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Six Party Talks Frontline [1/2]
1. Their Kirk evidence goes neg- the conditions on which North Korea will participate in the 6 party talks is not based on naval exercises but on sanctions.
Donald Kirk, Correspondent for the Christian Science Monitor, 7-22-10 
(“North Korea denounces war games, but is still game for six-party talks” http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0722/North-Korea-denounces-war-games-but-is-still-game-for-six-party-talks)
North Korea’s spokesman says the country would return to the talks on North Korea’s nuclear program, last held in Beijing in December 2008, if they were held on “an equal footing” with other participants. By “equal footing,” he said he meant that the UN Security Council should first do away with the sanctions – a goal that appeared to undermine chances of a resumption of talks in the near future.
2. Impact should have already happened- North Korea left the 6 party talks last April, no brink to when their impacts actually happen. 
3. Talks without Pyongyang still solve back- no reason North Korean participation is key

Peter Van Ness, visiting fellow in the Contemporary China Centre and the Department of International Relations at the ANU, coordinator of the project on peace building in Northeast Asia, 06-23-09, 
(“Stick to the Six Party Talks on North Korea” http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/06/23/stick-to-the-six-party-talks-on-north-korea/ )
When the Six Party Talks are reconvened, the DPRK should be invited to participate in all meetings. Since Pyongyang has said that they would not participate, the five other countries presumably would at first meet without them. Repeated meetings among the five could provide an ideal opportunity to decide and to implement a concerted policy toward the DPRK. This appears to be the intention of Presidents Lee and Obama in their meeting in Washington last week. The  objective would be to convince North Korea at some point to re-join the talks in order to work out a solution, but whether or not the DPRK participates, the Six Party Talks format is the best venue for addressing the problem because the core countries in the region will have to work effectively together in order to resolve the crisis and preliminary meetings of the Five are a good first step.
4. Forcing Korea into the 6 party talks does more harm than good- they will inevitably refuse to participate. 

Associated Press, PYONGYANG/BEIJING, 7-27-10
(“LEAD: N. Korea says it would participate in dialogue but not 6-party talks+” http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D99MHAP00&show_article=1)
North Korea on Monday reiterated its refusal to return to the six- party talks on its denuclearization but expressed a willingness to participate in some other form of dialogue.  "There is a specific and reserved form of dialogue that can address the current situation," a Foreign Ministry spokesman was quoted by the Korean Central News Agency as saying, without elaboration.  The remarks came after North Korean Ambassador to the United Nations Sin Son Ho last Friday declared "the six-party talks are gone forever" but indicated North Korea would be interested in resuming direct dialogue with the United States, saying, "We are not against any negotiation for the issues of common concern."  According to KCNA, the Foreign Ministry spokesman said North Korea withdrew from the six-way talks after it became clear that other parties in the talks had an ulterior motive "to disarm and incapacitate" the country to the extent that it could "only subsist on the bread crumbs thrown away by them."  The KCNA report came as South Korea and the United States again called on North Korea to return to the six-party talks, which also involve China, Japan and Russia.  "What is most important at this stage is that North Korea return to the six-way talks at the earliest possible date for sincere negotiations on its denuclearization," South Korean Unification Ministry Spokesman Chun Hae Sung told reporters Monday.  U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, meanwhile said Sunday in an interview with NBC News' Meet the Press program, "We still want North Korea to come back to the negotiating table to be part of an international effort that will lead to denuclearization."  North Korea quit the talks last April in protest at a U.N. Security Council statement denouncing its rocket launch that was 
Six Party Talks Frontline [2/2]

widely seen as a disguised missile test.  According to KCNA, the North Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman said, "The state of affairs would not have reached the current gridlock if the U.S. and other parties to the six-party talks had not resorted to the reckless and shameless moves to deprive (North Korea) of its legitimate right to launch satellites by abusing the name of the United Nations Security Council."  "The parties who now insist on the resumption of the six-party talks are in dead silence about their behavior that scuttled the talks and sparked off confrontation," he said.  "If these countries blindly respond to the call for the resumption of the six-party talks, contending that there is no other alternative, it doesn't help resolve the problem; it does more harm than good," he said 
5. 6 party talks empirically fail- North Korea will still work towards its nuclear program. 

Elegant, Beijing Correspondent, 12-23-06, Time Magazine
(Simon, “Why the Six-Party North Korea Talks Failed” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1572764,00.html)

Here's a no-brainer prediction for 2007: North Korean negotiators will spend the year driving their American counterparts crazy. They will also manage to squeeze some concessions out of the U.S. while giving nothing substantial away themselves, and in the meantime continue developing an arsenal of nuclear weapons. That may sound a little pessimistic; after all, Pyongyang did return to the negotiating table this week after boycotting the talks or nearly a year. But after the resumed six-party talks aimed at bringing the North's nuclear program to an end concluded in Beijing, Friday, it was depressingly clear that Dear Leader Kim Jong-il is in no hurry to end his newly-minted membership in the nuclear club. Pyongyang's delegates refused to even discuss the nuclear program, instead insisting that the talks first solve the issue of some $24 million in North Korean funds that are frozen in a Macau bank account at Washington's behest. The North Koreans even threatened to raise the stakes: After five days of stonewalling, North Korean delegate Kim Kye Gwan told reporters that in response to Washington's "carrot and stick" approach, the North would adopt a "dialog and shield" approach, adding ominously that by "shield," Pyongyang meant that it would "further improve our deterrent." That was a code word for one thing that no one wants to see: a second, and likely bigger, nuclear test. 

6. Their evidence doesn’t indicate that absent 6 party talks the Kaesong complex will collapse, or that it is collapsing in the status quo- no reason the plan is key. 

7. South Korea’s economy is among the most resilient in the world.

Global Finance Magazine, Thomas Clouse, 3/2010, “South Korea; Rate Decision Sparks Fears Of Political Meddling”, Lexis, AT

Few economies have proven as resilient over the past 18 months as that of South Korea. In the wake of Lehman Brothers' collapse, foreign investors fled, exports plunged, the Korean won sank, and the economy contracted sharply. The central bank cut rates quickly and often in the months that followed, while the government introduced stimulus measures. By the third quarter of last year, private spending had increased, exports were up significantly, and the economy grew by a seven-year-high quarterly rate of 3.2%. Many economists predicted that South Korea would be the first Asian country to begin rolling back its accommodative monetary policy. Korea's central bank decided last month, however, to keep the seven-day repurchase rate, the country's key interest rate, at 2% for the 12th month in a row. The bank based its decision on the fact that GDP growth slowed to 0.2% in the fourth quarter, and January unemployment rose to 5%, its highest rate since March of 2001. Public debt crises in Europe further clouded Korea's economic outlook, the bank says. Other figures offered more optimistic evidence, though. Exports grew by 47.1% year on year in January, while industrial production expanded by 33.9% year on year in December. Both figures were at their highest level in more than a decade. In addition, the fourth-quarter year-on-year growth stood at 6%. With these indicators in mind, some observers are suggesting political considerations could be weighing on the central bank's decision to keep rates low.
Ext. 1- Sanctions

Sanctions and separate peace treaty talks are a pre-requisite to six party talks.

Zhu Lin, staff writer from Xinhua News, 3-11-10 
(“U.S.-S.Korean military exercise dampens efforts for six-party talks”

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-03/11/c_13207191.htm)

The U.S.-South Korean joint drill came amid a rather sensitive time as various diplomatic efforts are being made to bring the DPRK back to the negotiation table for denuclearization on the Korean Peninsula. However, the positive signs, which the DPRK had shown during a flurry of inter-Korean talks and a recent exchange of high-level visits between Beijing and Pyongyang, seem to have been reduced to nothing. The DPRK said in an earlier statement that it will not rejoin the suspended six-party talks, which it quit last April in protest against UN sanctions, or hold further military dialogue only if the joint military drill is dropped and the UN sanctions are lifted. It also demands the U.S. launch separate talks towards a peace treaty to replace the armistice before it returns to the six-party talks, which involves China, the DPRK, South Korea, the United States, Japan and Russia. Washington, however, insists that Pyongyang must first come back to the nuclear talks before any discussion of those issues. "The United States remains willing to engage North Korea (DPRK) bilaterally within the framework of the six-party process," U.S. Ambassador to South Korea Kathleen Stephens was quoted by the Yonhap news agency as saying on Wednesday. Meanwhile, U.S. State Department Spokesman Philip Crowley said on Wednesday that Washington will continue imposing sanctions on the DPRK under the UN resolutions adopted after its nuclear and missile tests earlier last year, according to a Yonhap report. "We are going to continue to enforce (Resolution) 1874 in terms of addressing our concerns about possible proliferation activity involving North Korea," he said. The remarks were echoed by South Korean Unification Minister Hyun In-taek, who had stressed that the DPRK must first agree to bilateral talks on its nuclear programs 

Ext. 5- North Korea has Nukes

North Korea has already developed nuclear weapons.

Yonhap News, 4/10/10 (N. Korea has up to 6 nuclear weapons: Clinton, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/04/11/26/0301000000AEN20100411000200315F.HTML)

WASHINGTON, April 10 (Yonhap) -- North Korea has up to six nuclear weapons, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has said. In a Friday speech at the University of Louisville in Kentucky, Clinton said "we know" that North Korea "has somewhere between one and six nuclear weapons," the second time in as many weeks that she has recognized that North Korea has nuclear weapons. While explaining the Obama administration's nuclear policy late last month, the top U.S. diplomat depicted North Korea as a country "that already has nuclear weapons," and Iran as one that is "clearly seeking nuclear weapons," although the U.S. government's official position is not to recognize the North as a nuclear weapons state.  North Korea, which conducted its second nuclear test in May last year, is widely believed to possess several nuclear warheads, with some analysts saying it has already developed the technology to mount the warheads on long-range missiles. The North's second nuclear test is widely seen as having demonstrated its nuclear capability, unlike the previous one, considered a partial failure. North Korea said late last year that it has "entered the final stage" of enriching uranium as an alternative way to produce nuclear weapons. It had been producing weapons-grade plutonium at its sole operating reactor in Yongbyon, north of its capital, Pyongyang. North Korea is also suspected of having secured enough plutonium for many more nuclear weapons from former Soviet republics after the fall of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s. A Nov. 25 report of the Federation of American Scientists listed North Korea among nine nuclear weapons states, along with the U.S., Russia, China, Britain, France, Israel, Pakistan and India.
North Korea has no incentive to give up nukes.

