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THE TRUMP-KIM SUMMIT:
OUTCOMES AND OVERSIGHT

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 2018

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND THE PACIFIC,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:00 p.m., in room
2172 Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Yoho (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. YoHO. Good afternoon.

The hearing will come to order. I'd like to thank everybody for
being here today.

For years, this committee has held—has led the effort in con-
straining the threat of North Korea’s nuclear belligerence. Con-
gress has worked under successive administrations to pressure the
Kim regime, and in conjunction with the administration in multi-
lateral efforts, this has occasionally brought us to inflection
points—opportunities to change the course of this stubborn conflict.

The United States has reached another of these crossroads. Just
over 1 week ago, President Trump met with Kim Jong-un, the cur-
rent scion of the dictatorial Kim dynasty.

The word “historic” has been endlessly used to describe the meet-
ing and that much is true. The two countries have never conducted
direct leader-level talks before, and regardless of how these talks
resolve, we can all be grateful that we are further from conflict
than we were at the end of last year, and I would guess, 2 months
ago.

Just over 1 week ago, President Trump met with Kim Jong-un,
as we talked about, but simply holding a summit is not an accom-
plishment by itself.

The administration has taken an important first step. But much
work needs to be done. The joint statement that emerged from
Singapore contains few specifics about how these talks will advance
our ultimate goal—the complete, verifiable, and irreversible
denuclearization of North Korea. The statement, as our witnesses
will testify, is generally similar to many statements North Korea
has agreed to in the past, while making no good-faith efforts to-
ward ever giving up its nuclear weapons.

While North Korea agreed to nothing new, the United States
took the unprecedented step to indefinitely suspend our joint mili-
tary exercises with our ally, the Republic of Korea.
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There has been widespread disappointment regardless of party or
affiliation that the United States would make these concessions
when North Korea’s only track record is for cheating and double
dealing.

Importantly, nothing would make China and Russia happier
than for the United States to voluntarily scale back our strategic
capabilities in northeast Asia.

The White House has given some assurance that halting these
exercises won't affect readiness, and it’s encouraging that Secretary
Mattis and the Pentagon are behind the idea.

But Congress must ensure that our defensive options are not af-
fected and that the exercises can resume at the first sign of trou-
ble.

We must be vigilant against threats from elsewhere in Asia. Our
enemies will try to use the ongoing talks to advance their own
goals, which may be at odds with our own. China is already press-
ing for the premature end of sanctions when North Korea has
taken no concrete steps and has already eased trade restrictions
along their shared border.

The indefinite standoff between the United States and a nuclear
North Korea is in China’s strategic interest. We can’t forget that
Xi Jinping has broken his diplomatic standoff with Kim to maxi-
mize his influence in the ongoing talks.

He certainly wouldn’t mind wiping out the progress that we have
made, turning back the clock a year or 2 and maintaining control
over the perpetual threat to the United States that he can modu-
late through economic leverage.

So today we start a new chapter in a long-running endeavor of
this committee. Some aspects of Congress’ role will stay the same.

Ranking Member Sherman and I have worked together to press
the administration to go after sanctions evaders large and small.
It’ll be more important to maintain our sanctions pressure as these
talks go on.

We have written the administration—there are no banks that are
too big to sanction. Targeting these bad actors will only strengthen
the administration’s hand.

But the Singapore summit has left us with many questions about
how the negotiations will proceed in any denuclearization process
that will emerge.

Our objective today is to start formulating recommendations that
we can make to the administration and identify priorities we must
ensure are considered as these talks progress.

We are thankful to be joined today by an expert panel who will
advance their discussions and we look forward to hearing from you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Yoho follows:]
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For many years, constraining the threat of North Korea’s nuclear belligerence has been a primary
focus of Congress’s foreign policy, and a major part of the Foreign Affairs Committee’s work.
Congress has worked under successive administrations to pressure the Kim regime, and in
conjunction with administration and multilateral efforts, this has occasionally brought us to
inflection points—opportunities to change the course of this stubborn conflict. The United States
has reached another of these crossroads.

Just over one week ago, President Trump met with Kim Jong Un, the current scion of the
dictatorial Kim dynasty. The word “historic” has been endlessly used to describe the meeting,
and that much is true. The two countries have never conducted direct, leader level talks before,
and regardless of how these talks resolve, we can all be grateful that we’re farther from conflict
today than we were at the end of last year.

But simply holding a summit is not an accomplishment by itself. Those of us who work to
protect the United States from Kim’s belligerence outside the administration have been left with
some reasons to worry.

