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EXPLANATION

This is a simple disadvantage. Since the early days of the Cold War, the Untied States has maintained an extended deterrence policy. This means that the US will, in theory, treat an attack on our allies – e.g. NATO countries, Japan, South Korea – as an attack on ourselves and respond, if necessary, with nuclear weapons. 

The major benefit of this policy is that it removes the need for allied nations to build up their own nuclear weapons. After all, if the US is defending them, why would they want to spend their time/money on nukes? 

The problem with such a policy is how to make it credible. Any war, even a conventional one, poses a huge risk to the United States. Enemies are unlikely to believe that, based on words alone, the US would actually come to the defense of an ally. The solution has historically been to deploy troops. The US keeps forces in South Korea and Japan as a form of trip-wire. If that country is attacked, it is sure that American forces would die. This would force the hand of the United States to be involved in the conflict. 

The disadvantage argues that by withdrawing its troops, the US would diminish the credibility of its extended deterrent, causing allied nations to build their own nuclear weapons, risking major war. 

Some key terms are below:

EXTENDED DETERRENCE – The policy that the US will treat an attack on allies as an attack on itself. This obligates the US to respond, if necessary, with a nuclear attack.

SECURITY GUARANTEE – A policy that the US will come to the aid of an ally that is threatened by a third party state.

PROLIFERATION – The spread of nuclear weapons.

FORWARD DEPLOYMENT/FORWARD PRESENCE – Basing troops in a foreign country.
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Extended deterrence high now. Strong troop deployments are key.

Layne ’97  (Christopher, Visiting Associate Prof. – Naval Postgraduate School, International Security, “From Preponderance Christopher Layne to Offshore Balancinig America's Future Grand Strategy”, 22:1, Summer, JSTOR, p. 108)

Deterrence theory holds that extended deterrence is strengthened when the guarantor deploys its own military forces on the protected state's territory. Thus during the Cold War, the presence of large numbers of U.S. combat forces and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe underscored its importance to the United States and bolstered extended deterrence's credibility. The defender's deployment of forces is one of the most powerful factors in ensuring extended deterrence success, because it is a visible signal that the defender "means business."62 In contrast, in the early twenty-first century in many places where the United States may seek to implement extended deterrence, the strategy's effectiveness will be undercut because the United States will not have a per- manent, sizeable military presence in the target state (Korea is a notable exception).

<Add Specific Link>

Decline in extended deterrence causes global proliferation.

Record ‘4  (Jeffrey, Prof. Strategy and Int’l. Security – U.S. Air Force’s Air War College and Former Professional Staff – Senate Armed Services Committee, Cato Policy Analysis #519, 7-8, “Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War, and Counterproliferation”, 7-8, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa519.pdf)

The success of the NPT has been reinforced by U.S. defense commitments that reassure allies that they can foreswear nuclear weapons without endangering their security. To the extent that insecurity is a motive for acquiring nuclear weapons, a U.S. defense guarantee reduces that insecurity to tolerable levels as long as the guarantee remains credible. This reassurance has been especially critical for South Korea, Japan, Taiwan, and Germany, all of which have had the capacity to “go nuclear” and would have had the incentive to do so absent the extension of credible nuclear deterrence by the United States. As Michael Tkacik at Stephen F. Austin State University observes: “There are many reasons to believe nuclear proliferation would have been far greater without U.S. possession of large, usable forces. Allies and enemies alike would have been driven to acquire such weapons: enemies, because such weapons would then matter; allies, to protect themselves.”21 

The impact is global nuclear war.

Taylor ‘1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

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

1NC South Korea/Japan Prolif Shell
Reducing troop deployments weakens extended deterrence in Asia. The impact is regional prolif.

Scales and Wortzel ’99  (Robert, Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Doctrine at Headquarters Training and Doctrine Command – US Army and PhD in History – Duke, and Larry, Col. – US Army, Dir. Strategic Studies Institute – US Army War College, and PhD in Pol. Sci. – U. Hawaii, “THE FUTURE U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA: LANDPOWER AND THE GEOSTRATEGY OF AMERICAN COMMITMENT”, 4-6, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit.23 China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea.24 Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.”26 Strong U.S. diplomacy combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them.

East Asia prolif causes nuclear war.
Cerincione ’00  (Joseph, Director of the Non-Proliferation Project – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, “The Asian nuclear reaction chain”, Issue 118, Spring, Proquest) 
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses.  Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia-whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power-struggles to maintain territorial coherence.  Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.  If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.
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Deterrence is credible now. Even if some US drawdown has occurred troops in key regions like Korea are still sufficient to assuage allied fears. That’s Layne.

Extended deterrence is strong now. Forward deployed troops key.

Russell ’10  (James, Co-Dir. – Center for Contemporary Conflict at Naval Postgraduate School, Former Advisor to the Sec. Def. on Persian Gulf strategy, PhD Candidate in War Studies – King’s College U. London, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf”, 1-5, http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297)