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, special assistant to President Reagan and editor of Inquiry, 8/4/2009, The National Interest Online, “Grumpy Old Men” 
Even so, a negotiated settlement remained out of reach. Despite the common assumption that the North was willing to deal, Pyongyang had reason to reject even a seemingly generous offer. Observes analyst Balbina Hwang: “For the regime itself, isolation of course serves to preserve its own power and legitimacy which would immediately be undermined by openness.” Lankov points out that the Kim regime is particularly vulnerable given the proximity of South Korea, with a prosperous and free people who share the same culture and speak the same language. Still, hope of a solution rose in the aftermath the October 2007 denuclearization agreement. Alas, the accord crashed and burned last year. North Korea has subsequently denounced the arrangement, expelled international inspectors, announced that it will not return to the six-party talks, begun to rebuild its nuclear program and restarted reprocessing activities, renounced the 1953 Armistice, nullified boundary-demarcation accords, terminated bilateral political cooperation and reconciliation agreements, and voided economic arrangements with the South. Earlier this year, Pyongyang conducted a nuclear test and several missile tests. As international criticism increased, the DPRK ratcheted up its rhetoric, threatening military retaliation in response to varied South Korean, U.S. and UN actions. None of this means that North Korea could not come back to the table. However, today there is far less expectation that the DPRK will ever be willing to abandon its nuclear program, let alone yield up its existing nuclear materials. Nuclear weapons offer the North security assurance, international status and extortion opportunities. If Pyongyang can still be bought off, the price has likely risen sharply. North Korea’s current internal instability will make reaching a deal even more difficult. Despite common claims that Kim is “crazy,” the evidence indicates that he is evil, not insane. His strategy is consistent with regime preservation.

The military is central to Kim’s rule. He long has pushed a “military first” policy. Even as the regime lost authority, it continued to funnel resources to the armed forces. Nevertheless, in their prime both Kims may have had sufficient authority to sacrifice the military’s most powerful weapon as part of a political deal. A seriously ill and perhaps dying Kim Jong Il may not. A transitional collective leadership likely would not.
Ext. 6- South Korean Economy Resilient
South Korea’s economy’s resilient.

David Jolly, NYT (New York Times), 6/26/2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/27/business/global/27spot.html)
He said South Korea was the only member of the O.E.C.D. to post positive growth in the first quarter of 2009 from the last quarter of 2008. Mr. Han said the country had been relatively resilient because “our economic fundamentals are very sound” — the country’s ratio of debt to gross domestic product, at just over 30 percent, is well below the O.E.C.D. average of 83 percent — “and we learned our lessons in the Asian crisis 10 years ago.”

The South Korean economy is expanding and will continue to grow.

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)
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.

China Relations Frontline 
1. U.S. and China are committed to military-to-military relations now

Kellerhals, 6-7-10

 (6/7/10, “Merle David Jr., Staff Writer, “Shangri-La Conference Highlights Asia-Pacific Security Concerns”, http://www.lexisnexis.com)

Gates said that last year President Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao made a commitment to "sustained and reliable military-to-military relations" between the two nations. But the relationship has been repeatedly interrupted by "the vagaries of political weather."

"Regrettably, we have not been able to make progress on this relationship in recent months," Gates said. The Pentagon wants improved military-to-military relations with Chinese military officials at all levels to reduce miscommunication, misunderstanding and miscalculation, he added.

Gates said that as regional partners develop new capabilities, they have a responsibility to take a greater role in providing regional and global security. The nations of Asia have been making significant contributions in the Gulf of Aden against high-seas piracy, and in securing peace for Iraq and for Afghanistan, he said.

But North Korea has provided another reality, one that continues to undermine the peace and stability of East Asia, Gates said. The March 26 unprovoked attack on the South Korean ship Cheonan, in which 46 sailors were killed, is not an isolated event, he added.

2. No war – China is focused on its economy

CRS, 08 
 (A study prepared by the Congressional Research service for the U.S. Senate Committee for Foreign Relations, April, 08, “China’s foreign policy and ‘soft power’ in South America, Asia, and Africa” http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2008_rpt/crs-china.pdf)

 Within the ongoing international debate about what China’s ultimate intentions may be for its growing global achievements, it is possible to point to some fundamental objectives that appear to be at least partial motivations for Beijing’s current international outreach. Adding to the uncertainty about PRC policies, these presumed objectives at times are in contradiction, suggesting either a lack of coherence or that they reflect internal Chinese disagreements and compromise. China’s policy direction is that much harder to predict when some of these key policy objectives are seen to clash, and experience tells us that abrupt shifts in policy, shifts which remain unexplained in many cases, still occur with a fair degree of regularity in the PRC system.

Enhancing Sustainable Economic Growth

Strong economic development continues to be seen as the core primary objective for the PRC leadership for a host of reasons—not the least of which are to raise the living standards of its enormous population, to dampen social disaffection about economic and other inequities, and to sustain regime legitimacy after the demise of communist ideology as an acceptable organizing principle. China’s annual economic growth rates routinely are in the double digits; in 2007, they reached an annual rate of 11.4 percent—the highest since 1994.9 This rapid and sustained economic growth has created voracious domestic appetites for resources, capital, and technology, as well as for markets for Chinese goods, and these appetites have served as powerful drivers of China’s international trade and investment agreements.
3. US presence is key to solve back for Chinese military modernization.

Bajoria, Council on Foreign Relations, 09

(Jayshree, February 4th, “Countering China's Military Modernization” http://www.cfr.org/publication/9052/countering_chinas_military_modernization.html#p2)
China clearly complicates U.S. defense planning in Asia, says CFR's Senior Fellow for China Studies, Adam Segal. The Pentagon's 2008 report to Congress states: "Current trends in China's military capabilities are a major factor in changing East Asian military balances, and could provide China with a force capable of prosecuting a range of military operations in Asia-well beyond Taiwan." Most countries in the region have some degree of caution in their relationship with China, says James Mulvenon, director of Washington-based Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis. However, none of them, he adds, want to engage in any form of containment policy with the United States. Meanwhile, though China is wary of U.S. military presence close to its border, its troubles with Uighurs has led it to support U.S. military actions inside Afghanistan, say experts. The best way for the United States to ensure that its security interests in the region are not compromised by China's growing military capabilities is to strengthen security alliances with China's neighbors, notes the 2007 Council Task Force report. The report says the United States should better coordinate U.S.-South Korea-Japan security planning, give greater attention to ASEAN, work with ASEAN members to help draw China into constructive security relationships, and pursue a deeper military relationship with India. 
Ext. 1- Cooperation Now
China is siding with the US and South Korea in negotiations.

Cheng, Dean, China expert at the Heritage Foundation, 5-28-10 

(China Must Choose on North Korea, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/05/28/china-must-choose-on-north-korea/)ZDM
This is a defining moment for Beijing. After North Korea’s blatantly unambiguous, and indefensible act of sinking the South Korean Navy’s ship, the Cheonan, Beijing is either going to side with the angels or the demons. South Korea, the US, and even Japan should mobilize global pressure on China to join in the international response to North Korean aggression. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) and North Korea are both Communist countries, and North Korea depends on China for access to oil and other sundry resources. The implication has often been that North Korea dances to Beijing’s tune; if only Beijing were to press, then North Korea would come to terms on issues ranging from nuclear proliferation to reducing terrorist actions. But this presumes that North Korea-PRC relations really are as close “as lips and teeth,” as was often claimed in the 1960s. In reality, however, there is real reason to question whether North Korea is especially close to China. North Korean founder Kim Il-Sung was nobody’s puppet; instead, he was very good at playing the USSR and the PRC off against each other, while remaining outside the firm orbit of either. Indeed, North Korea has gone to great lengths to rewrite history, minimizing China’s substantial contributions to the Korean War, despite Chinese casualties that number in the hundreds of thousands. Moreover, both Kim Il-sung and Kim Jong-il have rejected following the Chinese path of “Reform and Opening,” in which China has pursued a more capitalist approach to its economy while maintaining political control in the hands of the Communist Party. This has only further increased the gap between Beijing and Pyongyang, since the dependence of the moribund North Korean economy on Chinese largesse has not resulted in North Korean compliance with Chinese interests. It is also useful to recall that North Korea conducted its first nuclear test in 2006 after China had reassured the world that North Korea would not do so. This was sufficiently embarrassing to Beijing to merit a straight-forward rebuke that the test was a “flagrant and brazen” violation. It also resulted in the Chinese joining in the passage of a UN Resolution (1718) condemning the North Korean action.

Ext. 2- No Risk of War
Interdependence checks relations collapse.

Susan Shirk 07, served as deputy assistant secretary for China at the U.S. State Department from 1997 2000.CHINA: FRAGILE SUPERPOWER, 2007, p. 249
China started recycling the huge amount of foreign currency reserves it earned from exports and foreign investment to buy up U.S. government debt. The primary motive is economic—U.S. government securities are considered the safest place to keep foreign currency holdings—but the political benefit of linking the two economies surely has not escaped China's decision makers. The two sides need each other now—as one Chinese writer put it, they have become economic "Siamese twins."" According to one 2005 Chinese estimate, China bought U.S. treasury bonds with over percent of its massive economy Chinese capital flows to America allowed American consumers to enjoy low interest rates and high levels of consumption. Yet reliance on China to keep our economy afloat triggers the anxiety that one day China could pull the plug. The day after the Democratic Party won control over both houses of Congress in No​vember 2006, the head of China's central bank said that the bank in​tended to diversify more of its Si trillion reserves into currencies other than dollars. The value of the dollar tumbled as international investors sold their dollars."' The timing may have been coincidental, but it was a vivid reminder that American prosperity and global influence increas​ingly depend on decisions made in Beijing.

North Korea Frontline [1/2]
1. No risk of North Korean aggression- threats don’t actually materialize. 

Harlan, Washington Post Staff Writer, 7-26-10, The Washington Post

(Chico, “South Korea and U.S. send message to North Korea with drills in Sea of Japan” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/25/AR2010072500754.html)
TOKYO -- Taking their boldest step since the March sinking of the Cheonan warship, the United States and South Korea on Sunday began a massive joint military exercise designed to show off power and solidarity in a region divided by tensions. The military muscle-flexing came after months of delays and revisions, and despite opposition from China and threats from North Korea. The war games are customary drills for U.S. and South Korean forces, but this operation, code-named Invincible Spirit, involved substantial firepower -- an intended deterrent against reckless behavior from Pyongyang, U.S. officials said. "The point of [the exercise] is, I think, to ensure that our relationship with the South is very strong . . . and also send the message to the North Koreans that their behavior is completely counter to international norms, completely unacceptable," Adm. Mike Mullen, Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman, said last week. North Korea had said Saturday that it would counter the military exercise with "powerful nuclear deterrence," but the first day of the four-day drills drew no further response from Kim Jong Il's government. To put on the military fireworks display, the United States and South Korea dispatched about 20 ships, 200 aircraft, and 8,000 sailors and airmen to the Sea ofJapan, also known as the East Sea. The drills will showcase, most notably, a small fleet of F-22 fighter planes and the USS George Washington, a 97,000-ton nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. According to a report in the South Korean media, an exercise involving antisubmarine bombs -- designed to prevent incidents similar to the Cheonan sinking -- will take place this week. North Korea has denied any role in the March 26 torpedoing of the warship, which killed 46 South Korean sailors. Earlier this month, the U.N. Security Council condemned the sinking but did not directly blame North Korea. South Korea and the United States had discussed these drills for months but postponed them until after the Security Council finished its deliberations. Facing vehement opposition from China, U.S. and South Korean officials decided to relocate the drills from the Yellow Sea, west of South Korea, to the Sea of Japan to the east. Subsequent military exercises planned for the coming months could take place in the Yellow Sea, in international waters that China considers its doorstep. Beijing continues to protest that possibility. "We resolutely oppose any activities in the Yellow Sea that may threaten China's security," said a Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman. Meanwhile, nuclear-capable North Korea, with 1.5 million troops and weapons pointed at Seoul, has said that the U.S.-South Korea exercise threatens the security of the region and has warned of a "retaliatory sacred war." North Korea routinely responds to the drills with threats of aggression. 
2. The North’s military is too weak to embolden it to attack