The joint statement that emerged from Singapore contains virtually no specifics about how these
talks will advance our ultimate goal — the complete, verifiable, and irreversible denuclearization
of North Korea. In fact, the statement is generally similar to many statements North Korea has
agreed to in the past, while making no good faith efforts towards ever giving up its nuclear
weapors.

In fact, while North Korea agreed to nothing new, the United States took the unprecedented step
of indefinitely suspending our joint military exercises with our ally the Republic of Korea.
There’s been widespread disappointment, regardless of party or affiliation, that the United States
would make this concession when North Korea’s only track record is for cheating and double-
dealing.

Even worse, nothing would make China and Russia happier than for the United States to
voluntarily scale back our strategic capabilities in Northeast Asia. The White House has given us
some assurances that halting the exercises won’t affect readiness, and it’s encouraging that
Secretary Mattis and the Pentagon are behind the idea—but Congress must ensure that our
defensive options are not affected, and that the exercises can resume at the first sign of trouble.

We also need to be vigilant against threats from elsewhere in Asia. Our enemies will try to use
the ongoing talks to advance their own goals, which may be at odds with our own. China is



already pressing for the premature end of sanctions when North Korea has taken no concrete
steps, and has already eased trade restrictions along their shared border. The indefinite standoff
between the United States and a nuclear North Korea is in China’s strategic interest.

We can’t forget that Xi Jinping has broken his diplomatic standoff with Kim to maximize his
influence in the ongoing talks. He certainly wouldn’t mind wiping out the progress that we’ve
made, turning back the clock a year or two, and maintaining control over a perpetual threat to the
United States that he can modulate through his economic leverage.

So today, we start a new chapter in a long running endeavor of this Committee. Some aspects of
Congress’ role will stay the same—Ranking Member Sherman and I have worked together to
press the administration to go after sanctions evaders large and small, and it will be all the more
important to maintain our sanctions pressure as these talks go on.

But the Singapore Summit has left us with many questions about how the negotiations will
proceed and any denuclearization process that will emerge. Our objective todays is to start
formulating recommendations that we can make to the Administration, and identifying priorities
we must ensure are considered, as the talks progress. We're thankful to be joined today by an
expert panel who will advance this discussion.
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Mr. YoHO. And with that, members present will be permitted to
submit written statements to be included in the official hearing
record.

Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 5 cal-
endar days to allow statements, questions, and extraneous material
for the record, subject to length limitation in the rules, and the wit-
nesses’ written statements will be entered into the hearing.

I now turn to the ranking member for any opening remarks he
may have.

Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding
these hearings and I appreciate that opening statement.

The question the people are asking is whether this was a win-
win or Kim win. I think it’s clear that it is a Kim win, but this
is just the first inning, and it is possible that as this goes forward
it could be a win-win situation.

Let us see what—and I've been considered a dove at the very
edge of the pale of reasonableness by saying that these negotiations
will be successful if we are able to monitor, freeze, and limit the
nuclear program in North Korea and that we will not get CVID,
at least not in my lifetime, and they tell me I am in good shape.
I'll see.

So that—whereas everyone else in the foreign policy administra-
tion has said the CVID, which means complete irreversible
verifiable demilitarization.

So although I've been considered a dove on that, this thing
passes is way more dovish than I am. What did we give up? We
gave up, first, a meeting with the President of the United States,
in Asia, boosting the credibility of the regime.

Most importantly, I think, we, in effect, gave up sanctions, at
least ratcheting those sanctions. For example, Mr. Chairman, you
and I sent this letter—and without objection, I'd like to put it in
the record.

Mr. YoHO. Without objection.

Mr. SHERMAN. Urging the administration—and this is dated May
9th of this year—to impose tougher sanctions particularly on the
larger Chinese banks that have been given a pass.

This letter, to my knowledge had not been answered. But if
Singapore is the answer, this letter is dead. We are not going to
be sanctioning more. We are going to be sanctioning less.

We are not going to be making it hard for Kim to breathe. We
are going to be letting our foot off his neck. That is a huge win for
Kim.

And then, finally, and for reasons I do not understand, our Presi-
dent has branded the exercises—military exercises as provocative
and as war games, and has suspended them, at least the big ones
planned in August.

We—if training isn’t important to the military, then perhaps the
Armed Services Committee has it wrong and we can save many
tens of billions of dollars by not doing training and not doing exer-
cises. That is absurd.

While I am talking about exercises, what we need is exercises in-
volving Japan, the United States, and South Korea, and we have
to tell our allies to “get over it.”
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The Japanese can’t say that they can be the third largest econ-
omy and yet will never do anything to protect South Korea, and
South Korea can’t say there were terrible wrongs done over 70
years ago and therefore they won’t do exercises with Japan.