Her formulation reflects a firm historic grounding in the time-honored Cold War concepts of extended deterrence and security assurances, both of which have served as vitally important tools of American statecraft since the dawn of the nuclear age.[15] Extended deterrence is the threat to use force, including nuclear weapons, against an adversary that threatens an ally. As noted by political scientist Paul Huth: “The objective of extended deterrence is to protect other countries and territories from attack, as opposed to preventing a direct attack on one’s own national territory.”[16] Security assurances are the means through which the actor drawing upon extended deterrence conveys the commitment to an ally’s security. Each of these concepts is critically contingent on the credibility of the actor extending the deterrent umbrella and the security guarantees, which may or may not involve the specific commitment of nuclear weapons.[17] To be effective, the actor receiving these assurances and the antagonist threatening action must be convinced that the security provider is prepared to follow through on its conveyed commitments.[18]  The linked concepts of extended deterrence and security guarantees are nothing new to American security strategy.[19] During the Cold War, the United States’ commitment to defend Europe became operationalized through a series of extended deterrent commitments that included the basing of nuclear weapons in Europe that could have been used in the event of a Soviet attack. In Europe, the United States and its NATO allies eventually constructed a “seamless” web of conventional and nuclear capabilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Soviet invasion.[20]  More recently, United States clearly still believes that the concept has great relevance in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean nuclear and missile tests during the last several years, senior U.S. officials quickly and routinely fan out to South Korea and Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitment to their security.[21] A main target of these efforts is to forestall the possibility that either South Korea or Japan will reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapons. Japan in particular has a robust nuclear infrastructure and is now widely considered to be a “latent” nuclear power that could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, the United States today routinely acts as if extended deterrence and security assurances together constitute active, ongoing and useful tools in managing its regional security relationships in the Gulf. Secretary Clinton’s recent remarks only represent the latest evidence that this is the case. In May 2006, for example, the Bush Administration embarked on a much ballyhooed “Gulf Security Dialogue” that sought to re-invigorate U.S. security relationships with the six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The initiative was presented as part of a consultative process to focus attention on building regional self defense capabilities; consulting on regional security issues like the Iran nuclear program and fallout of Iran’s struggle against Sunni extremists; the U.S. invasion of Iraq; counter-proliferation; counter-terrorism and internal security; and critical infrastructure protection.[22] The dialogue came as the Bush Administration proposed billions of dollars in new arms sales to Israel and its Gulf partners that included precision guided munitions such as the Joint Defense Attack Munition and the Advanced Medium Range Air to Air Missile.  The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapter of an active and ongoing practice of reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, and, in the case of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and the assurances made by President Roosevelt to the Saudi leader, King Abdul Aziz al-Saud. The United States has worked assiduously to operationalize conventionally-oriented extended deterrence commitments and security guarantees in the Gulf. As noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrence is not a hands-off strategy. It cannot be created from a distance through a submarine capability in the Persian Gulf or a troop deployment in another country such as Iraq. It is a real, tangible, physical commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies and adversaries.”[23] The United States has indeed worked hard at this in the Gulf largely through its ever-efficient military bureaucracies.  In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, the United States actively sought and concluded a series of bilateral security agreements with each of the Gulf States that became operationlized under something called defense cooperation agreements, or DCAs. These commitments between the United States and the regional signatories contained a number of critical elements: (1) that the United States and the host nation should jointly respond to external threats when each party deemed necessary; (2) permitted access to host nation military facilities by U.S. military personnel; (3) permitted the pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment in the host nation as agreed by the parties; (4) and status of forces provisions which addressed the legal status of deployed U.S. military personnel. The United States today has agreements with all the Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subject to similar bilateral security commitments conveyed in a variety of different forums. Under these agreements, the United States and the host nation annually convene meetings to review regional threats and developments in their security partnerships. One of the principal purposes of these meetings is for both sides to reassure the other side of their continued commitment to the security relationship. In short, this process operationalizes the conveyance of security guarantees in ways that reflect the principles in the DCAs.  Using this Cold War-era template, the United States built an integrated system of regional security in the 1990s that saw it: (1) preposition three brigades worth of military equipment in the Gulf in Qatar, Kuwait and afloat with the Maritime Pre-positioning ships program; (2) build host nation military capabilities through exercises, training and arms sales; and, (3) build out a physical basing infrastructure that continues its expansion today. Each of the Central Command’s major service components today have forward headquarters in the region today spread between Arifjan in Kuwait, Al Udied Air Base in Qatar and the 5th Fleet Naval Headquarters in Manama. After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the United States further added to this infrastructure with bases in Iraq and a space at Al Dhafra Air Base in the United Arab Emirates used by the Air Force for ISR missions.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, there is a substantial basing infrastructure with significant numbers of forward deployed U.S. military personnel. The major difference in Northeast Asia is that a hostile actor (North Korea) has already achieved a nuclear capability while in the Gulf, Iran may aspire to achieve North Korea’s nuclear status. In Northeast Asia, the nuclear component of U.S. extended deterrence and security guarantees is palpable, whereas in the Gulf it is more implicit, or existential.  Conventional and Nuclear Deterrence  

(Russell continues…)
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(Russell continues…)

The build out of the U.S. military infrastructure points around the region provide the hosting states with tangible evidence of the credibility of the American military commitment to their security. The military footprint today in the Gulf is no “trip-wire” force, but is engaged in tangible military operations, such as the multi-national maritime security operations conducted in the Gulf and the Arabian Sea by the combined task force command operating out of the 5th Fleet Headquarters in Manama.  Since the British withdrawal from the Gulf in the early 1970s, the United States has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to deploy its conventional forces to the region in response to regional instability. Starting with Operation Earnest Will in 1988, the United States slowly but inexorably inserted itself into the role played by the British for over a century as protecting the Gulf States from external threats. Following Operation Desert Storm, the United States kept sufficient forces in theater to enforce the United Nations’ cease fire resolutions on a recalcitrant Saddam. Last, but not least, it flowed significant forces and absorbed the monetary costs of toppling Saddam and providing a protective conventional force that can be readily called upon by the Iraq regime if needed. Given this history it is difficult to see how any state could doubt the credibility of the United States’ commitments to use its conventional forces as an instrument of regional defense.  This history suggests an overwhelming emphasis on the role of conventional force in operationalizing American security guarantees and extended deterrent commitments. In the Gulf—unlike Northeast Asia—the role of nuclear weapons has never been explicitly spelled out and has very much remained in the background. However, while reference to nuclear weapons might remain unstated, the reality is that they are explicitly committed to defend American forces whenever the commander-in-chief might deem it necessary. The entire (and substantial) American military regional footprint operates under a quite explicit nuclear umbrella—headlines or no headlines. If a nuclear umbrella is indeed draped over America’s forward deployed Gulf presence, it’s hard not to see how that umbrella is similarly draped over the states that are hosting those forces. The only problem with Secretary Clinton’s recent statements is that she seems unaware of this fact, i.e., the United States already maintains a nuclear umbrella backed by nuclear weapons in the region.

Deterrence is on the brink. Reassurance is key.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. ix)

Extended deterrence in the U.S.-Japan alliance is under pressure because it is more complicated than before (thanks largely to missile proliferation, China’s expansion of air and sea power, and nuclear modernization in the region), and this challenge comes at a time when America’s and Japan’s security priorities are diverging. For decades, extended deterrence was thought of in simple terms, characterized by robust U.S. security commitments to its allies overseas and underwritten predominately by the provision of a nuclear umbrella to deter war with the Soviet bloc. The U.S. commitment to counter the Soviet threat was largely unquestioned in Tokyo, and the details about how deterrence worked mattered little. Today, deterrence is still a primary concern for defense planners, but there is less consensus regarding exactly who is to be deterred and how. U.S. deterrence doctrine has become muddled, as some emphasize the role of defenses, some push for bigger and better conventional options or seek more assertive alliance partners, and others talk about deterrence tailored to fit different situations. It is time to bring clarity to this important subject, not by simplifying the policy but by realigning priorities and deepening Japan’s understanding of the policy. U.S. verbal assurances to Japan will continue to be useful, but increasingly a more concrete and common understanding about how deterrence functions in East Asia will also be necessary. The United States is deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in supporting extended deterrence, which is acceptable provided Washington works proactively with Tokyo to shore up the multiple other components of deterrence (strong political and economic relations, conventional air and sea power, missile defenses, intelligence sharing, and scenario-based planning involving military, diplomatic, and economic cooperation). Deterrence has always been about more than just the nuclear umbrella, but this fact is often overlooked, given the power and symbolism of those weapons. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic and security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation.
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Extended deterrence now. US conventional troops key.

Tomohiko ‘9  (Satake, PhD Candidate in IR – Australian National U., Nautilus Institute Austral Peace and Security Network, “Japan’s Nuclear Policy: Between Non-Nuclear Identity and US Extended Deterrence”, 5-21, http://www.globalcollab.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/policy-forum/2009/japans-nuclear-policy/)

