's pretensions to regional hegemony. Even Vietnam, a country that handed America its worst military defeat ever, is eager to establish close ties with Washington as a counter to Beijing. What of America's two most important allies in Northeast Asia — South Korea and Japan? Not long ago, relations with Seoul were frosty because it was pursuing a "sunshine policy" of outreach to North Korea that the George W. Bush administration (rightly) viewed as one of the world's most dangerous rogue states. More recently, relations with Japan became strained after the election of the Liberal Democratic Party in 2009 on a platform of cozying up to China, rethinking the 50-year-old alliance between the U.S. and Japan, and moving U.S. bases out of Okinawa. Now Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has had to undertake an embarrassing U-turn by agreeing to an earlier plan that would move a U.S. Marine Corps air base from one part of Okinawa to another but keep it on the island. In justifying his reversal, Hatoyama said that "we cannot afford to reduce the U.S. military deterrence" because of "political uncertainties remaining in East Asia." There is no shortage of such uncertainties with the Chinese navy becoming increasingly assertive in moving into Japanese waters and with North Korea, which has missiles that can easily hit Japan, sinking a South Korean naval ship with the loss of 46 sailors. The latter incident naturally has focused attention in Seoul and served to accelerate the reaffirmation of close American-Korean ties that had already begun with the election of the more conservative President Lee Myung-bak in 2008. The anti-Americanism that had been prevalent in South Korea only a few years ago has all but disappeared, and it is not only (or even mainly) because of President Obama's vaunted charm. It is largely because South Korea has tried detente and found that it did nothing to moderate the aggressive behavior of the North Korean regime. China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery. South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years. South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? 

Continues…no text removed

Military Presence Good-Extensions

Continues…no text removed

Not China, that's for sure. And yet South Korea is not so unusual in this regard. The Persian Gulf emirates also entrust their continued existence to America's benign power. The Kurds, whom we visited in Irbil, are eager to host an American base, because they know that all of the gains they have made since 1991 have been made possible by American protection. Even Arab Iraqi politicians, who traffic in nationalist slogans while running for office, are quietly talking about renegotiating the accord that would bring the U.S. troop presence in Iraq down to zero by the end of 2011. They know what Kosovars, Kuwaitis and countless others have learned over many decades: American
power is the world's best guarantor of freedom and prosperity. This isn't to deny the prevalence of anti-Americanism even in the Age of Obama. Nor is it to wish away the real threats to American power — from external challenges ( Iran, China, Islamist terrorists) to, more worrying, internal weaknesses (rising debt levels, decreasing military spending as a percentage of the federal budget, a shrinking Navy). But if my cross-global jaunt taught me anything, it is that those countries that dismiss the prospects for continuing American leadership do so at their peril. The U.S. still possesses unprecedented power projection capabilities, and, just as important, it is armed with the goodwill of countless countries that know the U.S. offers protection from local bullies. They may resent us, but they fear their neighbors, and that's the ultimate buttress of our status as the world's sole superpower.

US presence in East Asia prevents China from preventing North Korean Nuclearization

Dick K. Nanto, Mark E. Manyin, and Kerry Dumbaugh (specialist in Industry and Trade, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Specialist in Asian Affairs – Congressional Research Service) 1/22/2010 

For years, the U.S. policy debate has been dogged by diametrically opposed opinions about exactly what China’s real security concerns and political objectives are on the North Korea nuclear issue. These continuing internal U.S. disagreements helped to paralyze much of the U.S. policy process during most of the George W. Bush Administration on policy toward North Korea. According to one view, espoused by many in the U.S. government, China is doing a credible job with North Korea and has been a helpful host and interlocutor for the United States in the whole process of the Six Party Talks involving the United States, the PRC, Japan, Russia, and North and South Korea. These proponents hold that Americans can count on the sincerity of PRC leaders when they say that Beijing’s principal priority is a non-nuclear Korean peninsula.11 In spite of the military alliance and political roots that the PRC shares with North Korea, these proponents maintain that PRC officials have grown weary and frustrated with the unpredictability and intransigence of their erratic neighbor. Furthermore, some say, China may have less leverage with Pyongyang than many suggest and risks losing what little leverage it does have if it reduces or terminates its substantial food and energy assistance to North Korea.

The chief rival to this viewpoint holds that China is being duplicitous on the North Korea question and insincere in its statements supporting a freeze or dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear weapons program.12 According to this view, Beijing actually has substantial leverage with Pyongyang but elects not to use it in order to ensure that the North Korean issue continues to complicate U.S. regional strategy and undermine the U.S. position in Asia. This is the reason, according to this view, that China appears casually tolerant of North Korea’s erratic and unpredictable behavior, and why Beijing has sided so often with the North Korean position in the Six Party Talks. Furthermore, these proponents suggest that Beijing and Pyongyang actually may be coordinating their policies on North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, including the timing of North Korea’s more provocative pronouncements and actions, in an effort to keep the United States off balance.

In addition, Beijing’s first priority on the Korean peninsula appears to be stability both in the Kim Jong-il regime and in the country as a whole. For Beijing, therefore, as long as the United States and others are talking to the DPRK, they are unlikely to take harsher actions against Pyongyang, and deliveries of economic and humanitarian aid to North Korea that result from the talks can only help to ensure stability.

North Korea DA-Impact extensions

North Korean proliferation causes arms races throughout Asia—the impact is nuclear war.
Stephen J. Cimbala, Prof. of Political Science @ Penn State, ‘9 [Nuclear Weapons and Cooperative Security in the 21st Century, p. 117-8] 
Failure to contain proliferation in Pyongyang could spread nuclear fever throughout Asia.  Japan and South Korea might seek nuclear weapons and missile defenses.  A pentagonal configuration of nuclear powers in the Pacific basis (Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas – not including the United States, with its own Pacific interests) could put deterrence at risk and create enormous temptation toward nuclear preemption.  Apart from actual use or threat of use, North Korea could exploit the mere existence of an assumed nuclear capability in order to support its coercive diplomacy.  As George H. Quester has noted:

If the Pyongyang regime plays its cards sensibly and well, therefore, the world will not see its nuclear weapons being used against Japan or South Korea or anyone else, but will rather see this new nuclear arsenal held in reserve (just as the putative Israeli nuclear arsenal has been held in reserve), as a deterrent against the outside world’s applying maximal pressure on Pyongyang and as a bargaining chip to extract the economic and political concessions that the DPRK needs if it wishes to avoid giving up its peculiar approach to social engineering.