Sydney Morning Herald, 10

 (5/29/10, “North Korean war unlikely, say analysts”, http://www.lexisnexis.com)

“China refuses scheming against NK with the US," read the front page banner headline. Patrick Morgan, a leading strategic analyst at the University of California, writes that the North has succeeded in looking "like Mighty Mouse" because its nuclear deterrence has not been tested by highly motivated potential attackers. "Why not? Because a collapse of the North seems at least as dangerous, and much more likely, than its use of nuclear weapons," Morgan says. The good news, however, is that the North's estimated eight nuclear missiles, of questionable functionality, are not nearly enough to embolden the North to deliberately risk outright military confrontation. "Pyongyang has never displayed intense dedication to anything except survival; it will not initiate a war to die for its principles," Morgan says. Peter Hayes, at the Nautilus Institute, recalls being in North Korea in 1998, when the country was also on a war footing. "The whole country just went berserk. It was like throwing petrol on an ant hill," he said. "Presumably [the war ritual] is a positive for the regime, or they wouldn't do it." 
3. They read no actual evidence that withdrawing from South Korea would lead to Chinese intervention.
North Korea Frontline [2/2]

4.  No escalation – empirical

Strobel and Landay,  – Foreign affairs correspondent, reporter, 10

(Warren and Jonathan, 5/25/10, Yahoo News, “Will North Korea's saber rattling lead to war?”

 http://news.yahoo.com/s/mcclatchy/20100525/wl_mcclatchy/3516222)

"It's not inevitable that it will escalate," said Mitchell Reiss , who negotiated with North Korea during the Clinton administration. Reiss said no war erupted after earlier North Korean acts that were more provocative than the sinking of the Cheonan was. Those included a 1983 bombing linked to North Korea that killed South Korean cabinet members who were visiting Burma and a 1968 commando raid on the South Korean presidential residence, the Blue House. Lee also "didn't shoot all of his bullets, and he left some incentives on the table for the North Koreans to behave better in the future," Reiss said, pointing to Lee's decision not to pull out of a joint industrial park in the northern border town of Kaesong.
5. U.S. Ground troops are key to deter North Korea
Singh and Il-Young, 03 - senior research fellow at the Institute for Far Eastern Studies in Seoul and president of the Indo-Korean Policy Forum [2003, Lakhvinder Singh and Il-Young Kim , “Time to Keep Going: The Role and Structure of U.S. Forces in a Unified Korea,” Pacific Focus, Volume 18 Issue 1, Pages 65 – 87, Center for International Studies, Inha University]
Such intelligence capabilities of the U.S. forces would be a key element of deterrence, and would provide the capability to swiftly repel enemy attack with minimal casualties in a unified Korea. In particular, the awareness of Korea's neighbors of such intelligence capabilities would in and of itself, have a substantial deterrent effect.27 The U.S. forces in a unified Korea, equipped with high-tech equipment, would be capable of bringing new forms of warfare in the 21st century28 The ROK armed forces has endeavored to acquire and enhance its intelligence collection and management system during the past ten years. However, considering the probable future economic status of a unified Korea, it would be hard to expect South Korea to keep an independent and complete eye on potential enemies. For example, it costs 1 million US dollars per mission for the U-2 reconnaissance aircraft. Considering the fact that the U.S. operates an overlapping reconnaissance aircraft and surveillance system manned 24 hours a day, the total sum of such an operation is astronomical. These U.S. intelligence forces, thus must constitute the core of U.S. forces in a unified Korea. In a unified Korea, China and Russia would be the two main countries with which Korea could possibly have a military conflict.29 Both these countries have modem military technology which makes naval and air forces very vulnerable. High-tech sensors in their possession would make it difficult for American naval and air forces to operate because they stand out against the back-ground of air and sea and thus would be easy to locate and destroy. On the other hand, American ground forces, given the mountainous terrain of Korea, are less vulnerable to advanced technology and thus could operate more easily.30 Air and naval forces would have a very limited role to play in any future war in Korea. As the Gulf War should, it was American tanks which destroyed more Iraqi tanks than the allied air forces, even though the terrain and the absence of an opposing air force facilitated the task of allied pilots.31 Any possible future military conflict involving Korea would almost certainly be won or lost on land. Ac​cordingly, infantrymen and tanks must remain an essential component of the American forces in Korea. What's more, dependence on air and naval forces for the protection of Korea would weaken traditional alliances and deterrents as well as American support for the very values and political principles that make other countries respect and trust the United States.32 As has been shown in the recent military conflicts in Europe and South Asia, almost all military contingencies still require the use of ground forces to fight or to deter wars, despite the increasingly excessive use of air or naval force. Thus, even if U.S. air and naval forces remained stationed in Korea, the absence of U.S. ground forces would seriously undermine the deterrent and fighting power of the United States in the region. American soldiers have a stronger deterrent value because they represent the world's only superpower on both a direct and symbolic level. One country fighting another nation, which is helped only by U.S. air and naval forces, may rethink that it can escape a frontal clash with the United States; but no rational aggressor would dream of simultaneously fighting U.S. ground forces while avoiding confrontation with America.33 Though there is no doubt that in this age of supersonic speed, ground forces can be flown or shipped anywhere in the world in a short span of time in case of some military contingency, they do not have the same deterrent effect as the advance deployment of forces in places where the chances of military conflict are high. This can be clearly seen in the context of the Gulf War crisis. Despite the American diplomatic commitment to the region, Saddam Hussein occupied Kuwait. He underestimated the American resolve because of the absence of any U.S. troops in the region. American verbal commitment to the region failed to deter him, and, despite the massive use of high​speed ships and airplanes, it took the U.S. more than 6 months to build up the forces to where they were strong enough to take on and overcome Saddam Hussein's aggressive actions. In case of war on the Korea peninsula, the U.S. might not have that much time available. Given the firepower of bordering countries, it is commonly accepted among military analysts that Seoul would be completely destroyed within the first few hours of a war. Thus the situation on the Korean peninsula is very peculiar and resembles no other situation in the rest of the world. For the protection of Seoul and thus the whole of South Korea, it would be necessary to push the aggressor back in the first few hours of any conflict and not allow him to seriously damage Seoul. To accomplish this, the ability to gather massive ground force within the shortest possible time would be necessary. American air and naval forces alone would not be enough to stop powerful militaries marching towards Seoul. Though South Korean forces are much better equipped than ever before, they may not be able to stop the marching forces from bombing Seoul with artillery and short-range missiles. Only the U.S. forces equipped with state-of-the-art, high-tech weapons, stationed in Seoul in advance, would the have this ability to defend Seoul. Thus any argument for the withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from Korea must take this point into account. 
6. [Don’t Read w/ Conditions CP] China won’t support action against North Korea –too much to lose from regime collapse

Cornwell, 5-28-10
(5/28/10, Rupert, Independent Extra, “The Great Unknown; The Friday Essay the World’s Last Stalinist Regime Is On the Brink of Conflict Once Again. What Is it that North Korea Hopes to Achieve by Such Posturing? We Just Can’t Know, Argues Rupert Cornwell,” http://www.lexisnexis.com)

Consider the options from Beijing's viewpoint, and its stance makes perfect sense. North Korea's regime might or might not face terminal collapse without Chinese aid. But if it did collapse, two things would probably happen. There would be a destabilizing influx of North Korean refugees into China, followed by the absorption of the North into the vastly richer and more populous South - just as West Germany swallowed an imploding East Germany two decades ago.

That would mean a single pro-American state on China's north-eastern border. If so, score a huge victory for Washington on the East Asian geopolitical chessboard, and an equal setback for Beijing. There is, of course, a third option, of moving in concert with the West against North Korea - but that would surely see Mr Kim turning his spite against Beijing as well. One way or another, China wants to preserve the status quo, and its economic leverage over the US gives it means to do so. Unsurprisingly, therefore, Beijing has conspicuously failed to endorse the findings of the international commission on the fate of the Cheonan.

Ext. 2- No North Attack

No more provocations coming

GSN, 6/4
 (6/4/10, Global Security Newswire, “War Possible at Any Time, North Korea Says,”

http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100604_1842.php,)

U.S. Pacific Command head Adm. Robert Willard said today that there are no indications that the North is readying to carry out a third nuclear test or is repositioning its armed forces closer to South Korea.

"Right now we're not seeing indications that North Korea is intending the next provocation," Willard said.

"But I think everyone in the region is watching North Korea very closely given their unpredictability," he said while in Singapore for the security conference (Adam Entous, Reuters I, June 4).

Kim Jong-il won’t start a suicidal war – he will just take incremental steps

Reuters, 10
 (3/17/10, Jon Herskovitz, “North Korea may turn more menacing but options limited,”

http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE62G12T20100317)

SEOUL (Reuters) - Policy blunders and an economic crunch have put North Korean leader Kim Jong-il into one of the riskiest periods of his iron rule, which could make him turn even more aggressive in his dealings with the outside world.

But even if he chooses to resort once again to scare tactics to try to boost his bargaining power, he lacks a game-changing ace to play that would seriously rattle the international community or spook markets long used to his grandstanding.

Unless he is prepared to sail dangerously close to provoking a suicidal war -- and most experts firmly believe he is not -- then the most he can do is demonstrate incremental advances in the destructive capability of his armory or boost weapons sales to other countries at odds with the United States.

He is quite capable of provoking annoyance and concern, analysts say, but much less able to generate the kind of alarm that would cause a serious reassessment of the risks facing governments and financial markets in a region that includes the powerful economies of China, Japan and South Korea.

In fact, a signal of reconciliation may be his first step by ending a more than year-long boycott of international nuclear disarmament-for-aid talks, possibly within the next month.

Ext. 3-No Escalation
Low probability of escalation

Russia & CIS Military Weekly, 10 

(5/21/10, “Pyongyang can't wage war on South Korea – Margelov”,

http://www.lexisnexis.com)

The threats of war coming from North Korea are not serious, Chairman of the Federation Council International Affairs Committee Mikhail Margelov told Interfax. South Korea declared that North Korea sunk its warship in March, and North Korea "threatened a war involving all types of armed forces," Margelov said. The world should offer a diplomatic reaction, because no one needs a new Korean war, he said. "Certainly, the probability of a war between North and South Korea is very small. If North Korean communists wage that war, that would be their last battle because the combat ability of the [North Korean] armed forces is doubtful and economic resources are zero," he said. Thus, Russia has taken "an absolutely reserved and careful position. It has opposed the escalation of tensions and called for a strategic approach to the future of the Korean Peninsula, where people and countries have existed for over 1,000 years," Margelov said. 