On the other hand, Japan has still preferred to be under the US nuclear umbrella, rather than become an independent power. An internal report of the Japan Defence Agency (JDA), which secretly studied the possibility of Japan’s nuclear armament in 1995, suggested that Japan should not go nuclear because of the enormous political and economic costs that would be caused by the opposition of other countries including the United States. It concluded that ‘the best way is to rely on the US nuclear deterrence capabilities’. [9] In April 1996, Tokyo reconfirmed the US-Japan alliance by concluding the ‘US-Japan Joint Declaration on Security’. The Joint Declaration clearly defined Japan’s greater alliance roles on both regional and global fields, by stressing that the US-Japan alliance is not only for the security of Japan and the Far East, but also for Asia-Pacific security in general. Because of this, many observers pointed out that the Joint Declaration ‘redefined’ the alliance, by expanding the alliance scope from a narrow focus on Japan and the Far East to the broader Asia-Pacific. Yet Japanese policymakers denied this kind of view, by stressing that the Joint Declaration did not ‘redefine’ the alliance, but simply ‘reconfirmed’ it. For them, the most important achievement of the Joint Declaration was not that the alliance expanded its scope, but that the US promised to keep providing extended deterrence to the region even in the post-Cold War era. Yet US extended deterrence cannot be gained without certain costs. These costs not only mean traditional ‘defence burden-sharing’ such as a significant amount of host nation support to US troops stationing in Japan. In exchange for the continuous US military commitment in the region, Japan became increasingly involved in US regional and global security objectives. After September 11, Japan contributed to US-led wars in both Afghanistan and Iraq, by dispatching the SDF for the first time during war-time operations. While Tokyo clearly recognised the importance of terrorism and WMD issues, the central concern of Japanese policy elites were not those global problems, but how to keep the US military presence in the Asia-Pacific region, where Japan perceives a growing threat from North Korea and China. In fact, Japan’s military contributions to both the war in Afghanistan and the reconstruction effort in Iraq were never significant compared to other allies. Likewise, Japan has joined the US Missile Defence (MD) program and contributed to its Research & Development (R&D). Although Japan joined the MD system primarily for its own defence, Tokyo also recognised that Japan’s entry to the MD system would supplement the US global defence posture against the attack of terrorist or rogue states. By providing moderate but symbolic contributions to US global operations, Japan attempted to maintain a US credible nuclear extended deterrence in the Asia Pacific region, which is indispensable for Japanese security.

A2: Nuclear Changes Hurt Extended Deterrence

Nukes not key. Credibility matters.

Acton ‘9  (James, Associate in the Nuclear Policy Program – CEIP and former Lecturer – Center for Science and Security Studies in King’s College London, Strategic Insights, “Extended Deterrence and Communicating Resolve”, VIII:5, December, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24653)

Extended deterrence has become the argument par excellence against President Obama’s stated goal of a world without nuclear weapons.[20] If the credibility of extended deterrence really did depend upon the size and diversity of American nuclear forces then alliance commitments could be a strong reason for caution in pursuing disarmament. However, if resolve is actually the key, then, at least in the medium term, disarmament can be reconciled with extended deterrence.  Because the concepts of resolve and capabilities have become conflated in allies’ minds, contemporary U.S. doctrine calls for more nuclear weapons than are necessary for deterring or responding to existential threats as well as the maintenance of moribund capabilities that "appear to have nothing to do with the possible demands of 'warfighting,' but are important for the psychological/political goal of allied assurance."[21] As argued in this paper, a more sensible approach to assurance is disentangling resolve from capabilities, and finding other, more effective ways to communicate resolve. If successful, this strategy would enable the United States to reduce its arsenal, withdraw weapons from Europe and scrap TLAM/N without sparking a crisis of confidence among its allies.  Of course, if the U.S. were to dismantle capabilities that are genuinely required for deterrence then allies would have reason to worry. Until underlying conflicts are resolved or durably stabilized and a robust collective security architecture capable of protecting states’ vital interests is created, nuclear deterrence will continue to play some role and this will impose a limit to reductions.[22] Quite where this limit is can be debated, but most would accept it is far below today’s force levels, if the U.S, no longer relied on the size of its arsenal for assurance or dissuasion.[23] What is clear is that this floor depends, in part, on the willingness of all other nuclear-armed states to join the reductions process (once the U.S. and Russia have reduced to a level where it makes sense to include them).

Nuclear quantity and posture is irrelevant. Other issues matter most for extended deterrence.

Perkovich ‘9  (George, VP for Studies and Dir. Nuclear Policy Program – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD”, May, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf, p. 3-4)
Hand-wringing over extended deterrence in a nuclear-weapon-free world is a bit premature. Neither the U.S. nor the wider world is close to eliminating all nuclear weapons. We are not close to zero in terms of numbers of weapons or, more importantly, in terms of the political-security relations that would be required to get us close to zero. As long as anyone else has nuclear weapons, the U.S. will too. If the U.S. were to eliminate its nuclear arsenal, it would do so only if and when all others did the same. There is not a question of exposing allies to other actors’ nuclear weapons.1 Moreover, as long as the U.S. has nuclear weapons, and as long as it has alliance commitments, the deterrent that the U.S. provides will inherently have a nuclear component. Whatever the declaratory policy of the U.S. is, as long as the U.S. has any nuclear weapons, an adversary threatening an American ally would have to calculate that the U.S. could use these weapons in fulfilling its alliance commitments. Whether the U.S. has 5,000 nuclear weapons or 500, if a large share of these weapons can survive an adversary’s first strike and be used to retaliate, the adversary would be committing national suicide if it undertook aggression that would trigger a U.S. nuclear response. Therefore, the question is not whether the U.S. is abandoning or would abandon extended nuclear deterrence in a world when it and others have nuclear weapons. The questions are: what are the threats that the U.S. and its allies must deter, and how should they deter them? Can relations between Russia and its NATO neighbors, for example, be made more stable and cooperative? What sort of U.S. nuclear policy would make stability and cooperation more, or less, likely? In East Asia, what level of nuclear forces and declaratory doctrine best contributes to North Korea’s denuclearization and, in the meantime, non-aggression? What policies would be most likely to facilitate stability and cooperation between China and its neighbors?
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Troop deployments are key to credible extended deterrence. Force presence signals US commitment to the region and tells the world we “mean business” – that’s Layne. More reason troops are key:

Signaling. Deployed ground forces equate an attack on an ally with an attack on the US.
McInnis ‘5  (Kathleen, Coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and Research Associate – CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, “Extended Deterrence: The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East”, 28:3, Summer, http://www.twq.com/05summer/docs/05summer_mcinnis.pdf)

Cold War examples provide compelling insight into the problem. During that era, the starting point for the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent in Europe and Asia was the forward deployment of ground troops, which signaled to enemy regimes that an attack on allied nations would also be an attack on the United States. Perhaps more importantly, the forward deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe and Asia reinforced these ground troops by creating a “use it or lose it” threat of escalation. Essentially, in the event of an outbreak of hostilities, nuclear weapons would either be used or lost to an invading force. Through these policies and force deployments, a credible threat of escalation was created. Adversaries could easily envision a conventional conflict leading to nuclear war. In the Asian context, although U.S. nuclear weapons are no longer forward deployed in the region, the strong ties the United States maintains with its democratic allies help boost the credibility of U.S. assurances. Ultimately, however, should the credibility of this assurance fall into question, the United States could reasonably think about redeploying nuclear weapons there because of these strong, historic connections. There would be a high probability of the security and safety of U.S. nuclear weapons in these countries because of their stability.

AND, Commitment credibility. Troops assuage allied fears of attack.