These two countries increase the burden on Americans, the cost
to Americans, and the possible death of Americans by refusing to
exercise together, and that—and what we need is the three coun-
tries working with exercises together.

What did we get out of this hearing or, rather, this summit? We
did not get a freeze on the production of fissile material.

At Yongbyon, both the plutonium reactor and the enrichment
centrifuges are working today. North Korea has more fissile mate-
rial today than when the President went to Singapore, and they
will have a little bit more by the end of this hearing.

There is an implicit freeze on testing. But you don’t need to test
nuclear weapons constantly once you have demonstrated that they
work. North Korea has demonstrated that they work. Russia hasn’t
done a nuclear test since 1990. That doesn’t make me sleep well,
thinking that those weapons are unavailable for use should they,
God forbid, be deployed.

What we need is for North Korea to declare all of its nuclear mis-
sile facilities, we need to send inspectors, and we need a freeze, and
if we don’t get then all we have is vague promises and a statement
about a denuclearized Korean Peninsula that apparently means to
the North Koreans that will happen when swords are beaten into
plowshares and wherein the entire world gives up its military
forces.

So I look forward to learning from our experts what we can do
to turn this into a win-win, notwithstanding the outcome of the
first inning.

I yield back.

Mr. YoHo. I thank the ranking member. Now we will turn to
other members for opening statements.

Mr. Rohrabacher of California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much.

Let me just say for the record that I am very pleased with our
President and I think that when I look at what’s going on now and
especially in reference to what happened in Korea, forgive me if I
say this, but it’s sort of like Yogi Berra’s “it’s deja vu all over
again.”

Having spent time in the Reagan White House and watched the
same unrelenting negativity that the Democrats were playing
against Ronald Reagan, who now they won’t admit that—seeing
that he ended the Cold War—but at that time they did everything
they could to cast aspersions and weaken America’s position in
dealing with a Soviet Government, which at that time was our pri-
mary enemy in the world.

In fact, Ted Kennedy, when Reagan was up for reelection, even
went to Russia—the Soviet Union—and met with Andropov, who
was the worst of all of their leaders—during the Cold War and
tried to find and to work with him, how can we prevent Ronald
Reagan from being reelected.

And this talk about collusion with Trump, which they have been
unable to prove, and have been put up and treated Ted Kennedy,
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after that episode, as if he was some kind of a hero, is really dis-
concerting for those who know history and have been here for a
while.

But now we have a President that’s trying to bring peace to
Korea. My father fought in Korea. He fought in Korea before I was
born. Actually, I was born in 1947. So he fought in Korea when I
was 5 years old, all right. But I remember when I was coming back
from a little stint in Vietnam when I was 19 and he told me how
chaotic the situation was in Korea and how many people’s lives
were being lost.

Years later, he told me he could not believe that after all those
years we had not brought peace to Korea, with all of the loss of life
of the Americans.

Well, let me just put it this way. This President has made more
progress toward bringing peace to the Korean Peninsula than any
other President, any other American leader, in our own lifetime.

We should be proud of him and we should—it should be unac-
ceptable that this unrelenting hostility and negativity to the point
that foreigners look at us and believe that the Democratic Party is
trying to wish that our President didn’t succeed in this peace effort.
That’s how loud and aggressive and unacceptable that criticism has
been.

We should be applauding our President now for what he’s down
with Kim because he’s opened the door—doesn’t mean he’s suc-
ceeded—but he’s opened the door, just like Reagan opened the door
with the Soviet Union and many of the tactics he’s used have been
the same.

So I appreciate that. Three cheers for our President and what
he’s done with Korea.

Mr. YOHO. Appreciate your comments, and we pride ourselves on
being bipartisan on this committee, and we are going to have bipar-
tisan discussions, as you can hear today.

We next go to Mr. Bera—Dr. Bera—from California.

Mr. BERA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I appreciate my colleagues. I wasn’t in Congress when—I
think I was in high school when President Reagan was, you know,
addressing the Cold War. In hindsight, you know what? I am
happy that the Cold War ended and President Reagan deserves a
lot of credit for that.

I also know someone who’s traveled to the Korean Peninsula
three times in the last 10 months who had breakfast with the vice
foreign minister yesterday from Korea.

Look, I'll give kudos to President Trump for engaging in dia-
logue. You know, Madeleine Albright said you don’t have to like the
person sitting across the table from you but you have to be willing
to start a conversation and a dialogue, and that conversation has
started.

The devil now is in the details and, you know, the Republic of
Korea and the United States, there is no space between how we are
viewing this dialogue.