Won’t escalate to full scale conflict

Paal, vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 10
(6/3/10, Douglas H., “The Cheonan Attack,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23472, )

One thing we have observed about Kim Jong-il and the North Koreans: they do not let defeats go unanswered. After the loss of the North Korean ship, the commander of its component, known as Unit 586, General Kim Myung-guk, was demoted to three-star rank. But on April 25 this year, a month after the torpedo sank the South’s Cheonan, Kim received his fourth star again, personally from the Dear Leader. This strongly suggests both a desire for vengeance and a need for the North’s leader to maintain his close connection to the armed forces.

We have to assume that the North’s commanders believed they could pull this operation off without being clearly implicated, even though they would be widely suspected to be responsible. After all, would not the torpedo destroy itself and the evidence would sink to the bottom of the sea? This was intended to reduce the chances that the North would be forced to pay a price directly. And it would give voice to dissidents in the South to criticize and oppose the new Lee Myung-bak government, a consistent goal of the North.

Now, North Korea and its friends have been surprised by the clear evidence that it was guilty of launching the attack. The quality and integrity of the evidence assembled by the South and its international advisors have thrown Pyongyang (and Beijing) on the defensive. Both North and South have begun the process of sanctioning and threatening each other, though with discernible limits which signal intent to avoid outright conflict.

Ext. 3- No Escalation

No Korean war – both sides won’t risk escalation out of self interest

Kang & Cha, *associate professor of Business at Dartmouth, AND **associate professor of government Georgetown’s school of Foreign Service, 03

(May/June 2003, David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: The Korea Crisis,” http://www.ituassu.com.br/asia_fp1.pdf,)

  “The DMZ Is the Scariest Place in the World” Yes, if looks could kill. When former U.S. President Bill Clinton called the border between the two Koreas the world’s scariest place, he was referring to the massive forward deployment of North Korean forces around the DMZ and the shaky foundations of the 50-year-old armistice—not peace treaty—that still keeps the peace between the two former combatants. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, there have been more than 1,400 incidents across the DMZ, resulting in the deaths of 899 North Koreans, 394 South Koreans, and 90 U.S. soldiers. Tensions have been so high tha tin 1976 the United States mobilized bombers and an aircraft carrier battle group to trim one tree in the DMZ. The deployments and operational battle plans on both sides suggest that if a major outbreak of violence were to start, a rapid escalation of hostilities would likely ensue. In practice, however, no such outbreak has occurred. North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military, and more important, U.S. military deployments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops and nuclear-tipped Lance missiles and even today include 37,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any Korean conflict. The balance of power has held because any war would have disastrous consequences for both sides. Seoul and Pyongyang are less than 150 miles apart—closer than New York is to Washington, D.C. Seoul is 30 miles from the DMZ and easily within reach of North Korea’s artillery tubes. Former Commander of U.S. Forces Korea Gen. Gary Luck estimated that a war on the Korean peninsula would cost $1 trillion in economic damage and result in 1 million casualties, including 52,000 U.S. military casualties. As one war gamer described, the death toll on the North Korean side would be akin to a “holocaust,” and Kim Jong Il and his 1,000 closest generals would surely face death or imprisonment. As a result, both sides have moved cautiously and avoided major military mobilizations that could spiral out of control. Ironically enough, as for the DMZ itself, although bristling with barbed wire and sown with land mines, it has also become a remarkable nature preserve stretching across the peninsula that is home to wild birds and a trove of other rare species.  
Ext. 5- Ground Troops K2 Deterrence
Korea is a powder keg – U.S. presence is key to having quick response to any explosive situation on the peninsula
Jackson, United States Air Force, Director of Operations 5th Reconnaissance Squadron Osan AB, Republic of Korea, 95
 [Major Richard S. Air & Space Power Journal, “Security of the Korean Peninsula: U.S. Continuing Commitment,” http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/jackson.html]
As the world transitions into the 21st century, changes in the international environment require U.S. strategists to re-examine America's vital national interests in East Asia. In particular, what form of security arrangement for the Korean Peninsula best suits the United States Security Strategy of "enlarging the community of market democracies while deterring and containing a range of threats to our nation, our allies and our interests?"(1) America's political and security interests spring from economic interests. Growing international interdependence with the economies of the Asia-Pacific region will gain momentum and alter the international security environment. The United States and Pacific rim nations will become even more interdependent in the coming decades. Trade between the two sides of the Pacific is vital to the stability of the world economy and a stable Asia-Pacific region is of vital strategic interest to the United States. In his May 3, 1994 remarks to the Asia Society, U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry stated that, "North Korea threatens the peace and stability of Northeast Asia, which holds the world's fastest-growing economies."(2) The current U.S. strategy in East Asia is based on a military presence to ensure broad regional stability and deter aggression in order to provide a foundation for economic growth, mutually benefiting Asians and Americans.(3) A stable Asia-Pacific region is a vital interest of the United States, but are the continuing tensions on the Korean Peninsula a real threat to U.S. vital national interests in the next decade? What value does maintaining an American presence in South Korea have for U.S. security? How should the U.S. shape its security alliance with the Republic of Korea (ROK) to achieve the stated objectives outlined in the Security Strategy for the East Asia-Pacific Region? The Threat to U.S. Vital National Interest The Pacific rim region faces a future encumbered with an increased potential for conflict due to economic and political tensions. Competition between major regional powers such as Korea, Japan, China, and the emerging market nations of Maylasia, Singapore, and Thailand for political, military, and economic preeminence offers both great peril and promise for the Asia-Pacific region. Stability in this region of the world has significant implications for the U.S. in terms of increased trade and additional jobs. Currently, U.S. trade with the Asia-Pacific region amounts to more than twice that as with Europe and nearly three times as much as with Latin America.(4) One third of U.S. exports go to the Pacific rim nations and 3 million U.S. jobs are dependent on Pacific trade.(5) In the coming decade, American jobs connected to the Pacific rim will double from 3 to 6 million.(6) The growth of the U.S. domestic economy and preservation of the international economy will depend in large part on the continued economic expansion of the Asian region. The greatest potential for high intensity conflict and destabilization of the delicately balanced Asia-Pacific region remains between North and South Korea. The Asia-Pacific nations all agree that the final resolution of the long-standing Korean conflict is critical to the stability of the region and continued economic expansion. There is not, however, a consensus on the shape the political system on the Korean Peninsula will take or how the transition will occur; an uncertainty which aggravates the regional security environment. The same tensions that confronted East and West Germany for 45 years continue to confront North and South Korea. The rapidity of the German unification and the resulting economic drain was not lost on a ROK political leadership determined to increase the market share of the region's forthcoming economic prosperity. Additionally, the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK) has not reversed its long-standing position of unifying the Korean Peninsula under the control of Pyongyang's communist regime, a threat to the stability of the region. The United States and the balance of the Pacific rim nations prefer a relaxation of tensions between South and North Korea with a diplomatic goal of a Korean Peninsula free of conflict. Regardless of the final outcome, the Koreas approach the likelihood of a truculent interregnum between two diametrically opposed nation-states and a single nation-state under one government. The Value of American Military Presence There is widespread resistance in nations throughout the world to incurring large costs, military or otherwise, to deal with threats that do not seem immediately serious to vital national interests (an understandable position considering that nations act to ensure their own security). Henry Kissinger asserts that a vital national interest is "a change in the international environment so likely to undermine the national security that it must be resisted no matter what form the threat takes or how ostensibly legitimate it appears."(7) Relating Kissinger's definition of vital national interest to U.S. East-Asian security strategy, the uncertainty of a change in the political environment in Korea is likely to undermine the security of the Asia-Pacific region which is a direct threat to America's national security. Viewpoints vary, but the general consensus of national security analysts is that the stability of the East-Asian littoral and western Pacific region is linked to a strong U.S. military presence which discourages rivalries from escalating or a single power with regional hegemonic desires from asserting itself. Notwithstanding a more vibrant multilateral and regional security architecture through collective security arrangements, an important role remains for the armed forces of the United States forward deployed in Korea. Today, the DPRK is in the midst of a political, economic, and military decline with little expectation of recovery. North Korea's deteriorating situation threatens the peace and stability of the peninsula with the promise of an uncertain future. The North's unremitting decline provides the conditions for three possible geopolitical scenarios to emerge, each posing a different set of challenges for U.S. strategists: reunification of the Korean peninsula; a more stable relationship between the two nation-states; or resumption of the Korean War.(8) Forward deployed forces in Korea ensure a rapid and flexible response capability and enhance America's ability to influence events across the spectrum of confrontation.  
Ext. 6- China Won’t Deter North Korea
China can’t influence North Korea – sanctions prove

Snyder & Byun, *Director of the Center for U.S.-Korean Policy at the Asia Foundation and senior associate at Pacific Forum CSIS AND ** Research Associate, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy at the Asia Foundation, 09

 (1/10, “China Embraces South and North, but Differently,” http://csis.org/files/publication/0904qchina_korea.pdf)

High-level China-DPRK exchanges marked the 60th anniversary of diplomatic ties despite UN sanctions against North Korea for its missile and nuclear tests earlier this year. Premier Wen Jiabao’s visit to Pyongyang in early October was the high point in those commemorations. KCNA reported that Chairman Kim Jong-il personally greeted Wen at Sunan airport upon his arrival on Oct. 4 and that he accompanied Wen in several public appearances.

China has highlighted Wen’s success in securing Kim’s promise of a “conditional return” to Six-Party Talks pending progress in direct negotiations with Washington, although Kim’s remarks made clear the North’s interest in direct US-DPRK dialogue rather than Six-Party Talks. The fact that Wen did not gain any additional movement by Kim compared to what North Korea had already committed to during Dai Bingguo’s visit the previous month raises questions about Chinese influence in Pyongyang, especially in light of rumors that Wen’s visit to Pyongyang was in question over the issue.

Chinese Military Modernization Frontline [1/2]
1. US presence is key to solve back for Chinese military modernization.

Bajoria, Council on Foreign Relations, 09

(Jayshree, February 4th, “Countering China's Military Modernization” http://www.cfr.org/publication/9052/countering_chinas_military_modernization.html#p2)
China clearly complicates U.S. defense planning in Asia, says CFR's Senior Fellow for China Studies, Adam Segal. The Pentagon's 2008 report to Congress states: "Current trends in China's military capabilities are a major factor in changing East Asian military balances, and could provide China with a force capable of prosecuting a range of military operations in Asia-well beyond Taiwan." Most countries in the region have some degree of caution in their relationship with China, says James Mulvenon, director of Washington-based Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis. However, none of them, he adds, want to engage in any form of containment policy with the United States. Meanwhile, though China is wary of U.S. military presence close to its border, its troubles with Uighurs has led it to support U.S. military actions inside Afghanistan, say experts. The best way for the United States to ensure that its security interests in the region are not compromised by China's growing military capabilities is to strengthen security alliances with China's neighbors, notes the 2007 Council Task Force report. The report says the United States should better coordinate U.S.-South Korea-Japan security planning, give greater attention to ASEAN, work with ASEAN members to help draw China into constructive security relationships, and pursue a deeper military relationship with India. 
2. They read NO evidence that says that post withdrawal- regional powers will create their own deterrent, or that South Korea will be able to check back China modernization. 