A five-sided nuclear competition in the Pacific would be linked, in geopolitical deterrence and proliferation space, to the existing nuclear deterrents in India and Pakistan, and to the emerging nuclear weapons status of Iran.  An arc of nuclear instability from Tehran to Tokyo could place U.S. proliferation strategies into the ash heap of history and call for more drastic military options, not excluding preemptive war, defenses, and counter-deterrent special operations.  In addition, an eight-sided nuclear arms race in Asia would increase the likelihood of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war.  It would do so because: (1) some of these states already have histories of protracted conflict; (2) states may have politically unreliable or immature command and control systems, especially during a crisis involving a decision for nuclear first strike or retaliation; unreliable or immature systems might permit a technical malfunction that caused an unintended launch, or a deliberate but unauthorized launch by rogue commanders; (3) faulty intelligence and warning systems might cause one side to misinterpret the other’s defensive moves to forestall attack as offensive preparations for attack, thus triggering a mistaken preemption.

North Korea DA-Impact extensions

North/South Korea War causes massive conflict—it drags in the US and China whether or not the us troops are present

Paul Watcher, writes for the New York Times magazine, the atlantic, and the nation, 5-27-10, “What  would a Korean war look like? 4 predictions, http://www.aolnews.com/team/paul-wachter/AOL News
[image: image1.png]


(May 27) -- Tensions continue to mount on the Korean peninsula in the wake of an international investigation that concluded a North Korean submarine was responsible for sinking a South Korean navy ship in April, killing 46 sailors. In the latest chess moves, Seoul staged a big anti-submarine drill, which Pyongyang responded to by saying it will no longer honor an agreement meant to avoid accidental naval clashes between the two nations. As the crisis escalates, an unsettling question comes into focus: What would war on the Korean peninsula look like some 50-odd years after the armistice that brought the Korean War to an end? A North Korean Attack: Though war would be catastrophic for both countries, South Korea would suffer the most in the first days of a full-scale conflict. Its capital of Seoul lies just 50 miles south of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) -- as big a misnomer as you will find, since the area is one of the most heavily militarized areas on the planet. On this de facto border, North Korea has amassed about 13,000 artillery pieces, rockets, missiles and other ordnance that can reach Seoul in a matter of minutes. Seoul, a city of 1 million, could be flattened; also at risk are the 28,500 American troops stationed in the country. Additionally, North Korea could release its dams and flood much of the South, writes Christopher Hitchens. There's also its 1.2 million-member army to consider. And were North Korea to deploy nuclear and chemical weapons, the devastation would be much much worse. South Korea's Response: South Korea is far from defenseless, however. It has a standing army of more than 500,000 and nearly 10 times that in trained reservists. It has twice the population of the North and is a First-World economic power with huge industrial capacity, while North Korea is an economic backwater where much of the population is malnourished. In any protracted conflict, these would be huge advantages. What's more, the DMZ is heavily mined, and the border area is hilly (even mountainous along the East Coast) and offers natural defensive positions. International Actors: Alliances haven't changed much in 50 years. The U.S. backs South Korea, while China supports the North. Neither country would likely remain neutral in a Korean war, but it's unclear how involved they would be -- unless North Korea employed nuclear weapons, which would almost certainly trigger an immediate U.S. response. Since 1978, the U.S. has pledged to protect South Korea from a nuclear threat from the North. "Under the extended nuclear deterrence pledge, the U.S. military would use some of its tactical nuclear weapons, such as B-61 nuclear bombs carried by B-2/52 bombers and F-15E, F-16 and F/A-18 fighters, as well as Tomahawk cruise missiles launched from nuclear-powered submarines, to strike North Korea's nuclear facilities in retaliation for any such attack on the South," military experts told The Korea Times. China will not support North Korean nuclear aggression, though it's unlikely to sit by idly if American and South Korean forces take over the North. Meanwhile, the main U.S. tensions with China will remain over Taiwan, which could exacerbate if Taiwan used the distraction of a Korean conflict to declare independence.


Military Presence Good-Extensions

The US presence in East Asia prevents China from rising to power

Paul H.B. Godwin Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Research Institute 2004 “China as a Regional Power?” www.southchinasea.org%2Fdocs%2FGodwin%2C%2520China%2520as%2520a%2520Regional%2520Hegemon.pdf&ei=VStGTK2HHsOBlAfVoKi3BA&usg=AFQjCNEbHZ5SItrpNY98vj4ZTreMeJ8YhQ&sig2=GrXbwxccQPXuaZEPlVLuLw PHK

As long as there is a second regional great power in Asia, by definition China cannot become the region’s hegemon. With its strong alliances and access to naval and air facilities along Asia’s periphery together with its diplomatic and economic influence within the region, the United States is in an extremely robust offshore position. In this sense, as Robert Ross has suggested, East Asia has become bipolar; China and the United States share the regional balance of power.5 The question therefore becomes whether China’s regional security objectives have as their ultimate purpose the removal of the United States as Asia’s other great power. This question becomes important when it is recognized that China’s principal objection to the current distribution of global and regional power is focused on the role of the United States. China resents the manner in which the United States employs the dominant military, economic and diplomatic power it achieved with the Cold War’s end in global as well as regional affairs. Before evaluating Beijing’s perceptions of the United States, however, it is necessary to assess China’s security priorities