Yost ‘9  (David, Prof. at Naval Postgraduate School and PhD in IR – USC, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO”, 85:4, Wiley Interscience, p. 767-768)

The US military presence in Europe has historically been viewed as an essential proof of Washington’s commitment to the security of the NATO allies, signifying the certainty of direct US involvement in meeting any aggression against the alliance. This deterrence role remains pertinent, although the United States has substantially reduced its conventional military force levels in Europe since the early 1990s. It is noteworthy in this regard that new allies in Eastern and Central Europe have expressed a willingness to host US and NATO facilities. One of the main reasons given by Czech and Polish supporters of the deployment of US missile defence system elements has been to gain the presence of US troops on their soil. Whatever happens with the missile defence plans under the new US administration, these countries remain interested in hosting US or NATO facilities. Radek Sikorski, the Polish foreign minister, declared in November 2008 that, although Poland joined the alliance in 1999, it had so far received only a promise of a NATO conference centre. ‘Everyone agrees’, he added, ‘that countries that have US soldiers on their territory do not get invaded.’36 Hungary’s willingness to host NATO’s new strategic airlift capability initiative is significant in this respect. The base at Papa will host three C-17 aircraft and over 150 personnel, with the majority scheduled to arrive from the United States in the spring and summer of 2009. The commander of the heavy airlift wing will be a US Air Force officer. Hungary will make a disproportionate contribution to the staffing of the base facilities. It is reasonable to presume that the Hungarian government sees a deterrence benefit in hosting a NATO installation with substantial US military participation.
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AND, Clarity. Large troop deployments help enemies discern vital interests, which avoids miscalculation.

Weede ’85  (Erich, Forschungsinstitut fur Soziologie – U. zu Koln, Journal of Peace Research, “Some (Western) Dilemmas in Managing Extended Deterrence”, 22:4, JSTOR, p. 223-224)

The prospect of World War III has not been promising to either the Soviet Union or the US. Although the USSR could hope for military victory on the ground in Continental Europe, until the 1970s she had to fear American nuclear superiority. Although the US could hope to damage the USSR more than the USSR could damage the US by nuclear force, she still had to expect much suffering and damage at home in addition to being driven out of Continental Europe. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s the basic picture did not change much. The balance of terror produced an incentive for peace through fear that was reinforced by the arms race because more sophisticated weaponry made the likely losses in general war escalate for both sides. An incentive for peace may be necessary, but it is not sufficient to bring about peace. Each superpower has to define her essential interests and make the other side understand them in order to prevent destabilizing errors of judgement. Alliance networks, blocs, and the physical presence of superpower troops in 'allied' or dependent countries may be under- stood as signals defining and communicating essential interests. If bloc-presiding superpowers deter each other, and if bloc-presiding super- powers dominate other bloc members or so- called allies, peace through fear is extended from avoidance of war between the US and the USSR to peace through fear between their blocs. Dependence of ordinary bloc members on superpowers as well as subordination to super- powers is essential for extended inter-bloc deterrence, because dependence and subordination help to communicate to the other super- power to which power a nation 'belongs'. In Europe, at least, there is a clearly visible difference in the quality of belonging to the American or the Soviet bloc. Although this difference is of paramount importance for human beings, for freedom and quality of life, it may be neglected in the present context because in the past it neither affected the stability of belonging to one's bloc nor the deterrence relationship.2

AND, History proves. Trip-wire forces hold back proliferation.

Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 7-8)

No such formula was put into place in Asia, which in any case lacked a multilateral framework comparable to that of NATO. Instead, for Japan and South Korea, the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee was explicitly tied to the bilateral U.S. security relationships that were developed with each country and were made manifest in the forward deployment of American forces. As in NATO, these were regarded by their host governments as “trip-wire forces” necessary to ensure the steadfast nature of the U.S. commitment to come to their defense in a crisis, even one where nuclear escalation was possible.5 In South Korea, the United States deployed as it still does a sizable contingent of U.S. Army and Air Force troops to deter a renewed North Korean attack and to signal U.S. resolve to escalate to whatever level might be necessary to repel such an attack, thereby underscoring America’s extended deterrent commitment to the Republic of Korea (ROK). In Japan, the United States Navy has home-ported one of its aircraft carriers at Yokosuka, while the Marines deployed forces on Okinawa, the Army at Camp Zama, and the Air Force at bases near Tokyo and Misawa, to reinforce the notion of extended deterrence. That said, the extended deterrence concept has not always seemed convincing to U.S. allies, and, were it not for the forward deployment of American troops, the willingness of the United States to put itself at risk to protect Allied interests would probably have been more widely questioned than it has been to date. Nonetheless, despite the fact that some U.S. allies, such as France and Israel, chose to go down the nuclear path themselves, most NATO nations, Japan, and even the ROK, despite putting into place the capacity for exercising a nuclear option should political and/or strategic circumstances change, have been satisfied that they shared with the United States a common threat perception and trusted that the United States would come to their defense if necessary.
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Conventional forces in East Asia provides a basis for extending credible nuclear deterrence to the region. Weakining the US role creates a massive incentive for South Korea, Japan and Taiwan to build independent nuclear arsenals. That's Scales and Wortzel. More reasons troops in Asia are key:
Credibility. Troops are the best guarantee that nuclear threats mean something.

Nye ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., Korea Times, “Will US-Japan Alliance Survive”, 7-14, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/07/137_48423.html)

Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.  It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility.  During the Cold War, the U.S. was able to defend Berlin because our promise to do so was made credible by the NATO alliance and the presence of American troops, whose lives would be on the line in the event of a Soviet attack.  Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense.

Coming nuclear cuts magnify the link.

Nye ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., CQ Transcriptions, DEL. ENI H. FALEOMAVAEGA HOLDS A HEARING ON JAPAN'S CHANGING ROLE, 6-25, L/N)

And, this raises the following paradox, which is that part of the reason that there hasn't been more proliferation is because we have been able to extend guarantees of our nuclear umbrella over others.  Japan, obviously, has the capacity to go nuclear, if it so wished. It hasn't felt the need, because we've extended deterrents. So, the dilemma is that if we were to go too fast, too hard, too close to zero, we would bring nuclear deterrents, extended deterrents, into question.  And, I think that's why I said in my testimony, it's important to focus on the fact that extended deterrents rest very heavily on credibility, not just capability.  Now, the fact that there is 50,000 American troops forward-based in Japan, is tremendously important. Just like the presence of American troops in Berlin, allowed us to defend Berlin in the cold war, in situations when the soviets had local superiority.  So, I think as we try to implement a policy to which we are committed, under Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, of reducing our arsenals and getting to lower numbers, we have to make sure that we do it in such a way that it doesn't call into question, the credibility of our extended deterrents, because, that paradoxically, would actually increase rather than decrease proliferation.

New government agrees.

Nye and Ogawa ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., interviewed by Satoshi, Correspondent, Yomiuri Shimbun, “TRANSFER OF POWER; DPJ win ‘to boost soft power’”, 9-2, L/N)
Q: Some experts are concerned about the DPJ's view of extended deterrence [deterrence provided through the threat of a nuclear response to an attack on an ally]. It's unclear. How do you see it?  A: Well, I think as the DPJ ministers take over their portfolios and start looking carefully at the situation, first there'll be talks between Americans and the new Japanese government about details of extended deterrence, but I think the new ministers will find that extended deterrence is very important for Japan and that the credibility of extended deterrence depends very much upon the forward presence of American troops.