3. No impact to Chinese military modernization.

Eland, Director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute and author of Putting "Defense" Back into U.S. Defense Policy: Rethinking U.S. Security in the Post–Cold War World, 03
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. There is not a warrant as to why Chinese modernization will happen in a world where the US doesn’t withdrawal. 

Chinese Military Modernization Frontline [2/2]
5. No risk of Chinese political or economic disintegration – Many reasons.

William T. Pendley 01, China scholar, review of “Is China Unstable,” The Journal of Asian Studies, Vol. 60, No. 1. Feb., 2001
One of the major strengths of this book is its balance.  It does not neglect the factors that work to maintain stability. First is the effort to strengthen the economic infrastructure and encourage growth of foreign direct investment and the private economic sector while softening the transition of the SOEs.  While most expert analysis, including that of Nicholas Lardy and Pieter Bottelier in this text, considers measures taken thus far to be inadequate, China has weathered the Asian financial crisis and kept inflation under control and well below recent levels reached by South Korea and Russia. Bruce Dickon’s chapter, while citing the erosion in the position of the CCP, also discusses factors that support its continuing monopoly of political power and the ability to maintain stability.  Almost unnoticed in the West has been the growing party membership and its evolution from a party of workers and peasants to the party of intellectuals, economic elites and college students. Most important, the government message that stability is essential to economic growth and development is widely accepted in a society that has a fear of chaos resulting from over a century of revolutionary stability. While an increasing number of protests by ethnic minorities, peasants and urban laborers are documented, these have focused on local grievances and not on the national party leadership. The authors point out that there has been no success in achieving either the connectivity across segments of the population or the mass mobilization essential to cause major instability. Even if such protests expand in the future, the current Chinese leadership, though untested, has available both incentives and repressive measures.
6. No reason that Chinese mil mod would lead to an Indo Pak war- China is building up its army in the status quo, this should have already caused tensions.

Ext. 4- No Impact

US forces deter any threat that China poses militarily. 

Thompson, director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center, 10
(Drew, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military)

After two decades of massive military spending to modernize its armed forces, amounting to hundreds of billions of dollars, China increasingly has the ability to challenge the United States in its region, if not yet outside it. But the ability to project force tells us very little about China's willingness to use it. Certainly, China has made moves over the last few years that have stoked the China-is-a-dangerous-threat crowd in Washington. In 2007, for instance, Beijing launched a missile that obliterated a communications satellite -- a dramatic and unexpected display of capability -- and then kept mum for 12 days before a Foreign Ministry spokesperson finally admitted it took place, stating: "This test was not directed at any country and does not constitute a threat to any country." In May 2008, satellite imagery revealed that China had constructed a massive subterranean naval base on the southern island of Hainan, presumably a staging point to launch naval operations into the Pacific. This January, China conducted another anti-missile test, shortly after the United States announced arms sales to Taiwan.  Similar developments have reliably shown up in annual Pentagon reports on China's military expansion, not to mention in articles such as Robert Kaplan's alarmist 2005 essay: "How We Would Fight China." Even Robert Gates, the mild-mannered U.S. defense secretary, warned last year that China's military modernization "could threaten America's primary means of projecting power and helping allies in the Pacific: our bases, air and sea assets, and the networks that support them." Last fall, Adm. Robert Willard, the new head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that "in the past decade or so, China has exceeded most of our intelligence estimates of their military capability," implying that maybe the alarmists are onto something.  At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century. When the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping began the process of reform and opening in 1979, he decided that bolstering the civilian economy would take precedence over military investments. But a dozen years later, the first Gulf War served as a wake-up call in Beijing, raising concerns about how quickly an inferior army could be demolished by better-equipped Western forces. In 1991, the Pentagon unleashed some of its most advanced weapons -- including stealth technology and precision-guided munitions -- against the Iraqi Army, the world's fourth largest at the time. U.S. and allied forces made short work of Iraq's Warsaw Pact military hardware, and the Chinese were duly shocked and awed. It became immediately clear that Mao Zedong's doctrine of "human wave attacks" -- having more soldiers than your enemy has bullets -- would not meet China's defense needs in the 21st century. From the early 1990s, China's defense planners began intensively studying doctrine and sought to acquire superior foreign technologies for their People's Liberation Army (PLA). They also made a major strategic shift by cutting the size of their force to emphasize new technologies that would enable them to catch up with the United States and other possible foes. Should the rest of the world be worried? Taiwan, long claimed as Chinese territory and well within range of Chinese ballistic missiles and conventional forces, certainly has cause to feel threatened. Even as cross-strait relations have warmed in recent years, Beijing has positioned more medium-range missiles facing Taiwan than ever. When asked why, Beijing demurs. India, Asia's other would-be superpower, also seems increasingly on edge. Last September, Indian analysts and media loudly worried over the publication of an article by Chinese analyst Li Qiulin in a prominent Communist Party organ that urged the PLA to bolster its ability to project force in South Asia. But it's probably too soon for Americans to panic. Many experts who've looked closely at the matter agree that China today simply does not have the military capability to challenge the United States in the Pacific, though its modernization program has increased its ability to engage the United States close to Chinese shores. And the U.S. military is still, for all its troubles in Iraq and Afghanistan, the most capable fighting force on the planet.  

Ext. 6- Militarization Now 

China is militarizing now- buildup of naval and air forces prove. 

The Wall Street Journal, 7-22-10
(Brian Spegele, “U.S. ‘Concerned’ About China Buildup” http://blogs.wsj.com/chinarealtime/2010/07/22/us-concerned-about-china-buildup/)

While the United States and China seem to have by and large reached a compromise over naval operations in the Western Pacific, American military leaders remain concerned about China’s buildup. “I have moved from being curious about what [the Chinese] are doing to being concerned about what they are doing,” Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told troops at a town hall meeting in South Korea Wednesday. Mullen said the military is concerned that it does not have a clear picture of China’s intentions. The country suspended military-to-military relations with the U.S. earlier this year after the U.S. said it would sell $6.4 billion worth of weapons to Taiwan. The comments on Wednesday came on the same day Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced a new round of sanctions against North Korea. “It is the transparency piece with respect to China that is probably most vexing, because it is difficult to figure out where they are headed,” Mullen said. “I’d like to have a conversation to see where they are going, and right now I can’t do that.” He added that the U.S. has noticed China’s shift in building up air and naval forces, and moving away from traditional ground forces. China’s air force is known to be rapidly modernizing, and its navy has become more assertive, operating far from China’s shores. A recent Foreign Policy article said the country had successfully tested using missiles to destroy satellites, which many experts have described as a sign of its growing technological capabilities. The source of the most recent tension between the militaries spurred from planned U.S.-South Korea joint naval exercises in the Yellow Sea, which China opposed, arguing the drills would take place too close to its shores. In an apparent conciliatory move to China, the U.S. said recently that at least some the planned exercises would take place in the Sea of Japan instead, further from China’s coast. It remains to be seen whether this compromise will precipitate a warming of military relations, but Mullen’s comments suggest that concerns for the U.S. about China’s military run deeper than a single incident.  
Deterrence DA 1NC [1/2]

1. U.S. presence is sustainable – committed to maintaining credible deterrence

Kellerhals, 6-7- 10 
(6/7/10, “Merle David Jr., Staff Writer, “Shangri-La Conference Highlights Asia-Pacific Security Concerns”, http://www.lexisnexis.com)

Washington -- Pursuing common interests in the Asia-Pacific region has increased common security even as the region contends with new and evolving challenges, says U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Speaking at the Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore June 5, Gates said the region faces challenges from rising powers and failing states, the proliferation of ballistic missiles, extremist violence and cyberthreats against the trade and commerce on which Asia's economic stability depends. "Confronting these threats is not the task of any one nation acting alone. My government's overriding obligation to allies, partners and the region is to reaffirm America's security commitments in this region," Gates said. The region's unprecedented economic growth and political development since the end of World War II was not a foregone conclusion. Rather, Gates said, it was enabled by clear choices and commitments to peace and stability. The region, he said, made commitments to open commerce; to a just international order and the rule of law; to open access to the sea, air, space and cyberspace; and to resolve conflict without force. The United States, after considerable assessment by the Obama administration of the costs and risks in its national security strategy, is increasing its deterrent capabilities in a number of ways in the Asia-Pacific region. The first is developing missile defenses that are flexible and deployable to counter a growing ballistic missile threat, Gates said. The severest threat has come from efforts by North Korea to develop nuclear weapons and the long-range missiles to deliver them. Gates said the United States is renewing its commitment to "a strong and effective deterrence" for the U.S. homeland and the defense of allies and partners across the region. While President Obama has pledged to work toward a world free of nuclear weapons, the United States will maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal as long as these weapons exist. Gates said that, as the United States has demonstrated for more than 60 years, the strength of the U.S. commitment and deterrent power in the Asia-Pacific region is expressed by the continued presence of substantial U.S. forces in the region. The U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable, Gates said. This comes, he acknowledged, with a major build-up on Guam and with the agreement recently reached on basing with Japan. In particular Gates was referring to an agreement to relocate a Marine air station near Futenma to a less-populous area on Okinawa. "It is important to note that we should not measure U.S. presence, and the associated impact and influence, solely in terms of conventional military bases," Gates told delegates to the ninth annual Asian security conference. "Rather, we must think more about U.S. presence in the broader sense of what we achieve in the region -- the connections made, the results accomplished." Gates elaborated on the concept of U.S. presence to include everything from visiting military medical teams and civil engineering personnel to partner militaries training together to enhance capabilities for contributing to international security efforts. "These kinds of activities reflect a priority of the overall United States security strategy: to prevent and deter conflict by better deploying and integrating all elements of our national power and international cooperation," Gates said. Deterring conflict includes sustained diplomatic, economic and cultural ties to maintain stability and improve relationships, he said.

2. Withdrawal kills deterrence and will cause Japan to nuclearize and embolden China against Taiwan 
Dao, 03 (1/5/03, James, NY Times, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html)

Deciding if now is the time depends on how well the United States is able to project power across the Pacific, as well as on its responsibilities as the globe's presumptive supercop. Withdrawing forces in Korea would reverberate powerfully in Tokyo, Beijing, Taipei and beyond, raising questions in an already jittery region about Washington's willingness to maintain stability in Asia.

"In the present mood, the Japanese reaction could be quite strong," said Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national security adviser to Jimmy Carter. "And under those circumstances, it's hard to say how the Chinese might respond."
In the 1970's, Mr. Brzezinski took part in the last major debate over reducing American forces in Korea, when President Carter, motivated by post-Vietnam doubts about American power, proposed withdrawing ground forces from the peninsula. He faced resistance from the South Korean government, the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency. The arguments against withdrawal then still apply today, Mr. Brzezinski says. A secure Korea makes Japan more confident, he contends. An American withdrawal from Korea could raise questions about the United States' commitment to the 40,000 troops it has in Japan. And that could drive anxious Japanese leaders into a military buildup that could include nuclear weapons, he 
TEXT CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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argues. "If we did it, we would stampede the Japanese into going nuclear," he said.

Other Asian leaders would be likely to interpret a troop withdrawal as a reduction of American power, no matter how much the United States asserts its commitment to the region. China might take the opportunity to flex its military muscle in the Taiwan Straits and South China Sea. North Korea could feel emboldened to continue its efforts to build nuclear arms.