Presence key – nuclear umbrella required for deterrence.
Andrew O’Neil, Senior Lecturer in the School of Political and International Studies, Flinders University, Australia. He also worked with Australia’s Department of Defence as an intelligence analyst, October 07 “Nuclear Proliferation in Northeast Asia: The Quest for Security”) 
For as long as Washington continues to extend its nuclear umbrella to allies in Northeast Asia, the Pyongyang regime will appreciate that any use of nuclear weapons on its part would precipitate war with the United States and its allies and inevitably lead to its rapid demise." Notwithstanding the likeli-hood that the United States will continue gradually withdrawing major ground force elements from South Korea and Japan, Washington has made it clear that it intends to maintain the presence of its air and naval strike plat¬forms in the Asia-Pacific, many of which are configured with nuclear-capable systems." While the United States no longer deploys tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea, and although the U.S. Navy has removed nuclear weapons from its surface fleet, American submarines traversing the Pacific Ocean are armed with a nuclear cruise missile capability and B-52s stationed in Guam in the Pacific remain nuclear capable." These theater force ele¬ments could be supplemented by nuclear-capable systems on the continental United States, including the B-2 bomber force and America's large ICBM arsenal. Against this background, the chances of North Korea being deterred from using (or even seriously brandishing) nuclear weapons in Northeast Asia are greater than many within the policy and academic community have conceded. Despite previous statements by the Bush administration alleging that the Pyongyang regime is "evil" and "unbalanced" in its behavior, senior U.S. officials, including the Secretary of State, have signaled their belief chat North Korea will remain deterred at the nuclear level for as long as the United States maintains a credible strategic presence in Northeast Asia."

Inter Korean Tensions have recently become more relaxed 

 Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, Cato Institute, 3/26/10 “South Korea Needs Better Defense” Forbes, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628
Nevertheless Pyongyang has generally eschewed violence in recent years. Tensions on the peninsula thankfully have receded substantially. Two South Korean presidents have ventured north for summits with Kim Jong Il. The Republic of Korea spent roughly 10 years subsidizing the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea as part of the "Sunshine Policy."
Military Presence Good-Extensions

North and South Korea Want US to Stay-Helps Keep Stability in Region

Jane Perlez; 9/11/00; New York Times; South Korean Says North Agrees U.S. Troops Should Stay; Accessed Online; 6/30/10; http://www.nytimes.com/2000/09/11/world/south-korean-says-north-agrees-us-troops-should-stay.html?pagewanted=2
The most important outcome of his summit conference with North Korea in June, President Kim Dae Jung of South Korea says, was a common understanding that American troops must stay in South Korea to prevent a vacuum on the Korean peninsula that would be inviting to its neighbors. ''We are surrounded by big powers -- Russia, Japan and China -- so the United States must continue to stay for stability and peace in East Asia,'' he said. Mr. Kim said he was recounting almost the exact words of his counterpart, Kim Jong Il, in North Korea during their meetings in Pyongyang. The Communist government in North Korea, whose hostility has been cited by the Clinton administration as a major reason for pursuing a missile defense system, wants normal relations with United States, Kim Dae Jung said. ''I believe that North Korea wants improved relations with the United States,'' Mr. Kim said on Saturday in an interview at his Manhattan hotel at the end of the gathering of world leaders at the United Nations. ''That is their basic goal. If it is not their basic goal, there is no reason why they should change their position on American forces.'' The mantra of Communist propaganda since the end of Korean War has been that American troops must leave South Korea. So the North Korean leader's support of their staying is a reversal of position -- albeit one that Pyongyang has not yet acknowledged in public. After a peace treaty replaces the armistice now in place between the two Koreas, the presence of American troops in South Korea and on the Japanese island of Okinawa would operate ''under the same logic'' that governed the continuing presence of American troops in Europe as part of NATO after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the South Korean president suggested. Mr. Kim, a human rights dissident who was put on death row by the South Korean military junta and then survived to become the democratically elected president, spoke eloquently of what he saw as the steady but long journey to bring the two Koreas together.
US military presence stabilizes Korean Peninsula
Jacquelyn S. Porth, USINFO, Staff Writer, U.S. Pacific Command’s Directorate for Strategic Planning and Policy, ’07, “U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html

Washington -- The United States long has pursued its national security interests in cooperative efforts with friends and allies around the world, sometimes through military bases and smaller defense installations.U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement.  Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence. The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula.  
Military Presence Good-Extensions

Asia Wants US There-Provides Reassurance of Safety

East West Center; 7/22/; U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA APPRECIATED, SAYS PACIFIC COMMANDER; Accessed Online; 7/1/10; http://www.eastwestcenter.org/news-center/east-west-wire/us-military-presence-in-asia-appreciated-says-pacific-commander/
HONOLULU (July 22) – Asia wants the United States to maintain a strong and visible long term presence throughout the Asia Pacific region, the top U.S. military commander for the Pacific told an East-West Center audience recently. “It is certainly in the minds of all our friends, partners and colleagues that the U.S. (should) maintain military superiority in the theater,” Adm. Timothy J. Keating told a lunchtime meeting of the Center’s annual Senior Policy Seminar on July 8. “It’s a limitless theme,” Keating said: “Don’t go anywhere. Stick around.” Public attitudes toward the American military presence differ from country to country, Keating admitted. Some treaty partners are openly enthusiastic, while other nations are more subdued and perhaps not always in perfect alignment with U.S. interests. But in just about every case, he said, “they like the fact that we are nearby.” At times, this is because the massive air and sea capabilities of U.S. forces are invaluable in times of natural disaster or other emergencies, Keating said. This is true even in the face of reluctance on the part of authorities in Burma to accept offered U.S. military aid. But it is also true because the American presence creates a level of security that allows Asian governments to focus their efforts and energy on the remarkable economic and social transformations that have occurred in the region. In a quick tour of the horizon for the Senior Policy Seminar, Keating made these points about the vast and diverse Asia Pacific region: The sailors, airman, Marines and other military personnel who were standing by to assist after the cyclone that swept through Burma were deeply disappointed they were unable to help. Satellite pictures indicated “incomprehensible agony and tragedy,” Keating said, but the eager relief forces were stopped cold while ships loaded with supplies waited just offshore. “Nobody was able to go ‘feet dry,’” he said. The situation between North and South Korea has taken a small but measurable turn for the better, but American troops remain on high alert. There is a good chance that the situation could go from an armistice to a peace treaty situation within the next ten years or so, Keating said. “That’s more likely now that it was even a year ago,” he added. Relations with India are improving rapidly, Keating said, noting he received a far warmer reception there during a recent trip than the greeting he witnessed during his first visit in 1985 as an aide to the then-Pacific commander. A key policy challenge will be developing an Indian Ocean strategy, which does not exist today in any substantial form. “We’re working on it,” he said. Military-to-military relationships with China are improving rapidly, with increasing numbers of high-level visits between the two countries. China’s openness in accepting assistance following the disastrous earthquake was another positive step in relationships between the two countries. “We’re making great progress with the People’s Army and Air Force, but we still have a ways to go,” Keating said. “We’d like a little more transparency on their long-range intentions.” The EAST-WEST CENTER is an education and research organization established by the U.S. Congress in 1960 to strengthen relations and understanding among the peoples and nations of Asia, the Pacific, and the United States. The Center contributes to a peaceful, prosperous and just Asia Pacific community by serving as a vigorous hub for cooperative research, education and dialogue on critical issues of common concern to the Asia Pacific region and the United States. Funding for the Center comes from the U.S. government, with additional support provided by private agencies, individuals, foundations, corporations and the governments of the region. 