2NC South Korea/Japan Link Wall

Symbolic action key to deterrence. Specifically with Japan.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. xi-xii)

Symbols have always been important to the U.S.-Japan alliance and to the concept of deterrence, whether the symbol is the nuclear umbrella, basing a U.S. aircraft carrier in Japan, or forward deploying a hundred thousand U.S. military personnel in East Asia (including a sizable contingent of Marines in Okinawa). Some of these symbols remain intact, but others are changing and seem less visible. High-ranking U.S. officials have disparaged the future viability of technology supporting the nuclear umbrella during the RRW debate, and the number of forward-deployed U.S. troops in South Korea and Japan is declining. The Pentagon talks more about stability operations and counterinsurgency as core missions for the military, while it lists “deterring conflict” as only the fourth of five objectives in the 2008 National Defense Strategy. Some Japanese defense planners fear that Washington is distracted by conflict in the Middle East and Central Asia, viewing everything through a prism of hunkered-down homeland defense. The reality is quite different, and an interesting dichotomy has developed whereby an American visitor to Tokyo can hear worry about a U.S. pullback, and the same week in Beijing listen to concern about America’s build-up in the region! Objectively speaking, overall the United States is increasing its military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region, not pulling back. This mild build-up is actually one of the many objectives of its global repositioning of forces in response to a perceived shifting of “the global community’s ‘center of gravity’ [toward] the Asia-Pacific region.” The build-up is hard to quantify, however, as it relies mostly on less visible measures such as upgrading equipment, more frequent and longer rotational deployments (of F-22s, B-2s, SSGNs, among other assets), access agreements with partners in the region to broaden deployment flexibility in times of crisis, and similar incremental moves. Taken together, all of these improvements suggest that external balancing vis-à-vis North Korea and China has actually been achieved to some degree, even if those in Japan who worry about America’s security commitments do not realize it. Part of the reason for this is that as old symbols of deterrence are phased out, they are being replaced with a diffuse range of more capable (but only vaguely understood) assets, oftentimes deployed from farther away. The assurance effect is less concrete and immediate, though the deterrence effect might actually be stronger, given the flexibility of use. The problem is that the relationship of these new assets to specific deterrence scenarios involving the alliance has not been explored adequately.

Conventional strength is the lynchpin of nuclear credibility.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. 31-32)

Many Japanese scholars are quick to note that MD plays only a supplemental role in the context of the alliance’s overall deterrence posture, and they emphasize that in the case of China, the allies’ superiority in conventional forces is more important than MD (Umemoto 2000, Kawakami 2007). This comes in part from the dilemma of extended deterrence, as one Japanese scholar explains, such that deterrence providers seek to limit a conflict to the region they are protecting, in order to avoid an all-out war that might entangle their homeland (Nakanishi 1990). The United States, therefore, will do everything it can to prevent the escalation and/or expansion of an East Asian regional conflict, and if it cannot do this through overwhelming conventional superiority, then it could default to a policy akin to appeasement (because it would want to avoid resorting to nuclear weapons). As a former MOFA diplomat explained, “the conventional superiority advantage is critical, because it obviates the whole debate about whether or not Washington would ‘sacrifice Los Angeles to save Tokyo’ in a nuclear exchange” (interview 2007i). So, even though nuclear weapons are a major psychological component of extended deterrence (and the most talked about), Japan is increasingly focused on the conventional aspects. This is essentially a Japanese version of the old European fear of “decoupling” during the Cold War, when some worried that the United States might detach itself from its strategic commitment to Western Europe in the face of a strengthening Soviet Union. Decoupling fears waxed and waned throughout the Cold War, depending on the intensity of the security situation. Now, some in Japan are concerned about the implications of current trends in East Asia, suggesting, “If the U.S.-China military balance in East Asia reaches parity, then the credibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella will be gravely shaken” (Nakanishi 2006). Following this line of thinking, China’s nuclear force modernization program should exacerbate the decoupling problem for Japan.
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Quantity and quality of current ROK deployments is key. Creates a signal and trip-wire function for credible extended deterrence.

Payne et al ’10  (Keith, Pres. – National Institute for Public Policy, Prof. and Dept. Head of Graduate Defense and Strategic Studies – Mo. St. U., Chair – Policy Panel of theh US Strategic Command’s Senior Advisory Group, Thomas Scheber, VP – National Institute for Public Policy and former Dir. Strike Policy and Integration – Office of the Sec. Def., and Kurt Guthe, Dir. Strategic Studies – NIPP and former Deputy assistant Sec. Def. for Forces Policy, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, p. 11-13)

The forward presence of U.S. military forces has value for deterrence and assurance that is well recognized. Forces routinely deployed on or near the territory of an ally not only, or even primarily, augment the armed strength of that country, but also serve as a concrete and continuing reminder that the United States has a strong interest in its security and will fight in its defense. Permanently stationed ground forces, in particular, seem to have an assurance effect not duplicated by temporary deployments (port calls to show the flag, for example), probably because they are unlikely to be withdrawn overnight and often are positioned where they will be directly engaged by an enemy attack, thus ensuring U.S. involvement in a conflict. The likelihood, if not certainty, that U.S. forces would be engaged in a conflict can lend credibility to an associated nuclear guarantee. If forward deployments include U.S. nuclear weapons, those arms themselves offer a tangible assurance that the ally is covered by the nuclear umbrella. The United States has deployed general purpose forces in South Korea for more than a half century. From the mid-1950s to the late 1960s, the U.S. troop level in the ROK was 60,000-70,000. During the Vietnam War, in line with his “Guam Doctrine” to make U.S. allies in Asia shoulder more of the defense burden, President Nixon ordered the withdrawal of some 18,000 troops from South Korea, reducing the total there to 43,000. In the 1976 presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter pledged to pull out all U.S. ground forces from South Korea, but as president removed only a token number (roughly 3,000 troops). The Carter cut subsequently was reversed by President Reagan to bolster the U.S. commitment to the ROK. As part of the post-Cold War retraction of American forces from overseas deployments, President George H.W. Bush ordered the troop level in South Korea reduced to 36,000 and then suspended further withdrawals in light of concern about the North Korean nuclear weapons program. The U.S. force on the peninsula increased slightly and stabilized at somewhat more than 37,000 during the Clinton administration. Between 2004 and 2006, as a result of the Global Posture Review conducted by the George W. Bush administration, the number of troops dropped to 28,500, where it remains today.54 At this level, South Korea is the country with the third largest peacetime deployment of American troops, behind only Germany (54,000) and Japan (33,000).55 One South Korean observer cites this ranking as an indication of the high priority the United States assigns to the defense of the ROK.56 According to an opinion survey conducted in early 2008, most South Koreans (70 percent) see the overall U.S. military presence in East Asia as contributing to regional stability.57 The disposition of U.S. troops in South Korea has been as important as their number. Since the end of the Korean War, U.S. ground forces have been deployed astride the invasion corridors between the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) and Seoul. Stationed in this manner, they have functioned as a trip wire that, by making U.S. involvement in a war “automatic,” presumably has helped deter the North from launching an attack and certainly has helped allay fear in the South of abandonment by the United States. This situation is changing, however. In a process initiated by the Global Posture Review, the United States is repositioning its forces away from the DMZ to locations farther south on the peninsula. The objectives of the relocation are several: to move U.S. forces beyond the range of North Korean artillery; strengthen their ability to counterattack an invasion; increase their availability for contingencies outside Korea (by consolidating forces around two basing “hubs” with ready access to air- and sealift); achieve a better balance between U.S. and South Korean military responsibilities (by improving ROK capabilities and making U.S. capabilities more “air and naval-centric”); and lessen tensions with the South Korean population (by reducing the number of bases and returning land for civilian use).58 This changed disposition of U.S. forces has raised two concerns in South Korea. First, without the trip wire of American troops near the DMZ, the deterrent to North Korean attack might be weaker.59 Second, the availability of U.S. forces on the peninsula for other contingencies could result in “the denuding and decoupling of the U.S. security presence.”60 In response to these concerns, American officials argue that the United States remains firmly committed to the defense of South Korea and that the “trip wire” for that commitment is not “how many U.S. troops are arranged in any particular location on the peninsula,” but “the letter and spirit of our mutual defense treaty, backed up by the substance of our alliance and our strong military forces.”61 
(Payne et al continue…)
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(Payne et al continue…)