"Any movement of American forces would almost certainly involve countries and individuals taking the wrong message," said Kurt Campbell, a deputy assistant secretary of defense during the Clinton administration. "The main one would be this: receding American commitment, backing down in the face of irresponsible North Korean behavior. And frankly, the ultimate beneficiary of this would be China in the long term."

"Mind-sets in Asia are profoundly traditional," he said. "They calculate political will by the numbers of soldiers, ships and airplanes that they see in the region."
3. That leads to nuclear war. 

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

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO -THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase: Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Annaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
Link- Naval Exercises
Naval Exercises are key to deter North Korea from a nuclear attack.

The Sydney Morning Herald, 7-28-10
(“S.Korea, US end naval drills” http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/skorea-us-end-naval-drills-20100728-10vfr.html)
A full-scale US and South Korean military exercise designed to deter North Korea ended without incident on Wednesday despite Pyongyang's threats of possible nuclear retaliation. The two allies, who accuse the North of a deadly submarine attack on a South Korean warship, said they staged the four-day naval and air exercise to send a "clear message" that any future provocations would not be tolerated. About 20 ships including the 97,000-ton carrier USS George Washington, 200 aircraft including four F-22 Raptor stealth fighters, and 8000 personnel took part in the largest joint drill for years.  "We practised well together and the (South's) military has built confidence that it can deter and defeat any North Korean aggression at any time, based on its alliance with the US," an official with Seoul's Joint Chiefs of Staff said. The exercise which ended at 5.00pm (0800 GMT, 1800 AEST) was a "formidable show of force" to North Korea, he told reporters in a background briefing. The North vehemently denies involvement in the sinking of the warship in March with the loss of 46 lives. It had threatened nuclear retaliation against the drill, which it depicted as a rehearsal for invasion. Seoul's military said no unusual military moves have been detected across the border since Sunday. But the presidential office said the National Cyber Security Center had received intelligence reports of a possible cyber attack from the North, following its vow to hit back for the exercise. A presidential team "has been on emergency alert against hacking in cooperation" with the centre, a presidential spokeswoman said. South Korea's spy chief blamed North Korea for cyber attacks from China-based servers that briefly crippled US and South Korean government and commercial websites in July 2009. Tensions remain high on the peninsula almost six decades after an armistice ended the 1950-53 Korean War. It was never followed by a peace treaty. North Korean leader Kim Jong-il attended a concert marking Tuesday's 57th anniversary of the armistice, Pyongyang's official news agency said early on Wednesday. Kim hailed his country's "shining victory" in the conflict and enjoyed numbers such as Our General Is the Best and July 27, Our Victory Day, it said. The exercise, which ended on Wednesday in the Sea of Japan (East Sea), focused on defences against submarines. Seoul's defence ministry has said some nine other joint drills will be held later this year. The United States has also announced new sanctions to punish the North for the sinking and push it to scrap its nuclear weapons program. Robert Einhorn, the State Department's special adviser for non-proliferation and arms control, will arrive in Seoul this weekend, Yonhap news agency quoted a diplomatic source as saying. South Korean officials will meet the Americans on Monday to discuss financial sanctions and other penalties against the North, the source said. The dates could not immediately be confirmed. "We're looking to identify front companies which help North Korea evade existing sanctions," State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said Monday. 
Link- Naval Exercises

Naval exercises are uniquely key to deter North Korean Aggression.
Associated Press, Washington, 7-21-10
(“White House: naval drills a deterrent to North Korea” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/White_House_naval_drills_a_deterrent_to_North_Korea_999.html)

The United States said Wednesday its imminent naval exercises with South Korea are "defensive" in nature and meant as a clear show of "deterrence" in the face of North Korean "aggression." The comments bolstered a major show of American support for Seoul, including the naval drills, new US sanctions on Pyongyang and a trip to the demilitarized zone by administration heavyweights Hillary Clinton and RobertGates. China has however expressed fears that the naval maneuvers starting on Sunday could further raise tensions with the isolated North, already dangerously high after the sinking of a South Korean ship, blamed on Pyongyang. "It's important to understand these are exercises that are defensive in nature," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said. "Defense sends a clear signal of deterrence to the aggression of North Korea, and in support of the defense of South Korea." "Certainly we are strongly supportive of exercises that demonstrate SouthKorea's defending itself," Gibbs said. President Barack Obama's chief spokesman however sidestepped a question over China's concerns about the naval drills -- involving 200 planes and 20 ships, including a massive aircraft carrier -- due to start on July 25. Qin Gang, a foreign ministry spokesman in Beijing, earlier called on all sides in the region to "maintain a cool head and exercise restraint, and not do anything that aggravates regional tensions." US Defense Secretary Gates and his South Korean counterpart Kim Tae-Young announced the drills on Tuesday, saying they were designed "to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behavior must stop." South Korea, the United States and other nations -- citing the findings of a multinational investigation -- have accused the North of sending a submarine to torpedo the Cheonan warship near the tense Yellow Sea border in March. China, North Korea's closest ally and most important source of economic and other aid, has refused to criticize its neighbor over the sinking and repeatedly warned Washington and Seoul against the exercises. "We resolutely oppose foreign military ships and planes coming to the Yellow Sea and other waters near China to engage in activities that affect China's security interests," Qin said in the statement. China's concerns were likely to be aired in a meeting between Secretary ofState Clinton and Chinese Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi on Thursday in Vietnam. "We will be consulting with China (on) what we think (are) additional steps that it can take," State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said. "The secretary will have a chance to explain to Foreign Minister Yang what we have in mind here and the way forward not only on issues related to North Korea but also issues related to Iran," Crowley said. The North denies involvement in the sinking of the Cheonan, which claimed 46 lives, and says any retaliation could spark war. The US-led United Nations Command said the July 25-28 drill would involve about 20 ships including the 97,000-tonne aircraft carrier USS George Washington and some 200 fixed-wing aircraft. Earlier, Clinton said new US sanctions on Pyongyang were intended to pile on more pressure and prevent the regime bankrolling its atomic program or spreading nuclear arms. The measures also are designed to block money laundering and other illicit activities. 
Link- Naval Exercises

Joint naval exercises are key deterring the north and reassuring the south.
AP 7-19-10
 (US carrier to visit S.Korea ahead of joint exercise 
http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20100719/pl_afp/skoreankoreausmilitary) 

A US aircraft carrier and three destroyers will visit South Korea this week ahead of a naval exercise to deter North Korea following the sinking of one of Seoul's warships, officials said Monday. The 97,000-ton USS George Washington, based in Yokosuka, Japan, will arrive Wednesday at the southern port city of Busan for a five-day port call, the US military said in a statement. Three destroyers from the US carrier's strike group, including the USS McCampbell, will also visit South Korean ports on the same day, it said. "Our presence here is a testament to the strength of our alliance and our constant readiness to defend (South Korea)," the US carrier's commanding officer, Captain David Lausman, said in the statement. Seoul and Washington are going ahead with war games this month to deter Pyongyang. US Defense Secretary Robert Gates arrived in Seoul on Monday for talks, and Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell said the port call was timed to coincide with the visit. "This is an additional manifestation of our steadfast commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea (South Korea). It will stay there for a few days and leave for a series of exercises we will begin conducting with RoK forces," he said.

Link- Complete Withdrawal

Total withdrawal of U.S. forces reduces commitment to deterrence and risks war especially in a time of tensions

Davino, Director for Manpower, Personnel, and Administration of the United States Pacific Command, 04
 (Michael F. Davino, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in Korea?”  Strategy Research Project, 3/15/04, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:L0E672qcx5cJ:scholar.google.com/+USFK+should&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000)

Although the region’s economy and the support we receive from our allies are important, the major reason for maintaining the U.S. presence in the region, particularly in South Korea, is as a deterrent to the DPRK. “North Korea poses many problems, of which its two nuclear programmes – the main worry of the moment – are just the start. Also alarming are its missile development and proliferation [and] its chemical and biological warfare capacity….” 21 Northeast Asia therefore, is a critical region in the struggle against proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile technology. Our national security strategy requires that “we must be able to stop rogue states before they are able to …use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends.”22 Both the PRC and Russia are nuclear powers, it is likely that the DPRK has several nuclear weapons, and the ROK and Japan are clearly capable of developing them. However, the presence of U.S. forces in the region and the implied willingness of the U.S. to provide a nuclear umbrella for the ROK and Japan, has been enough to keep them from pursuing their own nuclear weapons programs. A total withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Korean Peninsula, or elsewhere in the Northeast Asia region, at a time when tensions over the North Korean nuclear program are increasing, would risk sending the wrong message to both our allies and the North Koreans. 
Terrorism Module

U.S. forces in Korea are key to deterrence and the war on terror

Colonel Stevens, 06 
(3/15/06, Colonel Wayne Stevens, “Is U.S. Forces Korea Still Needed on the Korean Peninsula?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

If war breaks out on the peninsula, the ROK will most likely require considerably more than 34,000 U.S. troops to assist.87 The need for U.S. forces within Northeast Asia capable of rapidly deploying from within the region instead of from the U.S. will enhance the ROK’s ability to stop DPRK’s aggression quickly. The joint and flexible capabilities of the U.S. forces such as air superiority, precision guided missiles, and BCTs that are more capable of independent action and more responsive to regional combatant commanders can give the ROK forces a distinctive edge during combat operations and ensure the U.S. strategic focus of maintaining stability within the region.88

Some have argued for removing or reducing the U.S. forces on the peninsula because DPRK’s nuclear capability negates the need for U.S. conventional forces in the South.89 Despite the lack of conclusive proof that North Korea actually has nuclear weapons; the DPRK may find it harder to prove that they do not have nuclear weapons. North Korea already admitted that they are conducting a nuclear weapons program and the North has extracted spent fuel and reprocessed the fuel into weapons-grade plutonium.90 Although the nuclear argument may have some validity, a major U.S. concern is the need to have forward deployed basing to allow U.S. forces to project its military power. The forces in the ROK provide the U.S. with the capability to continue its deterrence mission and also to fight the Global War on Terror (GWOT) on foreign soil before it reaches the U.S.91 

The impact is extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4
 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.

So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.

But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

North Korea Module

Withdrawal will cause North Korea invasion of Seoul. 
Huessy, Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states, 03
 (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560,)

However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the guise of arguing that such a reduction of U.S. forces would save tax-payer dollars, as well as U.S. lives, should there be an armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula. 

In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists.

Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.

Will escalate to global nuclear war

Huessy, Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states, 03
 (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560,)

It may be wishful thinking, but I believe China has the ability to help shape the future in the region in a positive way. For the U.S. to withdraw from the ROK, as proposed by Carpenter, might very well initiate not only another Korean War but also possibly another World War. When I lived in Seoul and attended Yonsei University in 1969-70, my Korean father and Yonsei professor, Hahm Pyong Choon, later to become Ambassador to the United States and national security adviser to the President of the Republic of Korea, told me there were always those who sought to purchase liberty and freedom on the cheap. At an embassy reception in Washington, he reminded me what he had told me in class: “Those on the left think you are imperialists; those on the right do not want to spend the money”.