Military Presence Good-Extensions
US military presence keeps stability in Northeast Asia- deters proliferation

Robert H. Scales, Jr. and Larry M. Wortzel, ‘99 “The Future Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/00072.pdf

American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit.23 China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea.24 Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.”
US Presence Key to Stability in Asia-Deters Other Countries and Keeps North Korea In Check 

MAJOR SIOBAN J. LEDWITH; Masters In Military Studies Student; 1/7/02; US Forces Korea: The Key to Cooperative Stability and Security in Northeast Asia-Conclusion

After examining and analyzing the different aspects of the questions, “Is the presence of forward deployed troops on the Korean Peninsula the key to cooperative security and stability 33in the Northeast Asia region? And should the US continue to station forces on the Korean Peninsula?” the evidence suggests the following conclusions: The forward deployed presence of US forces in South Korea for the last fifty years has reinforced and assisted the Republic of Korea in the defense of their country, deterred not only North Korean aggression but other regional neighbors, and maintained a peaceful coexistence. All of which have provided for a lasting peace not only on the Korean Peninsula but also throughout Northeast Asia. Although it can be argued that North Korea’s conventional military capabilities may have eroded since 1990 due to antiquated weaponry, the amount of conventional weapons, the large physical military personnel presence prepositioned in an offensive posture and the ability to employ weapons of mass destruction far outweigh that argument. US intelligence estimates concluded that existing facilities in North Korea give them the capability to produce over 30 atomic weapons annually. 56
Even existing North Korean artillery and multiple rocket launchers in prepositioned positions north of the DMZ can hit Seoul, located just 25 miles south of the DMZ. The North Korean military has the capability to launch a fierce attack. For the past fifty years US forces stationed in South Korea have successfully deterred them from doing just that. It is hard to argue with success. Besides defending South Korea from North Korea aggression, US forces in South Korea provide critical prepositioned forces and access to the Asian theater. In an era where access is key in order to execute full spectrum military operations, the utility of US forces on the peninsula provides a dual capability: protection for South Korea from North Korea and being a deterrent for conflict in the entire region. Access to land based prepositioned supplies, equipment and 34 infrastructure is a combat multiplier. Even more, it provides the capability to provide large-scale reinforcements by sea and air from the continental United States. Since the American way of war is heavily dependent on air power to do a majority of the fighting or shape the battlefield prior to a ground campaign, access to air bases is essential. Without access, employment of land based air assets is severely limited.57 The ability to project the US military as an instrument of national power in a contingency operation or crisis situation enhances the US Government’s ability to respond to the needs of our allies in this region. Security on the peninsula also provides Japan the reassurance that the US is committed to Japanese security, the Mutual Defense Agreement and the stability of their economy. The hegemony of US military power helps balance other regional powers and keeps belligerents in check at a very low security cost to them. This allows our allies to focus their resources on economic development and not high defense budgets. 58 The US presence in the region continues to allow the US to maintain a foothold and keep other potential military competitors within their own borders. The People’s Republic of China understands that any steps of aggression in the region will provoke a US response.

As long as the US maintains its national security objectives and vital strategic interests in the Northeast Asia region, US forces must remain on the peninsula in order to shape the environment. Even if the peninsula reunifies or reconciles, US Forces Korea provide a stabilizing force that can and have for five decades provided cooperative security and stability among neighboring countries in the Northeast Asia region.

Chinese modernization Extensions

Authors who fear Chinese modernization fail to put the threat into context

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1-23-03, “Is Chinese Military Modernzation a Threat to the United States”, Cato Policy Analysis No. 465

Frequently, improvements in the Chinese military are reported in the world press without any attention to context. That is, those “flows” are highlighted but the “stock”—the overall state of the Chinese military—is ignored. The state of the Chinese military and how rapidly it is likely to improve will be examined in the second half of this paper. But first, additional context is needed. Pockets of the Chinese military are now modernizing more rapidly than in the past, but compared to what? Both the modernization and the actual state of the Chinese military must be compared with those of the U.S. military and other militaries in the East Asian region (especially Taiwan’s armed forces). In addition, the geopolitical and strategic environment in which Chinese military modernization is occurring needs to be examined. Western students of the Chinese military often speak abstractly about when growing Chinese military power will adversely affect “U.S. interests.” It is very important to concretely define such interests because the wider the definition, the more likely even small increments of additional Chinese military power will threaten them.