They also point to plans for three-year, family-accompanied tours of duty by U.S. military personnel in South Korea as a clear sign that the United States intends to maintain its commitment to the ROK for the long haul. By 2020, up to 14,000 families of American service members could be on the peninsula.62 While longer, accompanied tours offer a number of advantages over the current one-year stints (reduced training demands, for example), their assurance value has been emphasized by Secretary of Defense Gates, Adm. Michael Mullen, the Joint Chiefs chairman, and Gen. Walter Sharp, the commander of U.S. forces in Korea: Secretary Gates: “[T]he United States will maintain an enduring and capable military presence on the Korean Peninsula. Our long-term commitment is signified by our plans to make three year accompanied tours the norm for most U.S. troops in Korea—similar to arrangements we have in Europe.”63 Adm. Mullen: “The whole issue of extending the tours, bringing the families, investing the money is a significant increase in the commitment to the Republic of Korea and to the alliance….”64 Gen. Sharp: “[Family-accompanied tours] hugely shows our commitment to Northeast Asia. One of the fears you hear on OpCon Transition in Korea is what is the US going to do on the 18th of April 2012, after OpCon Transition? Are you all out of here? We remind the Koreans we would be really stupid to do that. They remind us occasionally we have done stupid things in the past. But then when we point to the fact that hey, we’re bringing all of these families over. And it’s not just about North and South Korea, it is about the importance of the region to the United States, the vital national interest. …the more presence we have in Korea of families shows the commitment of the United States and I think that in and of itself reduces the likelihood of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong Il making a mistake in doing an attack. Many of us lived in Germany in the mid ‘80s across the Fulda Gap where there were lots of nuclear weapons. …it’s not exactly the same [in Korea], but there is a parallel there of being shown that you’re dedicated and that you’re not leaving is a great deterrent value that’s there.”65 In short, U.S. troops in South Korea no longer may be a trip wire, but they—and now their dependents as well—still provide an immediate presence that symbolizes the U.S. commitment to the defense of the ROK.

Forward deployed forces are a key direct signal of US commitment to South Korea.

Payne et al ’10  (Keith, Pres. – National Institute for Public Policy, Prof. and Dept. Head of Graduate Defense and Strategic Studies – Mo. St. U., Chair – Policy Panel of theh US Strategic Command’s Senior Advisory Group, Thomas Scheber, VP – National Institute for Public Policy and former Dir. Strike Policy and Integration – Office of the Sec. Def., and Kurt Guthe, Dir. Strategic Studies – NIPP and former Deputy assistant Sec. Def. for Forces Policy, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, p. 11-13)

Forward deployment of forces, then, is one of the principal ways in which the United States assures the South Koreans of its commitment to their defense. Forwarddeployed forces are the embodiment of that commitment and the mechanism by which the United States would become engaged in any new Korean war. In certain circumstances, the direct engagement of American conventional forces in such a conflict could increase the prospect of U.S. nuclear use. This connection reinforces the nuclear guarantee to Seoul. For these purposes, the presence of some not-insignificant U.S. ground force in South Korea is more important than the specific number of troops or their disposition. While U.S. nuclear weapons in the past were forward deployed in South Korea, a nuclear presence on the peninsula has not been essential to the nuclear guarantee.
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US presence is a key strategic reassurance. The impact is a collapse of regional stability.

Scales and Wortzel ’99  (Robert, Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Doctrine at Headquarters Training and Doctrine Command – US Army and PhD in History – Duke, and Larry, Col. – US Army, Dir. Strategic Studies Institute – US Army War College, and PhD in Pol. Sci. – U. Hawaii, “THE FUTURE U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA: LANDPOWER AND THE GEOSTRATEGY OF AMERICAN COMMITMENT”, 4-6, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

Visualize what the strategic landscape might look like without an U.S. presence in Northeast Asia: U.S. forces would probably be anchored along a line stretched from Alaska, through Hawaii, to Guam. If this sort of American withdrawal left any confidence in a traditional ally, perhaps there would be pre-positioned supplies in Australia.21 Deployment times by sea to the main shipping lines in the region would be longer, and the ground presence, which really demonstrates the depth of the American commitment to the region, much thinner. The sea lines of communication beyond the “first island chain” in the western Pacific would probably be part of an expanded security perimeter controlled by China. (The “first island chain” is defined as the waters west of the Japan, the Ryukyu Islands, Taiwan, the Philippines and Borneo.)22 This is important because today, China’s “brown water” navy has a sea-denial mission inside the “first island chain,” which defines China’s littoral. China’s maritime objectives, however, are to develop a Navy that can control the South Pacific and Western Pacific out to what China has called the “second island chain” stretching from Alaska to the Marianas, through the Fiji Islands to Australia. People’s Republic of China (PRC) control of this area would subject critical maritime lines of communication open for free, uninhibited navigation to an expanded seadenial role by China’s submarine and surface fleets supported by shore-based (and even by then carrier-based) aircraft. If Russia recovers from its current economic woes, it too would become a major actor in a race for primacy in the Western Pacific. Japan, under the geostrategic alternative presented in the paragraph above, would no longer be adequately assured of the U.S. commitment to Asian security. Because Tokyo could not allow its maritime lines of communication to be dominated or controlled by interrupting freedom of navigation and denying use of the sea, it would probably expand Japan’s own naval patrol areas and strengthen its naval, air, and ground forces. This would alarm the rest of Asia and revive the memories of World War II. Korea, whether reconciled in a confederation, reunified or divided, mistrusting of both China and Japan, would probably expand its own military in anticipation of the potential for conflict with, or between, its neighbors. Southeast Asian countries, wary of a certain military buildup by China or a resurgent Russia and the corresponding response by Japan, would probably build their own military forces, if they could afford to do so. The Asia-Pacific region would be a far more dangerous, less stable and secure place than it is today without the presence of U.S. forces. Moreover, much of what China claims as its maritime territory in the South China Sea would come under the control of the naval forces of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA).

2NC Extended Deterrence Impact – Heg

Strong extended deterrence is key to heg.