In 1985, the communists planted bombs in Burma where the ROK cabinet was meeting. Professor Hahm was killed by the very same North Korean communists whom wish to see the withdrawal of American forces from the region.  To save a few dollars, however unintentionally, we might end up the North Korean army in downtown Seoul.  Certainly, armed with nuclear weapons, the North will be difficult at best to deter from such an attack.  To the people of the Republic of Korea: America will not leave, we will not run, we will not forget the extraordinary sacrifices we both have made to secure the freedom of your country and ours. This is the basis for the Bush Administration’s strategy, and with that sufficient reason it should be supported. 

Conditions CP 1NC
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Only the counterplan solves North Korea—talks fail and only China has leverage over Kim Jong Il.
Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute, 9/4/2006, CATO Institute, “Bringing Down Kim,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6652 cp
That's yet more proof, if any were needed, of the increasingly pressing need to look for new ways to deal with North Korea's nuclear weapons programs before the first bomb goes off. Negotiations have failed. It's been almost a year since the last round of six-party talks, with Pyongyang refusing to return to the negotiating table until the United States abandons its successful financial sanctions against North Korea. So it's time to test the radical alternative of encouraging China to overthrow Kim's regime, in return for America agreeing to end its military presence on the peninsula. China is concerned enough about the behavior of its long-time ally that such incentives might just be enough to tempt Beijing to act. Chinese leaders were reportedly furious that Pyongyang ignored their repeated requests not to conduct the July 5 missile tests. These included a high-level plea by Chinese premier Wen Jiabao for North Korea to "refrain from taking measures" to increase tensions on the peninsula, delivered barely a week before Pyongyang test-fired at least seven missiles. If Kim's regime now snubs Beijing again with a second round of missile launches or, even more seriously, a nuclear test, China's patience might reach breaking point. All the more so because a North Korean nuclear test would create further pressure on Japan to reconsider its non-nuclear status, and a nuclear Japan is the last thing that Beijing wants to see. China is also the one country with the ability to bring down Kim's regime, since it provides much of the energy and food that keeps the impoverished regime afloat. According to Korea experts Victor D. Cha and David C. Kang, approximately 30% of North Korea's total outside assistance and an estimated 38% of its imports come from China. The Beijing leadership is wary of using that leverage for fear that too much pressure would cause the North Korean state to implode. That could produce two consequences which Beijing fears, a massive influx of refugees and a reunified Korea that would continue Seoul's security alliance with the U.S., so bringing American forces to China's border. While there is relatively little the U.S. can do to ease Beijing's fears of being swamped with refugees, beyond offering to help with financial assistance, the second fear is easily addressed. Washington can pledge that, if China helps bring down Kim's regime and end North Korea's nuclear-weapons programs, the U.S. would end that security alliance and withdraw all its forces from the peninsula. This would, of course, be conditional on China also agreeing not to deploy any military forces on the peninsula. Such a concession would do no more reflect the reality that Seoul is already drifting into Beijing's orbit. Trade between South Korea and China is expanding rapidly, and Seoul increasingly sides with Beijing rather than Washington on issues ranging from relations with Japan to the status of Taiwan. That foreign-policy posture is causing complications for Washington, as demonstrated by President Roh Moo Hyun's attempts to downplay the significance of the July 5 missile tests. And the U.S. military presence in South Korea is already in the process of being cut by a third, to 25,000 troops in 2008. Completing the process in the event of a reunified peninsula would help give Washington more room for maneuver, especially as a united Korea could be expected to forge even closer diplomatic and economic ties with China. That's unlikely to be the only concession Beijing would demand, in return for agreeing to bring down Kim's regime. Chinese leaders have hinted in the past that they would expect U.S. concessions on Taiwan, especially pressure on Taipei to end pro-independence activities and commence talks on reunification, before agreeing to put any significant pressure on Pyongyang. That's a concession Washington can never make, since it's not America's place to dictate to a fellow democracy what policies to adopt. But a full troop withdrawal and an end to the security alliance with Seoul fall into a very different category. This simply involves relinquishing a waning strategic asset in return for something important. Nor is there any downside to making the offer. The worst that Beijing can do is say no. If, on the other hand, Chinese leaders respond positively then America will have found a cost-free way to prevent the emergence of a volatile nuclear power. 
Plan= Bargaining 

The plan can be used to leverage Chinese cooperation on North Korea 

Espiritu, 06 – Commander, U.S. Navy (3/15/06, Commander Emilson M. Espiritu, “The Eagle Heads Home: Rethinking National Security Policy for The Asia-Pacific Region,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448817&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

Certainly, a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops in the region would certainly bring regional fallout, causing other nations in the region to rethink their national security strategy. Along with the parties directly involved in the peninsula, China and Japan will also need to rethink their own grand strategies in the region to maintain a balance of power and to maintain stability in the Korean Peninsula.  China According to their national strategy, “China will mainly rely on its own strength for development, and therefore poses no obstacle or threat to any one. China needs a peaceful international environment for its own development, which in turn will enhance peace and development in the world. Holding high the banner of peace, development and cooperation, China adheres to an independent foreign policy of peace and a national defense policy of the defensive nature. China will never go for expansion, nor will it ever seek hegemony.” 35 Additionally, “the foundation for the Six-Party Talks is not solid enough as uncertain factors linger in the settlement of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula. The threat posed by terrorism, separatism and extremism is still grave.” 36 Finally, China’s national security policy is to “pursue an independent foreign policy of peace and adhere to the new security concept featuring mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and coordination with a view to securing a longterm and favorable international and surrounding environment. 37  China will most likely pursue stronger strategic relationships with Russia as well as Japan in the event the U.S. completely withdraws from South Korea. Since there is no clear hegemon in the Asia-Pacific region, a multi-polar balance of power would probably be beneficial for the region. Due to their sheer size and presence in the region, each nation could work together to help maintain stability not only to the Korean Peninsula, but to the overall Asia-Pacific region.  In order to maintain balance of power in the region, China will most likely pressure North Korea to unify the Koreas. However, if the Koreas unite under South Korea’s influence, they (the Chinese) would view this as a strategic advantage of the U.S. due to the close proximity to Korea and China; therefore the most favorable condition would be to have North Korea unify the Koreas under North Korean conditions.  One of the challenges the current Administration faces according to Park, is the “lack of strong policy coordination with China, in jointly leading the multinational diplomatic effort”38 The U.S. might use their withdrawal from South Korea as leverage for China to pursue a more strategic role in the Asia Pacific theater. According to the 2006 QDR, the U.S. is in a favor of China playing a more strategic role in the Asia-Pacific Theater. For China, “The United States remains focused on encouraging China to play a constructive, peaceful role in the Asia-Pacific region and to serve as partner in addressing common security challenges, including terrorism, proliferation, narcotics and piracy.” 39   

Agreement Key

The U.S. should work out an agreement with China that allows the U.S. to withdrawal and ensures stability

Brinkley,  professor of journalism at Stanford University, is a former foreign correspondent for the New York Times, 10

(Joel Brinkley, “China is North Korea’s Prime Enabler,” SF Gate, 6/6/10, http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-06-06/opinion/21779331_1_north-korea-china-luxury-goods)

China's motives are clear enough. Its leaders know that if they back away from North Korea, reduce or eliminate aid, the regime will quickly collapse. Almost everyone in the world would welcome that except China. The Chinese worry about millions of refugees pouring over the border, about a new government in Pyongyang dominated by South Korea and its ally, the United States.

But that does not have to be. Renegade governments like North Korea's threaten most everyone. It's in the entire world's interest to assure China that it does not have to fear a collapse of the Kim Jong il regime. Shouldn't South Korea and the United States, the two most important players here, work out an agreement with Beijing?

Make China aware of the immediate benefits. If North Korea were a friendly, peaceful nation, the United States could reduce its military presence in the region to something China ardently wants. Under an agreement, China could administer the country for an interim period. The U.N. Security Council, where China holds a veto, would work out a long-term solution.

No, the end result might not be a unified, democratic Korea. But the state would finally be stable and calm, its people at last given enough to eat. That would be a relief for most everyone on Earth.

China Key
China is the only State with the power to stop North Korea’s attack

The Age, 10
(5/28/10, “China holds the key to Korean standoff,” Lexis)

Theories abound as to why North Korea should have embarked on a course that is so patently against the interest of its ruling clique, most of which suggest that Kim Jong-il is trying to placate restive generals who have been increasingly critical of the North's dismal economic performance under his leadership. Whatever the reason for the North's new bellicosity, however, the crucial influence in halting any further slide towards war must be wielded by Pyongyang's only ally, China.

Beijing has a strong material interest in staving off conflict and propping up its erratic neighbour: if the regime collapses, China would have to deal with an influx of refugees on its southern border. In previous standoffs between the two Koreas, or between North Korea and the US, China has lent at least rhetorical support to its ally, though of an increasingly grudging kind. There are signs that even this may be beginning to end, with Chinese officials expressing exasperation and bewilderment at the North's aggressive actions. Less inclined to criticise, however, have been China's generals, who have their own ties to their counterparts in North Korea, outside the two countries' political leaderships.

Whether the US can persuade Beijing to use its influence in North Korea to defuse tension on the peninsula will be a crucial test for the Obama administration's project of building a new relationship with China. Even more, it will be a test of China's readiness to assume the global diplomatic responsibilities to which it aspires. As US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said in Seoul this week, it is in everyone's interest, including China's, that North Korea should change direction.
China has influence

China has massive influence over North Korea

Shinn, former assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs, 10 

(June, James, Council on Foreign Relations, “U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula”, pg. 60, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22205/us_policy_toward_the_korean_peninsula.html) 

I wish to highlight a major and a minor point in this otherwise excellent report. First and foremost, if the Task Force is correct that “it is a top priority in U.S.-China relations to make progress in bringing North Korea back to the path of denuclearization”—and I believe it is—then Beijing’s sustained life support for the Kim regime is clearly the key to the rollback and the regime change options. I doubt that “a dialogue designed to provide strategic reassurance” will convince China’s leaders to cut the lifeline to their client state to the east. Instead, diplomatic, economic, and military pressure of the highest order, and on a multilateral basis, will be required.