Chinese modernization Extensions

US modernization is directly linked to Chinese modernization

Adam Segal, Maurice R. Greenberg Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, fall 07, “New China Worries: The Chinese military is snapping up the latest in cutting-edge Western technology. Is that good?”, http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/171018400.html
Since the late 1990s, the government has invested a great deal of money in these industries. But the most notable progress, according to a recent RAND study, has occurred in sectors such as shipbuilding and information technology where Chinese firms now compete and cooperate with foreign companies. Thus, the security risks from technology trade with China are high, but so are the potential economic benefits. Last year, U.S. high-tech exports to China grew by 44 percent to $17.7 billion. China is or will soon be the largest market in a number of critical technology sectors. Nearly all the growth in the worldwide semiconductor market, for example, is the result of demand from China. Moreover, American companies are turning to China as a source of science and engineering talent. There are also potential security payoffs for the United States from expanded technological trade with China, but they are inextricably bound up with the risks. Unlike in the past, federally funded research and development now plays a smaller role in maintaining U.S. national security capabilities. The Pentagon, according to the Defense Science Board, relies “increasingly on the U.S. commercial advanced technology sector to push the technological envelope and enable the Department to ‘run faster’ than its competitors.” This productive approach nonetheless creates a paradoxical outcome for the Pentagon: U.S. national security is tied to the same global process of innovation through global competition and integration that indirectly contributes to the improvement of Chinese military capabilities. The challenge of imposing export controls on technological trade with China, then, is to try to prevent the diffusion of critical technologies to the PLA without harming the competitiveness of American technology companies (which serves both U.S. security and economic goals). Good export control policy thus would focus on the how the Chinese military wants to adopt technologies, as well as whether the use of a given technology could change the outcome of a possible military conflict. Also necessary is a recognition that some dual-use technologies are already being sold to China by other countries, so there is little point in having the U.S. producers unilaterally restricted. This points toward a narrower set of controls more tightly integrated with assessment of the PLA’s aspirations than were undertaken in the past. The newly released rules do this, with the Commerce Department explicitly identifying the military systems the United States government is most concerned about. Early drafts of the regulations called for controls on approximately fortyseven categories of technology that could be adapted to missiles, precision-guided munitions, command and control, space, and night-vision. After the U.S. business community demonstrated that many of these dual-use technologies were already widely available to mainland purchasers, from Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese, or European suppliers or from Chinese companies themselves, the list was cut back to thirty-one categories. Not surprisingly, the business community has criticized the complexity and cost of the rules, especially provisions requiring U.S. companies to prevent their customers in third countries from re- exporting to China. Still, it looks as if businesses will learn to live with the new regulations. In addition to the stick of controlling exports, the new regulations created a carrot for Chinese importers, the validated end-user program. Under the plan, foreign firms can become “trusted customers” and import without a license as long as they have a history of using U.S. goods only for civilian use and agree to repeated on-site inspection from Commerce officials. The success of the validated end-user program depends on cooperation from the Chinese side. Since Beijing is likely to see the inspections as an infringement on its sovereignty, and has denounced the regulations as inappropriate, unreasonable, and an obstacle to normal trade, the program’s prospects remain cloudy at best. The main problem with the new regulations, however, is that they are unilateral. Japanese and European officials have informed their counterparts that they have no intention of restricting their companies’ sale and export of the technologies on the U.S. list to China. In the past, when the United States prevented exports to semiconductor manufacturers in China, European and Japanese companies happily made the sale. The end result is that the United States might be able to prevent the PLA from adapting American technology to its weapons systems, but it will be unable to achieve its primary goal, preventing the PLA from improving the lethality of its weapons systems. There are numerous reforms that could be made of the current export control system around the edges. Transparency should be improved, the application and review process streamlined, and the question of whether State or Commerce has jurisdiction over certain dual-use technologies settled. But these changes at the margin will not address the fundamental issue that the United States’ ability to hold back China’s acquisition of military capabilityenhancing technologies has largely eroded. 

Continues…no text removed

Chinese Modernization Extensions

Continues…no text removed

Since Chinese weapons development is unlikely to be slowed by export controls, the most effective means of ensuring U.S. security are through promoting the competitiveness of American technology companies. This summer President Bush signed the “America Competes Act,” which seeks to bolster the U.S. competitive edge by increasing federal research budgets and expanding the pipeline of talent in math, engineering, and the sciences. The bill, however, does not appropriate any actual dollars towards achieving its goals and so technological promotion will have to wait while the bill winds its way through an increasingly contentious and partisan budget appropriation process. Competitiveness can no longer be built solely at home, as the Chinese experience of importing technologies and improving processes through global competition demonstrates. The United States must embrace innovation as a global process on the security front just as it does on the commercial. Only by being deeply embedded in China’s emerging technology market can American companies influence its development. Washington must continue to push hard against Beijing’s efforts to develop competing, closed technology standards and its failure to protect intellectual property rights. These measures are increasingly important not only to preserving the United States’ comparative advantage in higher-technology sectors, but also to safeguarding American security