We are going to be very tough and, you know, I think the Presi-
dent and, hopefully, the administration will be as tough, walking
hand in hand, with our Korean allies.
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The end goal here is denuclearization in a verifiable manner, and
I am not ready to say I trust Kim Jong-un. I think we can look
back on, you know, prior agreements and prior breaking of those
agreements.

But we shouldn’t be afraid to engage in a dialogue and move for-
ward, and we should do so with our eyes wide open. We should,
you know, stick to that end goal of a verifiable denuclearized
Korea.

It may take time, as opposed to hastily rushing through things
for an election cycle or political gain. Let’s get this right, and it
shouldn’t be Democratic or Republican. This is about the United
States of America and creating a more peaceful world.

Mr. YoHO. Thank you for your comments.

We will next go to Mr. Adam Kinzinger.

Mr. KINZINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'll keep it to a
minute.

Let me just say there is a DIME thing for getting things done—
diplomatic, information, military, and economic.

When you're working against an adversary, the economic and es-
pecially the military piece is super important to back up the diplo-
matic piece, and this is where we are at. We are at the diplomatic
part right now.

But the important part to see success on that is to continue to
keep the economic pressure up and to continue to have viable and
strong and aggressive military action if necessary. It is that mili-
tary piece that will compel a diplomatic solution and it is that eco-
nomic piece that will create enough pain to also compel a solution.

So as we go down however long this process is, and we are going
to continue to do oversight of it, it is important that we not let up
on those things that force us to the table in the first place, to con-
tinue to march down to a successful conclusion and I wish—I know
left and right, Democrats and Republicans, wish this President
luck to get it done. We certainly hope so.

And I yield back.

Mr. YoHo. Thank you for your comments.

Next, we will go to Mr. Gerry Connolly from Virginia.

Mr. CoNNOLLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to our
panel.

I just want to say all of us hope that talking directly to North
Korea will have payoff, and that payoff, as set by the President,
has to be absolute denuclearization absolutely verifiable.

I believe that’s a standard that will not be met. I believe that we
have approached this in a naive way in which Kim Jong-un has
gotten all the benefits and we have gotten nothing.

I hope that can be reversed. I hope we can ultimately get what
it is we seek. But to be naive and to develop amnesia about the
history of negotiations—denuclearization negotiations with North
Korea is dangerous for the peninsula and puts everybody, North
and South and the Sea of Japan, at risk.

So the stakes are very high here and the expectations have been
set by the President in ripping up the Iran nuclear agreement,
which wasn’t good enough, even though it was working.
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Well, we don’t have anything working with respect to North
Korea, other than a handshake and photo op. I hope to see and ex-
pect much more.

I yield back.

Mr. YoHO. Thank you.

Next, we will go to Ann Wagner from Missouri.

Mrs. WAGNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Pardon me.

I appreciate this hearing on the Trump-Kim summit and I want
to thank our witnesses for being here today.

I was in the Korean Peninsula last August in kind of the height
of North Korea’s belligerence and I met with South Korean Presi-
dent Moon Jae-in, and we discussed our shared hope for a peaceful
resolution to last summer’s ballistic missile test.

We have made tremendous progress since then, trading in
threats for talks, and I believe there is real and genuine hope that
we can move toward denuclearization.

I understand full well the history of the 1994 agreed framework,
the Six-Party Talks, and the Leap Day agreement. So, of course,
the U.S. cannot grant concessions without tangible steps toward
Denuclearization and threat reduction.

But negotiations with the Kim regime are a serious opportunity
to reduce the risk of war in the Asia Pacific and I look forward to
tangible outcomes as the two parties continue negotiations.

I yield back.

Mr. YoHO. Thank you for your comments.

And here we are. We are getting ready to have you guys. Wel-
come to the Trump-Kim summit outcomes and oversight and—
okay.

And before we get into that, Mr. Chabot has a comment he wants
to make.

Mr. CHABOT. I'll be very brief. I wasn’t going to talk but then I
think I better.

For the last year and a half, many of the President’s critics lit-
erally were warning that he was going to trigger World War III
with respect to some of the aggressiveness toward North Korea.

He substantially ratcheted up the sanctions against North Korea
along with the United States Congress and it actually worked to
a considerable degree. We are not there yet, but I think it’s head-
ing in the right direction.

President Trump warned that, unlike previous U.S. administra-
tions, both Democrat and Republican, North Korea would abandon
its nuclear weapons.

Again, we haven’t seen it actually happen yet. But I hope and
pray that we are on our way because I think we all do want to
avoid war, if at all possible.