China says yes

China will support the counterplan – doesn’t want North Korea to motivate Japan to go nuclear too

Shirk,  professor in the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, and director of the UC Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation, 06 
(10/26/2006, Susan, YaleGlobal Online, “China Gets Tough With North Korea”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/china-gets-tough-north-korea) 

Although Americans may not yet recognize it, the newest and most important factor driving China’s response is its relationship with Japan. China’s highest foreign-policy priority in Asia is repairing its troubled relations with Japan, and the Chinese realize that the North Korean nuclear crisis can help them do that. A common enemy can unite even countries that don’t like each other much. Public opinion in China and Japan had grown mutually hostile as Chinese leaders pumped up nationalism as a way to bolster support for the Communist Party. Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s repeated visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, which honors Japanese martyrs from World War II, including 14 convicted war criminals, outraged Chinese citizens. Student protests against Japan erupted in 25 cities in spring 2005. Chinese politicians didn’t dare invite Koizumi to China or meet with him outside the country. Hu and Koizumi never picked up the telephone to call each other after North Korea tested missiles this summer, although each man consulted with leaders of every other country in the region. Their territorial dispute over the possibly oil-rich waters in the East China Sea intensified. Most worrisome from the standpoint of the Chinese politicians was the possibility of patriotic students taking to the streets against their own weak-kneed government the next time a Japanese prime minister visited Yasukuni. Many of the Chinese political elite blame the dangerous deterioration of relations with Japan on former President Jiang Zemin, whose Patriotic Education Campaign had stirred historical memories of Japan’s occupation of China during the 1930s and ‘40s. Jiang’s harping on history to senior officials, even the emperor, when he visited Japan in 1998 further estranged the Japanese public and its politicians. Hu is eager to contrast his diplomatic skills with those of his predecessor. His administration worked out a pragmatic understanding with incoming Prime Minister Shinzo Abe to get relations back on track. China announced an “agreement to eliminate the political obstacle” while Abe remained publicly noncommittal about whether he intended to visit Yasukuni. Abe made Beijing rather than Washington the destination of his first foreign trip. The diplomatic breakthrough was a triumph for Hu – until North Korea spoiled it. Showing backbone against North Korea also discourages Tokyo from following Pyongyang down the nuclear path. From the Chinese perspective, a nuclear Japan is a nightmare more horrifying than a nuclear North Korea. The Japanese, directly threatened by North Korean missiles, are more likely to open the question if they see the Chinese passively accept North Korea’s nuclear weapons. The North Korean nuclear test, by driving China to become part of the solution and averting conflict between China and Japan, shifted strategic ground in Northeast Asia. Paradoxically, it may have made Northeast Asia less dangerous, not more so.

Solves Denuclearization

China and North Korea is hitting a divide, US-Sino cooperation over military presence now key to denuclearize the peninsula

Snyder, Et. Al,  director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations program of The Asia Foundation, 10

 (Charles L. Pitchard and John H. Tilleli Jr. 2010. “US Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula” ww.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Korean_PeninsulaTFR64.pdf)

The Task Force finds that China’s policy toward the Korean penin​sula—and the role of cooperation and competition on Korean issues as a component of the U.S.-China relationship—is a critical variable that influences the range of available tools for addressing North Korea’s nuclear program. The current DPRK regime’s survival depends on China’s willingness to supply the necessary food and fuel to ensure North Korean sustainability. If North Korea’s economy is on life sup​port, the Chinese are providing the necessities to keep it alive. Although China and North Korea have a shared history and ideo​logical foundation, bilateral ties have frayed over the past two decades as China has taken a path of economic reform and North Korea has continued to pursue autarchy and isolation. Hence, China and North Korea have less and less in common. In fact, China’s policy toward North Korea is contradictory to overall trends in People’s Republic of China (PRC) foreign policy. Whereas China works to promote regional stability, a nuclear North Korea provides a fundamental challenge to security in the region. These contradictions are at the core of China’s policy dilemma as it manages its relations with North Korea.23 That China continues to view the Korean peninsula through the lens of its relationship with the United States exacerbates these contradic​tions. China has continuously insisted that the core motivation for North Korea’s nuclear pursuits lies in its mistrust of the United States and that security assurances in the context of improvements in the U.S.-DPRK political relationship would belie North Korea’s need for a nuclear program. Even though North Korea’s nuclear pursuits have directly challenged Chinese interests, mistrust of U.S. intentions on the Korean peninsula—which dates to the Korean War—has inhibited Sino-U.S. cooperation on Korean issues. China has emerged as a mediator between Washington and Pyong​yang by hosting the Six Party Talks, a role in which Chinese diplomats have taken great pride, but Chinese mediation efforts are more focused on China’s desire to keep both sides calm rather than on achieving a solution. North Korea’s continued insistence on defying Chinese efforts to mediate—even as its economy depends utterly on Chinese imports—demonstrates China’s patience. While China is concerned about North Korea’s development of a nuclear weapons capacity, its greater concern is the possibility of North Korean instability. For this reason, China emphasizes negotiations and has been reluctant to consider coercive measures as part of its strategy toward North Korea. China remains wary of U.S. preferred tools for addressing the North Korean nuclear issue, eschewing pressure and sanctions in favor of economic incentives and attempts to entice North Korea to join in dialogue and cooperation. A U.S. approach that empha​sizes regional cohesion in dealing with North Korea requires Chinese cooperation, but there are limits to the range of options China is willing to consider. China wants to maintain its own independent approach to the Korean peninsula, even as it cooperates with the United States. Follow​ing North Korea’s first nuclear test in 20o6, some Chinese analysts crit​icized their government for working too closely with the United States, which, they charged, resulted in a cooling of Sino-North Korean ties and a perceived loss of Chinese influence in North Korea. After North Korea’s ŒŸŸ‹ test, Beijing chose to reinforce ties with Pyongyang even while going along with a strong UNSC resolution condemning the test. This bifurcated course of action may have preserved Chinese influence in North Korea, but China has thus far been unable to use that influence to  convince North Korea to recommit itself to denuclearization. The task of persuading China to assume greater responsibility for North Korea’s denuclearization is a challenging one. China’s leaders must come to the conclusion that a nuclear North Korea under its cur​rent unpredictable leadership risks the stability that China has invested so heavily in trying to preserve. Past experience suggests that China takes action only when it perceives increased tensions or the possibility of military conflict between North Korea and the United States. In early 2003, China determined that it would play a more active mediating role when it appeared that the prospect of military confrontation between the United States and North Korea was rising. China has also been concerned about the negative effect of North Korean provocation of its neighbors. For example, Chinese leaders were alarmed when North Korea’s Œ006 tests prompted discussions in Japan about preemption and the question of whether to consider its own nuclear option.24 China has also responded when its leaders perceive that North Korea is a high priority for the United States or feel that the United States might negotiate directly with North Korea. President Bush’s per​sonal efforts to discuss North Korea with Chinese president Hu Jintao mobilized enhanced Sino-U.S. cooperation, though former assistant secretary of state Christopher R. Hill’s visit to North Korea in June Œ00¥ without consulting with or debriefing Beijing evoked concern.25 For China and the United States to succeed in coordinating their poli​cies toward North Korea, the subject of how to achieve a nonnuclear Korean peninsula will have to be treated as a top priority on the bilateral agenda, ideally at the presidential level. It will not be easy for the United States to catalyze further coopera​tion from China. But Chinese leaders should seriously consider the possibility that North Korean proliferation resulting in nuclear terror​ism would likely draw a much sharper U.S. military response. China worries about the emergence of an unfriendly regime in a future unified Korea. If the Obama administration’s efforts to build regional cohesion and closer Sino-U.S. cooperation are to bear fruit, the United States will need to clarify its objectives toward the Korean peninsula and provide reassurance about its intentions. The Task Force calls for a dialogue with China about the future of the Korean peninsula and “principles” of a united Korea. Such a dialogue could include dis​cussion about the process of potential unification and what a unified Korea might look like, including the number, location, and even pres​ence of U.S. troops in Korea and a pledge to keep the peninsula nuclear-free. Any discussion with China regarding desired outcomes or future developments on the Korean peninsula would have to be based on full, prior U.S. coordination with allies in Seoul and Tokyo.

Peace Talks CP 1NC

Text: The United States Federal Government should enter into a peace agreement with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea

North Korea Wants Peace Treaty

Associated Press; 1/11/10; MSNBC; N. Korea calls for peace talks, end to sanctions: 60 years since conflict’s outbreak, peninsula technically remains at war; Accessed Online; 7/4/10; http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/34801389/ns/world_news-asiapacific/
SEOUL, South Korea — North Korea proposed concluding a peace treaty to formally end the Korean War this year, saying Monday that improved ties with the United States and an end to sanctions are conditions for resuming international negotiations aimed at ridding it of nuclear weapons. The North's call came as President Barack Obama's special envoy for human rights in North Korea said earlier in the day during a visit to Seoul that any normalization of relations depends on an improvement in what he called the North's "appalling" human rights situation . The North's Foreign Ministry said in a statement that the resumption of the six-nation nuclear talks depends on building confidence between Pyongyang and Washington and called for a peace treaty, which it has long demanded. Before nuclear talks can get back on track, North Korea and the United States must improve their relationship by beginning talks aimed at signing a peace treaty to formally end the Korean War, the lack of which it called a "root cause of the hostile relations," the ministry said in a statement. The 1950-53 Korean War ended in a truce, not a peace treaty, thus leaving the peninsula technically at war. North Korea, the U.S.-led United Nations Command and China are signatories to the cease-fire, while South Korea has never signed the accord. International criticism 
The statement called for a peace treaty to be concluded this year, which it emphasized marks the 60th anniversary since the outbreak of the Korean War. North Korea pulled out of the six-party nuclear talks with the U.S., China, South Korea, Russia and Japan last year after international criticism of a long-range rocket launch that drew UN sanctions. It later conducted its second underground nuclear test. "This appears to be an overture by the North Koreans to try and, in their own way, break through the logjam that we have seen for more than a year now in the talks," said Peter Beck, an expert on North Korea currently conducting research at Stanford University. The proposal comes after a landmark visit to North last month by Stephen Bosworth , President Barack Obama's special envoy for the country. Bosworth said after his trip that the North agreed on the necessity of returning to the talks, though the country has not said when it would rejoin them. Bosworth also said he conveyed a message from Obama calling for the "complete denuclearization of the Korean peninsula" and underlining Washington's willingness to help bring the isolated country back into the international fold. He said discussion of a peace treaty could take place within the six-party talks framework. North Korea said after the meeting that the two sides discussed a wide range of issues including denuclearization, forging a peace treaty, improving bilateral relations and economic and energy assistance. The six-party talks began in 2003, and in 2005 and 2007 there were agreements on a disarmament pact which calls for North Korea to end its nuclear programs in exchange for economic aid, security assurances and diplomatic recognition. North Korea also suggested that the withdrawal of sanctions could lead to a speedy resumption of the talks. "The removal of the barrier of such discrimination and distrust as sanctions may soon lead to the opening of the six-party talks," the North's statement said. 'Situation is appalling' 
Robert King, Obama's special envoy for human rights in North Korea, harshly criticized the communist country Monday and said that the situation is preventing a normalization of relations. "It's one of the worst places in terms of lack of human rights," King told reporters after meeting South Korea's foreign minister. "The situation is appalling." He added, "Improved relations between the United States and North Korea will have to involve greater respect for human rights by North Korea." North Korea has long been regarded as having one of the world's worst human rights records. The country holds some 154,000 political prisoners in six large camps across the country, according to South Korean government estimates. Pyongyang denies the existence of prison camps and often reacts strongly to foreign criticism regarding human rights. Separately, Vitit Muntarbhorn, the United Nations' special investigator on human rights in North Korea, kicked off a six-day visit to South Korea to meet government officials, civic activists and North Korean defectors. Copyright 2009 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten or redistributed.
 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. 
 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.
 Solvency- Sanctions

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.

 Solvency- North/South Korean Tension

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.
 Solvency- Relations

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.
 Solvency- Asian Stability 

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.
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