China doesn’t deter NK extensions

China defends North Korea’s actions instead of detering

KOSU News, 7-22-2010, “China Complicates North-South Korea Tensions”, http://kosu.org/2010/07/china-complicates-north-south-korea-tensions/
On Sunday, the U.S. and South Korea will launch a large-scale set of naval and air maneuvers designed to send a strong signal to North Korea. The exercise is in response to North Korea’s torpedo attack on a South Korean naval vessel in March that sank the ship and killed 46 sailors. Both the U.S. and South Korea have been slow to decide how to respond to the North Korean attack — in part out of fear of provoking more conflict and in part because of pressure from China. It’s taken nearly four months for the U.S. and South Korea to figure out how to respond to the North Korean attack on the South Korean warship, the Cheonan. They waited for a South Korean-led investigation as well as action in the U.N. Security Council. The wait was frustrating, and both the U.S. and South Korea initially intended to hold naval exercises in mid-June. But when word leaked out that the U.S. was prepared to send the aircraft carrier USS George Washington into the Yellow Sea west of the Korean peninsula — and not too far from China — the issue grew more complicated, says Dan Sneider, a Korea specialist at the Asia-Pacific Research Center at Stanford University. “It was almost a propaganda campaign in China. There were multiple articles in the Chinese media. They made it quite public and they laid it out in some detail what their objections were. It was a little bit unusual the way the Chinese intervened on this,” Sneider says. Chinese Opposition Prompts Changes In fact, the U.S. has held large-scale naval operations in the Yellow Sea before, complete with aircraft carrier battle groups. But since the Cheonan was sunk, China seems to have done everything it could to protect North Korea from any real repercussions. It might have better for the U.S. to have acted quickly rather than taken so much time, says Evans Revere, an expert on Korea formerly with the State Department and now with the Albright Stonebridge Group, a consulting firm in Washington, D.C. “It’s become so politically charged an issue when it comes to the Chinese. I don’t know that it would have been as charged an issue if the exercise had taken place back in April and May,” Revere says. Now, the exercises will take place in the Sea of Japan, to the east of Korea. They will involve the USS George Washington, another 20 ships and submarines, plus up to 100 aircraft and some 8,000 military personnel from the U.S. and South Korea. Experts on Korea naval conditions say if the U.S. wants to bolster South Korea’s anti-submarine warfare capabilities, the maneuvers should take place in the Yellow Sea, not what the Koreans call the East Sea. Maj. Gen. John Macdonald, the Pentagon’s assistant chief of staff for operations, says there are benefits for conducting the maneuvers east of Korea. “By doing it where we’re doing it, we are getting the most training value out of the East Sea. It has strike training that we need to have on some of the ranges that are on the east coast. It has a capability that we are going to exercise very thoroughly on that side,” Macdonald says. And according to the Pentagon, there will be maneuvers later, possibly in September, in the Yellow Sea, as well. North Korea Silent As China Speaks For It In the effort to block the maneuvers nearer the Chinese coast, one military leader in Beijing was quoted as warning that the Yellow Sea has been a preferred path — a gateway — for invaders of China in past centuries. It’s a statement that puzzled Revere, the Korea analyst. “I think it was very unfortunate for statements like that to be made. But the fact is and the fact remains that the exercise is clearly directed at North Korea, not [at] China,” Revere says. Meanwhile, North Korea has been uncharacteristically quiet in recent weeks and let China do most of the objecting, points out Stanford’s Sneider. “I think the North Koreans must be ecstatic … to have the Chinese come essentially to their defense, and to turn what was the issue of North Korean aggressiveness into an issue of the provocative behavior of the United States and its ally South Korea,” Sneider says. “That’s great for North Korea. That’s a propaganda bonus.” Some experts believe China has been so protective of Pyongyang because the North Korea economy is deteriorating rapidly and the issue of who will succeed the leader, Kim Jong Il, is becoming more and more urgent each week. [Copyright 2010 National Public Radio]

China doesn’t deter NK extensions

China wont deter North Korea

Nicole E. Lewis, National Intelligence Fellow, “Reassessing China’s Role in North Korea”, 6-22-10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22482/reassessing_chinas_role_in_north_korea.html
Once again, North Korea is playing brinksmanship and escalating tensions by raising questions about its willingness to instigate armed conflict with South Korea. And once again, the United States is trying to persuade China to take a stronger stance toward the North. During her trip to China in late May, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton urged the Chinese to work with the United States, South Korea, and Japan "to address the serious challenge provoked by the sinking of the South Korean ship [Cheonan]." Predictably, the Chinese leadership has been reluctant to directly condemn North Korea for its actions. Premier Wen Jiabao during a visit to Seoul on May 28 opposed any acts detrimental to peace and stability on the peninsula but said China will make a judgment in an "objective and fair manner" based on the facts surrounding the Cheonan incident. He included the familiar Chinese call for all parties to keep calm and show restraint (Xinhua). Now that the Cheonan incident has been referred to the UN Security Council, Washington is again faced with the likelihood that China will, at the very least, try to water down any UN statement holding North Korea accountable for its actions. [P]ushing too hard might drive Kim to raise the stakes by provoking armed conflict with South Korea, almost certainly the United States, and possibly Japan, a worst-case scenario for China. So why can't Washington persuade China to take a tougher position on North Korea? A major deterrent for Beijing is its concern about stability, both on and inside its borders. Beijing may assess that North Korea is closer to collapse than at any time in its history, given its succession crisis, an unhealthy Kim Jong-Il, possible fractures between the military and Kim, a dire economic situation, and international isolation. Thus, pushing too hard might drive Kim to raise the stakes by provoking armed conflict with South Korea, almost certainly the United States, and possibly Japan, a worst-case scenario for China. It could also alienate and isolate the new leadership-in-waiting in Pyongyang, something Beijing wants to avoid. In addition, pushing too hard might hasten a collapse, which could result in a flood of North Koreans streaming into China. Chinese leaders are likely to worry that these refugees would overstress the economic and social welfare systems of the areas where they settle. Beijing may also be concerned about being exposed as having very little sway over Kim. Certainly, China is a major supplier of food and fuel to the North, but the "lips and teeth" relationship that the two countries historically enjoyed effectively died with Kim Il-Sung (Kim Jong-Il's father), and the ties between the two militaries are not nearly what they were in the 1950s when China came to North Korea's aid during the Korean War. As China emerges as a major--and possibly the major--regional power in East Asia, it does not want to risk being publicly flouted by Pyongyang and therefore looking like a paper tiger. The Chinese leadership almost certainly is thinking about how its actions could set uncomfortable precedents that China might be held to in the future. Beijing probably assesses that its approach to North Korea has a bearing on what the international community will demand from China with respect to sanctions or even military action against Iran. Moreover, Chinese leaders do not want to be seen as interfering in the internal affairs of another sovereign country, a long-standing tenet of Chinese foreign policy that reflects its concern about other states meddling in its affairs on issues like Taiwan and Tibet. Beijing likely relishes playing good cop to Washington's bad cop. Making the United States look like the enforcer or the bullying hegemon only benefits China and enables it to continue to nurture its own status in the region as an alternative to the U.S. power structure. It is time to recognize that China's reluctance to back U.S. strategy toward North Korea is unlikely to change and that China may be more of a stumbling block than a help in resolving the impasse. It is possible that China believes it knows North Korea so well that it can judge Kim's true intentions and that there is no way Pyongyang will cross the line. Thus, Beijing assesses that there is no need for a tougher stance because Pyongyang will stop short of completely upsetting the delicate balance on the peninsula and in the region. We can expect China to quietly urge North Korea to make overtures to the South to try to calm tensions, but overt toughness will be more difficult to coax out of China. It is time to recognize that China's reluctance to back U.S. strategy toward North Korea is unlikely to change and that China may be more of a stumbling block than a help in resolving the impasse. Indeed, China has lived with the current status on the peninsula--with North Korea as a de facto nuclear power and occasional incidents with South Korea--for years and does not see North Korea as a threat to its own territorial integrity.