Lind ‘7  (Michael, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Dir. – New America Foundation’s Economic Growth Program, The National Interest, “Beyond American Hegemony”, May/June, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2007/beyond_american_hegemony_5381)

During the Cold War, the United States was the stronger of two superpowers in a bipolar world. The anti-Soviet alliance was not a traditional alliance of equals, but a hegemonic alliance centered on the United States. West Germany, Japan and South Korea were semi-sovereign U.S. protectorates. Britain and France were more independent, but even they received the benefits of "extended deterrence," according to which the United States agreed to treat an attack on them as the equivalent of an attack on the American homeland. America’s Cold War strategy was often described as dual containment -- the containment not only of America’s enemies like the Soviet Union and (until the 1970s) communist China, but also of America’s allies, in particular West Germany and Japan. Dual containment permitted the United States to mobilize German and Japanese industrial might as part of the anti-Soviet coalition, while forestalling the re-emergence of Germany and Japan as independent military powers.  The Cold War officially ended in Paris in 1990, but the United States has continued to pursue a dual containment strategy based on three principles: dissuasion, reassurance and coercive non-proliferation.  Dissuasion -- directed at actual or potential challengers to the United States -- commits the United States to outspend all other great military powers, whether friend or foe. This policy’s goal -- in the words of the 1992 Defense Planning Guidance draft leaked from then-Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney’s Pentagon -- is the dissuasion or "deterring [of] potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role."  By the end of the 1990s, as Charles Krauthammer noted in these pages four years ago:  "The result is the dominance of a single power unlike anything ever seen. Even at its height Britain could always be seriously challenged by the next greatest powers. Britain had a smaller army than the land powers of Europe and its navy was equaled by the next two navies combined. Today, American military spending exceeds that of the next twenty countries combined. Its navy, air force and space power are unrivaled."  This approach flies in the face of the strategy usually adopted by traditional status quo great powers, which sought to ensure that they belonged to alliances with resources that exceeded those of potential challengers. It is no surprise that, despite the absence of any threat to the United States equivalent to that of the Soviet Union, our defense spending today, as a share of our total GDP, is nearly at the Cold War average.  High levels of defense expenditures are not merely to overawe potential challengers. (In outlining possible competitors, Krauthammer noted, "Only China grew in strength, but coming from so far behind it will be decades before it can challenge American primacy -- and that assumes that its current growth continues unabated.") To again quote from the 1992 Defense Planning Guidance, "we must account sufficiently for the interests of the advanced industrial nations to discourage them from challenging our leadership or seeking to overturn the established political and economic order." Reassurance, the second prong of the hegemonic strategy, entails convincing major powers not to build up their military capabilities, allowing the United States to assume the burdens of ensuring their security instead.  In other words, while outspending allies like Germany and Japan on defense, the United States should be prepared to fight wars on behalf of Germany and Japan, sparing them the necessity of re-arming -- for fear that these countries, having "renationalized" their defense policies and rearmed, might become hostile to the United States at some future date. For example, even though the threats emanating from the spillover of the Balkan conflicts affected Germany and its neighbors far more than a geographically far-removed United States, Washington took the lead in waging the 1999 Kosovo war -- in part to forestall the emergence of a Germany prepared to act independently. And the Persian Gulf War was, among other things, a reassurance war on behalf of Japan -- far more dependent on Persian Gulf oil than the United States -- confirmed by the fact that Japan paid a substantial portion of the United States’ costs in that conflict. Today, the great question is whether or not two other Asian giants -- India and China -- will eschew the development of true blue-water navies and continue to allow the United States to take responsibility for keeping the Gulf open.  Finally, the global hegemony strategy insists that America’s safety depends not on the absence of a hostile hegemon in Europe, Asia and the Middle East -- the traditional American approach -- but on the permanent presence of the United States itself as the military hegemon of Europe, the military hegemon of Asia and the military hegemon of the Middle East. In each of these areas, the regional powers would consent to perpetual U.S. domination either voluntarily, because the United States assumed their defense burdens (reassurance), or involuntarily, because the superior U.S. military intimidated them into acquiescence (dissuasion).  American military hegemony in Europe, Asia and the Middle East depends on the ability of the U.S. military to threaten and, if necessary, to use military force to defeat any regional challenge-but at a relatively low cost. This is because the American public is not prepared to pay the costs necessary if the United States is to be a "hyperpower." 
Heg prevents nuclear war.

Khalilzad ’95  (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold Water”, 18:2, Spring, L/N)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
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Prolif risks human extinction. Optimists make an unacceptable gamble.

Krieger ‘9  (David, Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)

Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?

Even if the risk is relatively low the consequences are too high to risk.

Allison ‘7  (Graham, Douglas Dillon Prof. Gov. and Dir. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs – Harvard U. JFK School of Government, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

MUELLER IS entitled to his opinion that the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism is "exaggerated" and "overwrought." But analysts of various political persuasions, in and out of government, are virtually unanimous in their judgment to the contrary. As the national-security community learned during the Cold War, risk = likelihood x consequences. Thus, even when the likelihood of nuclear Armageddon was small, the consequences were so catastrophic that prudent policymakers felt a categorical imperative to do everything that feasibly could be done to prevent that war. Today, a single nuclear bomb exploding in just one city would change our world. Given such consequences, differences between a 1 percent and a 20 percent likelihood of such an attack are relatively insignificant when considering how we should respond to the threat.  Richard Garwin, a designer of the hydrogen bomb who Enrico Fermi once called "the only true genius I had ever met", told Congress in March that he estimated a "20 percent per year probability [of a nuclear explosion-not just a contaminated, dirty bomb-a nuclear explosion] with American cities and European cities included." My Harvard colleague Matthew Bunn has created a model in the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science that estimates the probability of a nuclear terrorist attack over a ten-year period to be 29 percent-identical to the average estimate from a poll of security experts commissioned by Senator Richard Lugar in 2005. My book, Nuclear Terrorism, states my own best judgment that, on the current trend line, the chances of a nuclear terrorist attack in the next decade are greater than 50 percent. Former Secretary of Defense William Perry has expressed his own view that my work may even underestimate the risk. Warren Buffet, the world's most successful investor and legendary odds-maker in pricing insurance policies for unlikely but catastrophic events, concluded that nuclear terrorism is "inevitable." He stated, "I don't see any way that it won't happen."

2NC Japan Prolif Impact

Japanese prolif outweighs. Short timeframe.

Barnaby ‘9  (Frank, PhD Nuclear Physics, Worked for the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, Former Dir. Stockholm InternationL peace Research Institute, former Prof. --- Free U. Amsterdam and Visiting Prof. – U. Minnesota, “Will Japan react to North Korea's missile and nuclear programmes?” 5-14, http://scitizen.com/stories/future-energies/2009/05/Will-Japan-react-to-North-Korea-s-missile-and-nuclear-programmes/)

If Japan, at some future date, takes the political decision to acquire nuclear weapons, how quickly could it do so? The technology needed to produce nuclear weapons is the same as civil nuclear technology. Japan has a very advanced civil nuclear technology – one of the world’s most advanced. It has, therefore, the fissile materials, highly-enriched uranium and plutonium, and the nuclear physicists and engineers needed to produce nuclear weapons in a short time – months rather than years. Japan is, therefore, regarded as a latent nuclear-weapon country, which could relatively quickly become an actual nuclear-weapon power.

Japanese proliferation destroys their soft power --- this destroys US soft power.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Analyst, CRS, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” 2-19, Congressional Research Service, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

If Japan decided to go nuclear, its international reputation as a principled advocate for non- proliferation would erode. Many observers say this would rule out Japan’s ambition of eventually holding a seat on the United Nations Security Council. Japan, of course, would bear the brunt of these consequences, but it could be harmful to U.S. interests as well. Japan is generally viewed overwhelmingly positively by the international community, and its support for U.S.-led international issues can lend credibility and legitimacy to efforts such as democracy promotion, peacekeeping missions, environmental cooperation, and multilateral defense exercises, to name a few. 

Japanese soft power key to solve climate.

Jiji Press Ticker ‘7  (“Japan to Take Over Difficult Task as Next G-8 Pres,” 6-9, L/N)

"The world's emissions will not decrease if developing countries do not cooperate," a senior Japanese official says. "We have to overcome a split between the North and the South."  Kuniyuki Nishimura, leader of the Mitsubishi Research Institute's global warming research group, urges Japan to use its influence as a major nation in Asia in the lead-up to the next year's summit, which will be hosted by Japan.  "On a diplomatic front, whether Japan can win broad-based support from other Asian nations is the key," Nishimura says.