So my advice to the President would be to keep the ratcheted-
up sanctions in place. The nuclear weapons and his program has
to go first before any of the sanctions are relieved. But we shouldn’t
trust this government in North Korea as far as we can throw them,
as far as I am concerned.

They think nothing of starving and torturing and killing their
own people and throwing them into gulags and just essentially for-
getting about them.
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So if you're going to do that to your own people, lying and cheat-
ing with an adversary—the United States and our allies, in this
case—they won’t think twice about that.

So we need to be very wary. That being said, I give President
Trump great credit for surprising a lot of people who thought he
was going to take us into war and may actually end up in peace
for the region and the world, and that’s what we hope happens.

I yield back.

Mr. YOHO. And I appreciate those comments and, you know, like
I said, this is the Trump-Kim summit—the outcome’s oversight—
and as we were talking about earlier, so many of the things that
you guys tell us goes into written form, whether it’s resolutions or
President—or letters to the President or to Treasury or to the State
Department, and so I look forward to having your input, because
we know what hasn’t worked in the past.

And so I think it’s time for outside of the box and this is pretty
much outside of the box thinking and techniques, and, you know,
pﬁzople aren’t familiar with that or used to that or comfortable with
that.

We know, like I said, in the past what didn’t work and we had
career diplomats negotiating and negotiating, and here we are with
the threat of a nuclear war on that peninsula further than we have
ever been.

So we are thankful today to be joined by Mr. Bruce Klingner,
who has been in front of this committee often, who is the senior
research fellow for Northeast Asia at the Heritage Foundation Asia
Studies Center.

Prior to working at the Heritage Foundation, Mr. Klingner
served 20 years in the CIA in the Defense Intelligence Agency.
Thank you for being here.

Dr. Mark Green, who is the senior vice president and Japan
chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and di-
rector of Asian studies at the Edmund Walsh School of Foreign
Service at Georgetown University.

Previously, he has also served on the staff of the National Secu-
rity Council. Thank you for being here.

And Mr. Abraham Denmark, who is the director of the Asia pro-
gram at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars.
Prior to joining the Wilson Center, Mr. Denmark served as Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia and has held several
positions in the U.S. intelligence community, and more impor-
tantly, another person here is Ms. Denmark, your mother, who’s
going to be watching you.

So we are expecting big things out of you. Thank you, ma’am, for
being here.

And with that, you guys have been here enough. You know how
the timer works. You know how the lights work. Press your button
so we can hear you, and Mr. Klingner, go ahead. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF MR. BRUCE KLINGNER, SENIOR RESEARCH
FELLOW FOR NORTHEAST ASIA, ASIAN STUDIES CENTER,
THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION

Mr. KLINGNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Sherman, and distinguished members of the panel.
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It’s truly an honor to be asked to appear before you again on
such an important issue of national security. The U.S.-North Korea
Summit was historic, and the first step of what would be a long
process to cut the Gordian Knot of regime security threats to the
United States and its allies.

Hopefully, this time is different. But it is a well-trod path that
has previously led to disappointment. The summit was heavy on
pomp and circumstance but light on substance. There was nothing
new in the Singapore Communique, as you pointed out.

Each of the four major components was in previous accords with
North Korea and were stronger or more encompassing in the pre-
vious iterations.

Most notably, the North Korean pledge to work toward complete
denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is weaker than the Sep-
tember 2005 Six-Party Talks joint statement.

And despite pre-summit statements by the administration that
North Korea was moving toward accepting the U.N.-required con-
cept of CVID, there was no evidence of that in the Communique.

The joint statement did not include any reference to missiles,
BCW, verification, or human rights—all topics that the administra-
tion stated would be discussed during the summit.

Also of concern was President Trump’s unilateral decision, with-
out consulting our allies, to cancel what was deemed the “provoca-
tive” U.S.-South Korea “war games,” terms that Washington had
always rejected when North Korea used them.

This was a major unilateral concession to Pyongyang for which
the U.S. received nothing in return. North Korea did not codify its
nuclear and missile test moratorium in the Singapore Communique
nor did Pyongyang reciprocate with a freeze of its own large scale
annual winter and summer training cycles.

For years, the U.S. had correctly rejected North Korea’s freeze
for freeze proposal in which North Korea would suspend its prohib-
ited nuclear missile tests in return for Washington and Seoul sus-
pending the allied conventional military exercises.

As I wrote in 2015, canceling the combined exercises would de-
grade U.S. and South Korean deterrence and defense capabilities,
necessitated by North Korea’s previous attacks and threats.

Last week, my Heritage Foundation colleague, retired U.S. Army
Lieutenant General Thomas Spoehr concluded that “canceling mili-
tary exercises before North Korea has taken any concrete steps to
demonstrate its intentions would be troubling. These exercises are
necessary to ensure the interoperability and integration of oper-
ations and ensure readiness and preparedness.”