Politics Links-Plan unpopular

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

Harrison 2002 [Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, “Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement,” p. 180-182]

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko​rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong​yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu​ments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar​guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica​tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup​port of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epito​mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva​lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re​gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.

Politics Links-Plan unpopular—Korea Lobby

The Korean lobby will fight the plan – saps capital.

Chaulia 2003 [Sreeram, Researcher on International Affairs – Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, “A Korean Exit Strategy for the US”, February 1, Asia Times, http://www.hartford-hwp.com/archives/45/264.html]

Obstacles to US disengagement 

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

Politics Links- Plan Unpopular – Blue Dogs

Blue Dogs hate the plan.

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

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

Politics Links: SK Flip-Flop Link

Obama recently committed to South Korea – regardless of outcome, the plan is perceived as weakness

Gene Healy, vice president at the Cato Institute and author of The Cult of the Presidency, “US Out of South Korea” 6-29-10 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11938

When America signed a mutual defense treaty with the South after the 1953 armistice, the war-weakened Republic of Korea faced a communist enemy backed by China and the Soviet Union. Today, the "hermit kingdom" to the North remains belligerent — as shown by its recent torpedo attack on the ROK vessel Cheonan — but it's a desperately poor, internationally isolated basket case. A look at the famous nighttime satellite photo hints at the two countries' relative strengths. In the North darkness reigns; but to the South, the brightly lit ROK is the world's "most-wired nation" and its 13th-largest economy. It has twice the population and more than 20 times the GDP of the North. Yet today some 28,000 U.S. troops remain in South Korea, ready to defend an ally that's more than capable of defending itself. After 60 years of guarding the ROK, haven't we done our part? Apparently not. In a Saturday press briefing, President Obama marked the war's anniversary by making clear that the U.S. isn't going anywhere. He announced that the U.S. would retain wartime command of ROK troops in any future peninsular conflict, scrapping a plan to turn over control of South Korean forces in 2012. The U.S. has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course — but that doesn't require American troops stationed along the DMZ, bearing a disproportionate amount of the risk in an allegedly "mutual" defense pact.

Politics Links: SK withdrawal popular

Withdrawing from South Korea Popular-Public dislike troops there

Doug Bandow, staff writer, 7/6/10, National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23656

Whether or not the ROK is willing to change, Washington should take the lead. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton recently declared in Seoul: “We will stand with you in this difficult hour and we will stand with you always.” If that means be a friend, then fine. If that means defend the South, it makes no sense. The American government is broke. The national debt exceeds $13 trillion. The administration predicts at least $10 trillion in new debt over the next decade. The deficit this year alone is $1.6 trillion. A host of U.S. government agencies are running up more debts that Washington will have to cover: Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation and more. Then there are Social Security and Medicare, which currently have a combined unfunded liability of $107 trillion. Transferring OPCON was an important start, but only a start. For good reason Americans don’t like to leave their soldiers under foreign command. In this case, the 28,500 personnel on station should come home as the ROK takes over responsibility for its own defense. And there’s no need for American troops to go back to manpower-rich South Korea in any conflict. Alliances shouldn’t be forever. Instead, they should respond to particular threats in particular geopolitical environments. The era that spawned the U.S.-ROK alliance is long past. South Koreans should take over responsibility for their own defense.
AT: Troops Withdrawal Key

1. The CP solves relations. If troops were key then conflict would have erupted long ago.

2. Their impacts are inevitable. The US has troops all throughout East Asia, which means the aff can’t solve conflict

3. Even if they win that US troops result in tensions, China and North are only upset by troop actions not presence. The CP solves by engaging in peace agreements

4. China’s major concerns do not include US troops in South Korea. They are too help up in other conflicts like Taiwan. That’s Rand ‘5

At: China Key

1. They can’t prove that China would deter North Korea once the US leaves. China doesn’t see it in their self interest to intervene. They are thoroughly opposed to infringing on soveigrn nations affairs as demonstrated in the Taiwanese Tibet issue. This is Lewis ‘10