General Spoehr assessed that “suspending these large joint exer-
cises for an extended period of time, particularly for more than 6
months, could erode the readiness of U.S. and South Korean forces
to successfully work together to defend South Korea. If the pledge
by the President encompasses lower level exercises, the negative
impact on readiness will be more immediate and severe.”

Now, as we move forward, U.S. diplomats will now work to add
meat to the bones of the Singapore Communique, and I'll summa-
rize a few of the recommendations in my written testimony.
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CVID—North Korea should unequivocally and publicly accept the
U.N.-required abandonment of the regime’s nuclear missile, and
BCW programs in a complete, verifiable, and irreversible manner.

Require detailed, carefully-crafted text. Past negotiations with
North Korea were flawed because the final agreement was short,
vague, and didn’t clearly delineate the definitions and responsibil-
ities, as was the case with arms controls treaties with the Soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact.

And the two sides differ over seemingly straightforward phrases
such as “denuclearization” and the “Korean Peninsula.”

We need to get it in writing. There has been a long history of
American negotiators believing North Korea agreed to something
based on our perception of a discussion or a verbal assurance by
the regime. Oral agreements with North Korea are not worth the
paper they are printed on. Distrust but verify. North Korean cheat-
ing on previous agreements makes it even more important to have
more robust and intrusive verification regime than in the past, and
again, I would point to the arms control treaties we had—START,
INF, and CFE—with the Soviet Union as an example.

We need to maintain pressure until significant progress is
achieved. U.S. negotiators should make clear the differences be-
tween negotiable trade sanctions such as constraints on resources,
import and export of the U.N. resolutions, and nonnegotiable U.S.-
targeted financial measures, which are law enforcement measures.

The North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act Sec-
tions 401 and 402 allow the U.S. to suspend sanctions for up to 1
year or remove sanctions only if North Korea has made progress
on several stipulated issues.

The U.S. and South Korea should not sign a peace treaty until
the North Korean nuclear threat is eliminated and the conven-
tional threat reduced. The North has extensive military forces
along the DMZ and we should use measures such as those in the
CFE treaty and the CSBM agreement to minimize that threat.

There should be no normalization of diplomatic relations without
progress on human rights. The U.N. Commission of Inquiry con-
cluded that North Korea’s human rights violations were so wide-
spread and systemic and egregious that they constituted crimes
against humanity, and Kim Jong-un is on the U.S. sanctions list
for human rights violations.

In conclusion, the U.S. and its allies must keep its shield up and
its sword sharp until the threat necessitating their need is removed
or reduced.

President John F. Kennedy declared the cost of freedom is al-
ways high, but Americans have always paid it. We share common
values and common cause with our South Korean ally.

So yesterday, today, and tomorrow (foreign language spoken) “we
go together.” Thank you again for the privilege of appearing before
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Klingner follows:]
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The Trump-Kim Summit: Qutcomes and Oversight

Bruce Klingner

My name is Bruce Klingner. Tam Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage
Foundation. The views I express in this testimony are my own, and should not be construed as
representing any official position of The Heritage Foundation.

A presidential meeting, particularly the first with an enemy nation, is considered the highest coin in
the realm of diplomacy. Previous presidents felt that it wasn't worth spending on North Korea
without clear evidence that the regime had committed to addressing allied security concerns. Such
was the case in 2000 when President Bill Clinton turned down a summit invitation from Pyongyang
because the regime refused to negotiate the terms of a missile agreement prior to the presidential
visit

What return on investment did the U.S. get from President Trump spending this valuable, once-in-a-
lifetime presidential currency in a meeting with Kim Jong-un? The Singapore Communiqué was
disappointing, particularly given the pre- and post-summit hype.

There was nothing new in the joint statement. Each of the four major components of the Trump-Kim
communiqué were in previous accords with North Korea and most were stronger or more
encompassing in previous iterations. Most notably, the North Korean pledge "to work toward
complete denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula" in the Singapore Communiqué is weaker than
the September 2005 Six Party Talks Joint Statement.

The Trump Administration emphasizes that the summit is only the beginning of a process. As such,
it is the return to the first step in the well-trodden path of diplomacy with North Korea. Hopefully
this time will turn out differently than the eight previous failed agreements with the regime.

Comparison of the Singapore Communiqué with previous North Korean agreements:

Singapore Communiqué: "The United States and the DPRK commit to establish new U.S.-DPRK
relations in accordance with the desire of the peoples of the two countries for peace and prosperity.

e October 12, 2000 - US-DPRK Joint Communiqué: "The United States and the DPRK have
decided to take steps to fundamentally improve their bilateral relations in the interests of
enhancing peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region...[and] prepared to undertake a new
direction in their relations."

Singapore Communiqué: “The United States and the DPRK will join their efforts to build a lasting
and stable peace regime on the Korean Peninsula.”
o QOctober 12, 2000 - US-DPRK Joint Communiqué. "to reduce tensions on the Korean
Peninsula and formally end the Korean War by replacing the 1953 Armistice Agreement with
permanent peace arrangements.”
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Singapore Communiqué: Reaffirming the April 27, 2018 Panmunjom Declaration, the DPRK
commits to work towards the complete denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula.

s Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Article 11 - Each non-nuclear-weapon
State Party to the Treaty undertakes not... to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

o Joint Decluration of South and North Korea on the Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula (1992). "South and North Korea shall not test, manufacture, produce, receive,
possess, store, deploy or use nuclear weapons...South and North Korea shall not possess
nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities."

o Six Party Talks Joint Statement (September 2005):

» The six parties unanimously reaffirmed that the goal of the six-party talks is the
verifiable denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in a peaceful manner.

+  The Democratic People's Republic of Korea (North Korea) committed to abandoning
all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear programs and returning at an early date to
the treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons (NPT) and to IAEA
(International Atomic Energy Agency) safeguards.

o Six Party Talks Joint Statement (February 2007)

+  Within 60 days, North Korea will "Shut down and seal the Yongbyon nuclear facility
for the purpose of abandonment; Invite the IAEA to return to the country to conduct
all necessary monitoring and verification as agreed between the TAEA and the DPRK;
Discuss a list of all its nuclear programs and materials, including the plutonium
extracted from fuel rods that will be abandoned pursuant to the Joint Statement; and
in the follow-on phase, the DPRK will provide a complete declaration of all nuclear
programs and disablement of all existing nuclear facilities."

Singapore Communiqué: "The United States and the DPRK commit to recovering POW/MIA
remains including the immediate repatriation of those already identified."

o October 12, 2000 - US-DPRK Joint Communiqué: "The U.S. side expressed appreciation
for DPRK cooperation in recovering the remains of U.S. servicemen still missing from the
Korean War, and both sides agreed to work for rapid progress for the fullest possible
accounting."

e Note: U.S. teams previously operated in North Korea to recover and remove to the United
States the remains of U.S. military personnel from the Korean War. Between 1995 and 2005,
33 recovery operations were conducted in North Korea and 200 sets of remains were
returned.

Despite pre-summit statements by the administration that North Korea was moving toward accepting
the UN-required concept of complete verifiable irreversible dismantlement of its nuclear programs,
there was no evidence of that in the communiqué. When asked during a press conference why he
didn't get Kim to agree to CVID, Trump replied, "Cause there's no time."

The Trump-Kim joint statement also did not include any reference to missiles, nuclear/missile test
moratorium, biological and chemical weapons, verification, or human rights -- all topics that the
Trump Administration stated would be discussed during the summit. By contrast, the 2000 President
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Clinton-Marshal Jo communiqué included a pledge by North Korea to "not launch long-range
missiles of any kind while talks on the missile issue continue."

Disparities Over Definitions

Resolving the difference between the U.S. and North Korea definitions of such seemingly straight-
forward terms as "denuclearization” and "Korean Peninsula” is critical. Pyongyang defines
"denuclearization” as global arms control and, as a self-professed member of the nuclear club, the
regime will eliminate its nuclear arsenal when the other members do so.

Tn May, a senior North Korean official publicly rejected U.S. demands that the dictatorship rapidly,
verifiably and irreversibly abandon its nuclear arsenal before getting any rewards. Instead, Vice
Foreign Minister Kim Gye-gwan repeated long-standing demands for U.S. security and economic
concessions in return for any constraint on Pyongyang’s nuclear programs, and he affirmed that
North Korea would not engage in unilateral disarmament.

Kim's statement was a reiteration of well-established regime positions that were well-known to
Korea watchers but which surprised the White House which interpreted it as a broken promise. The
realization of how far apart the two sides remained led the administration to lower expectations for
the summit.

Another difference of view is that the U.S. interprets "Korean Peninsula" as the landmass
encompassing North and South Korea. Therefore, denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula only pertains
to the North Korean nuclear arsenal. However, Pyongyang defines the term to include anything that
influences or impacts the peninsula which would include the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee
("nuclear umbrella") and any nuclear-capable system such as submarines, aircraft carriers, dual
capable aircraft, and strategic bombers in Guam.