2. Only Peace Talks with China can persuade them to tighten the reigns on North Korea

Adam Chapnick, from Canadian Forces College, writer for the History News Service, “China Holds the Key to the North Korea Problem, 6-1-09, http://hnn.us/articles/88746.html
As the international community struggles to respond effectively to the missile tests recently launched by the North Korean government, critics have blamed the Security Council of the United Nations for failing to deter aggression and preserve world peace. That blame is misplaced. In this case, responsibility for controlling North Korea, and the ability to do so, falls squarely on China. The way that the United Nations was originally designed explains why, today, China alone has the leverage needed to quell North Koreas nuclear ambitions. In failing to confront North Korea's decision to move the world closer to nuclear conflict, the Security Council is merely respecting the original intentions of its founders to allow each great power a comprehensive veto over any international action that might precipitate a world war. When Great Britain and the United States developed the first plans for the UN in the early 1940s, Prime Minister Winston Churchill and President Franklin D. Roosevelt did not agree on the composition or role of the future organizations executive committee. Churchill envisaged a UN membership divided into three regions, with the United Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet Union each primarily responsible for peace and order within one of the areas. Roosevelt called his arrangement the four policeman (Churchill's three great powers plus China). The leaders of the four most powerful countries would work together to manage conflict across the international community as a whole. They would decide whether to respond, what type of action to take, and when to stop intervening. Churchill and Roosevelt were able to compromise because their fundamental interest was the same. They, and Joseph Stalin, wanted an absolute veto over UN responses to security challenges. International activity that violated the sovereignty of an independent state could only be undertaken by the United Nations as a whole if each great power agreed to it. Today's Security Council resembles neither Churchill's nor Roosevelt's original vision, but the great power veto remains. As a result, so long as just one great power is uncomfortable with an international intervention, the Council is paralyzed. Up to this point, when it comes to North Korea, China has been that one great power. Its interest in maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Pyongyang has prevented the Security Council from responding assertively to Kim Jong-il's repeated provocations. Unlike Beijing, Washington long ago accepted that as the world's leading global actor its responsibilities were broader than those of its allies and that smaller states would depend upon it to act when no one else could. China's response to North Korea will serve as a critical test of its readiness to assume the international obligations that come with its increasing global prominence. China must be convinced that North Korea's actions are sufficiently grave so as to merit a global response, even if it risks escalating the situation. A joint US-Chinese Security Council resolution could empower the UN to tighten and enforce economic sanctions that would eventually force Pyongyang to tone down its rhetoric and cease its nuclear tests. It seems, however, that the Chinese continue to believe that their relationship with Kim Jong-il's communist regime acts as a sufficient check on the ailing leaders' military recklessness. Until they feel differently, there is little that President Obama, the Security Council, or the rest of the international community can do to deter North Korean ambitions. President Obama should continue to urge President Hu Jintao to accept that there must be limits to national sovereignty and that government-sanctioned nuclear proliferation breaches one of those limits. But just like Churchill and Roosevelt did in the 1940s, Beijing bases its foreign policy on its own interests. Unless Obama concedes, and China accepts, the power and responsibilities that come with its newfound place in the global hierarchy, the Security Council will remain impotent. To the United States and its allies, being forced to depend on China must be disconcerting. But the ability of a single great power to block aggressive international action is exactly in-line with what the UN founders envisioned. The problem, therefore, is not the Security Council's. The Council will have its intended effect only when the great powers decide together that North Korea should be aggressively punished for its actions. Chinese leadership is critical.

AT: North Korea won't invade

Double bind: either

1. you buy that North Korea doesn’t pose a threat, which takes out all of their solvency. Insert analysis based on advantage

On North Korea Advantage:

If North korea doesn’t pose a threat then they can’t win that they solve conflict

AT: North Korea Won’t Invade

On China Modernization:

1. China only acts in its self interests which North Korea isn’t a part of

Adam Chapnick, from Canadian Forces College, writer for the History News Service, “China Holds the Key to the North Korea Problem, 6-1-09, http://hnn.us/articles/88746.html
As the international community struggles to respond effectively to the missile tests recently launched by the North Korean government, critics have blamed the Security Council of the United Nations for failing to deter aggression and preserve world peace. That blame is misplaced. In this case, responsibility for controlling North Korea, and the ability to do so, falls squarely on China. The way that the United Nations was originally designed explains why, today, China alone has the leverage needed to quell North Koreas nuclear ambitions. In failing to confront North Korea's decision to move the world closer to nuclear conflict, the Security Council is merely respecting the original intentions of its founders to allow each great power a comprehensive veto over any international action that might precipitate a world war. When Great Britain and the United States developed the first plans for the UN in the early 1940s, Prime Minister Winston Churchill and President Franklin D. Roosevelt did not agree on the composition or role of the future organizations executive committee. Churchill envisaged a UN membership divided into three regions, with the United Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet Union each primarily responsible for peace and order within one of the areas. Roosevelt called his arrangement the four policeman (Churchill's three great powers plus China). The leaders of the four most powerful countries would work together to manage conflict across the international community as a whole. They would decide whether to respond, what type of action to take, and when to stop intervening. Churchill and Roosevelt were able to compromise because their fundamental interest was the same. They, and Joseph Stalin, wanted an absolute veto over UN responses to security challenges. International activity that violated the sovereignty of an independent state could only be undertaken by the United Nations as a whole if each great power agreed to it. Today's Security Council resembles neither Churchill's nor Roosevelt's original vision, but the great power veto remains. As a result, so long as just one great power is uncomfortable with an international intervention, the Council is paralyzed. Up to this point, when it comes to North Korea, China has been that one great power. Its interest in maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Pyongyang has prevented the Security Council from responding assertively to Kim Jong-il's repeated provocations. Unlike Beijing, Washington long ago accepted that as the world's leading global actor its responsibilities were broader than those of its allies and that smaller states would depend upon it to act when no one else could. China's response to North Korea will serve as a critical test of its readiness to assume the international obligations that come with its increasing global prominence. China must be convinced that North Korea's actions are sufficiently grave so as to merit a global response, even if it risks escalating the situation. A joint US-Chinese Security Council resolution could empower the UN to tighten and enforce economic sanctions that would eventually force Pyongyang to tone down its rhetoric and cease its nuclear tests. It seems, however, that the Chinese continue to believe that their relationship with Kim Jong-il's communist regime acts as a sufficient check on the ailing leaders' military recklessness. Until they feel differently, there is little that President Obama, the Security Council, or the rest of the international community can do to deter North Korean ambitions. President Obama should continue to urge President Hu Jintao to accept that there must be limits to national sovereignty and that government-sanctioned nuclear proliferation breaches one of those limits. But just like Churchill and Roosevelt did in the 1940s, Beijing bases its foreign policy on its own interests. Unless Obama concedes, and China accepts, the power and responsibilities that come with its newfound place in the global hierarchy, the Security Council will remain impotent. To the United States and its allies, being forced to depend on China must be disconcerting. But the ability of a single great power to block aggressive international action is exactly in-line with what the UN founders envisioned. The problem, therefore, is not the Security Council's. The Council will have its intended effect only when the great powers decide together that North Korea should be aggressively punished for its actions. Chinese leadership is critical.

2. There’s no reason as to why China would view the military presence in south Korea as a threat, if China isn’t concerned about the North Korea problem then the US troop presence there wouldn’t trigger China to modernize more so than military presence in Japan, Taiwan or anywhere else in East Asia does.

OR 2. North Korea is a cause for a concern in which case our North Korea DA turns the case
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