Because the U.S. and North Korea have such different interpretations and given the failure of eight
previous diplomatic agreements with Pyongyang, it shows the necessity of having clearly delineated
text and rigorous verification protocols. Both of those components were included in arms control
treaties with the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact but in none of the agreements with Pyongyang.

Canceling U.S.-South Korea Military Exercises

After concluding the summit with Kim Jong-un, President Trump held a press conference in which
he unilaterally declared that he would cancel the "provocative" U.S. - South Korea "war games" --
terms that Washington had always rejected when used by North Korea. This was a major unilateral
concession to Pyongyang for which the United States received nothing in return.

Trump described the routine training exercises as "inappropriate" while negotiating with North
Korea, but focused more on their cost. He commented that the exercises are "tremendously
expensive ... South Korea contributes but not 100 percent.. We save money -- a lot" by canceling
them.
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During subsequent interviews. Trump affirmed that "T hated them from the day Tcame in. T said,
why aren't we being reimbursed? We pay for it. We pay millions and millions of dollars for
planes...1It costs us a lot of money. 1saved lot of money."

For years, the U.S. had correctly rejected North Korea's "freeze for freeze" proposal in which
Pyongyang would suspend its prohibited nuclear and missile tests in return for Washington and
Seoul suspending allied conventional military exercises. In September 2017, U.S. Ambassador to the
UN Nikki Haley dismissed the freeze for freeze proposal as "insulting [since] "When a rogue regime
has a nuclear weapon and an [intercontinental ballistic missile] pointed at you, you do not take steps
to lower your guard."!

As I'wrote in 2015, "canceling the combined exercises would have degraded U.S. and South Korean
deterrence and defense capabilities necessitated by North Korea’s previous invasions—terror
attacks; its forward-deployed, offensively positioned military forces; and repeated threats of attacks,
including nuclear strikes on the United States and its allies."?

Last week, my Heritage colleague U.S. Army Lieutenant General Thomas Spoehr (ret.) concluded
that "canceling military exercises before North Korean has taken any concrete steps to demonstrate
its intentions would be troubling...These exercises are necessary to ensure the interoperability and
integration of operations [and] ensure readiness and preparedness."”

Spoehr assessed that "suspending these large joint exercises for an extended period of time,
particularly for more than six months, could erode the readiness of U.S. and South Korean forces to
successfully work together to defend South Korea. [If the president's pledge] "encompasses lower-
level exercises, the negative impact on readiness will be more immediate and severe...Because
ceasing these exercises would erode the U.S. and South Korea’s ability to defend the peninsula.”

Analysts at the Heritage Foundation have consistently recommended that the U.S. not accede to
North Korean demands to cancel these exercises unless the north shows more tangible signs of
seriousness in seeking peace and stability. Spoehr concludes that "the financial cost of these
exercises is simply the price the U.S. must pay to defend its global national interests. The South
Koreans pay their share of the exercise costs."

Alliances are the cost-effective option. A key component to mitigating risk in northeast Asia is
through maintaining strong alliances and robust forward-deployed U.S. forces in the region. The
Heritage Foundation's annual Index of Military Strength* highlights the importance of alliances to
U.S. security.

An essay in the 2017 index explains:

! Paul D. Shinkman, " China’s 'Freeze for Freeze' Plan for North Korea Gets Chilly Reception in U.S.." U.S. News and
World Report, September 5, 2017, https://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2017-09-05/us-rejects-chinas-freeze-
Tor-freeze-plan-lor-north-korea.

2 Bruce Klingner, " Respond Cautiously to North Korcan Engagement Offers,” The Heritage Foundation, April 20, 2015,
https://www . heritage.org/defense/report/respond-cautiously-north-korean-engagement-offers.

* Thomas Spoehr, "Suspending Military Exercises in South Korea Carries Risks," The Heritage Foundation, June 12,
2018, htips://www.lerilage.org/asia/commenitary/suspending-military-exercises-south-korea-carries-risks.

* "Index of U.S. Military Strength, The Heritage Foundation, hitps://www.herilage.org/military-strength.
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The costs of alliances, including the sometimes disproportionate cost of alliance
leadership, must not be weighed against cash savings but rather against the cost of
possible conflict in blood as well as treasure without them.

Preserving peace and sustaining the global political and economic system’s current
U.S. orientation can be achieved most cost-effectively with allied support. The
alternatives would call for either the maintenance of a huge U.S. military presence
overseas far in excess of what is being maintained now or the holding of substantial
forces in readiness at home in case the need arose to fight their way back into Europe
or Asia to confront trouble in support of what is called “offshore balancing ”*

Trump's dec