Warming kills billions. Risks extinction.

Cummins and Allen ‘10 (Ronnie, Int’l. Dir. – Organic Consumers Association, and Will, Policy Advisor – Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6)

The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation.  If the U.S. significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions, other countries will follow. One hopeful sign is the recent EPA announcement that it intends to regulate greenhouse gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Unfortunately we are going to have to put tremendous pressure on elected public officials to force the EPA to crack down on GHG polluters (including industrial farms and food processors). Public pressure is especially critical since "just say no" Congressmen-both Democrats and Republicans-along with agribusiness, real estate developers, the construction industry, and the fossil fuel lobby appear determined to maintain "business as usual."

A2: Prolif Stable (General)

Deterrence failure is likely. Incomplete intelligence and irrationality in a regional crisis.

Cimbala ‘7  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND DETERRENCE IN ASIA: THE VIEW FROM VLADIVOSTOK”, 20, InformaWorld)

There is no “magic number” of nuclear-armed states that guarantees a first use of nuclear weapons in the twenty-first century. States will not become irrational on account of the possession of nuclear weapons: indeed, there is some experience during and after the Cold War to suggest that states might become more careful, rather than less. Many variables intrude here: including the intensity of regional rivalries; ethno-national and religious feelings; and, most immediately pertinent to our concerns, the pros and cons for deterrence and crisis stability of the forces themselves. Nevertheless, the propensity of heads of state for committing military follies should never be underestimated: especially by students of history and political science. The “rationalities” of states are not of the black box variety. States’ world views and decision making processes are the product of internal as much as external forces. A U.S. model of deterrence rationality may fail drastically in the imminent circumstances of a regional crisis. The strategic reach of Russian or American nuclear forces against lesser nuclear powers should not be overestimated. Iranians with scores to settle against Israel, Chinese intent upon annexation of Taiwan, or North Koreans seeking to intimidate Japan and South Korea, may not believe U.S. threats of preemption or retaliation. Russia’s policy of providing air defense missiles to Iran, increasing the difficulty of Israeli or American preemptive air strikes against Iran’s nuclear facilities, ironically invites the erosion of Russia’s own deterrence perimeter once the Iranians are nuclear capable. U.S. intelligence cannot be guaranteed to provide timely and accurate warning of nuclear attack by regional revisionist actors against neighbors: or others. U.S. intelligence has not infrequently been the victim of strategic or operational-tactical military surprise by non-Western opponents: from Pearl Harbor to 9–11. Timely and accurate intelligence is even less likely on the intentions or capabilities of non-state actors, compared to states. Intelligence on the best of days can give likelihoods and maybes for policy makers to mull over. One of the major risks of nuclear weapons spread in Asia is the possibility that states with first strike vulnerable nuclear forces will “use them or lose them” on the basis of faulty indications and warning.

New proliferators will make deterrence less stable: historical animosity, short-range and civil-military relationships.

Cimbala ‘7  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND DETERRENCE IN ASIA: THE VIEW FROM VLADIVOSTOK”, 20, InformaWorld)

Nuclear proliferation in Asia, as opposed to Europe, does change the political background for proliferation. The Cold War Americans and Soviets deployed nuclear forces and engaged in other political-military competition on account of disagreements about ideology. In Asia, states have other, and potentially more volatile, things to disagree about, including: contiguous territory with disputed ownership; grievances left over from past wars; issues of identity and communal membership; and feelings of wounded national pride or emerging empowerment. In addition to the political differences between nuclear weapons in Cold War Europe and post-Cold War Asia, there are important military differences. Two stand out. First, actual and possible future nuclear states in Asia are within catastrophic reach of short or medium range as well as long range delivery systems for nuclear weapons. Geography matters. “Tactical” weapons can have “strategic” effects. Second, the variable character of regimes in Asia results in a complicated mosaic of civilmilitary relationships. Assured positive control of the armed forces by civilians and negative control against accidental-inadvertent war, as operative in the United States and in other democratic states, cannot be assumed. Or even if assumed as valid, controls are obscure in detail to foreign intelligence services or other outsiders.

A2: Prolif Stable (East Asia Specific)

Asian prolif uniquely contributes to war. Lack of rationality, bad C and C and short distances.

Cimbala ‘8  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld)

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

A2: No Prolif

Now poses a unique risk. Fast prolif is likely.

Cirincione ‘7  (Joe, Pres. Ploughshares Fund and Senior Fellow and Dir. Nuclear Policy – Center for American Progress, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

Let me be clear: Nuclear proliferation is a real danger. George Bush and John Kerry were correct when they agreed in a 2004 debate that it is the number one threat to America. The threat comes in four flavors. Most serious is nuclear terrorism. As terrible as another 9/11 attack would be, a nuclear 9/11 would destroy an entire city, kill hundreds of thousands, wreck the economy and change the political life of the nation, perhaps permanently. Our number one priority must be to make sure any further terrorist attack is non-nuclear.  Second is the danger from existing arsenals. There are still 26,000 nuclear weapons in the world, enough to destroy the planet several times over. Even a small regional war in South Asia using one hundred weapons would trigger a nuclear winter that could devastate food crops around the world. Accidental or unauthorized use is a real risk. Consider the September flight of a B-52 with six nuclear weapons that the crew didn't know they had. If the most sophisticated command-and-control mechanism in the world fails to stop the unauthorized possession of the equivalent of sixty Hiroshimas, what is going on in other nations?  Third is the risk of new nuclear nations. I agree with Mueller that the danger here is not that Iran or North Korea would use a nuclear bomb against America or their neighbors. Deterrence is alive and well; they know what would happen next. Nor is it that these states would intentionally give a weapon they worked so hard to make to a terrorist group they could not control. Rather it is the risk of what could happen in the neighborhood: a nuclear reaction chain where states feel they must match each other's nuclear capability. Just such a reaction is underway already in the Middle East, as over a dozen Muslim nations suddenly declared interest in starting nuclear-power programs. This is not about energy; it is a nuclear hedge against Iran. It could lead to a Middle East with not one nuclear-weapons state, Israel, but four or five. That is a recipe for nuclear war.  Finally, there is the risk of the collapse of the entire non-proliferation regime. Kennedy was right to worry about ten, fifteen or twenty nuclear nations. He did not make this number up. It was based on a 1958 NPT that warned that while there were then only three nuclear nations (the United States, the USSR and the United Kingdom), "within the next decade a large number of individual countries could produce at least a few nominal-yield weapons." Indeed, several nations already had programs underway. Subsequent NPTs confirmed the proliferation danger and the linkage to existing arsenals. Other nations' decisions on proceeding with programs, the intelligence agencies concluded, were linked to "further progress in disarmament-aimed at effective controls and reduction of stockpiles." Kennedy negotiated a limited nuclear test ban and began the process to get the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty completed by Lyndon Johnson and ratified by Richard Nixon. This bipartisan dam held back the nuclear wave; its abandonment by the current administration risks a return to the 1950s nuclear free-for-all.

A2: No Japan Prolif

Even if Japan doesn’t get weapons. A shift in its attitude to seriously consider them will trigger regional prolif and tank the NPT.
Bakanic ‘8  (Elizabeth, MA Int’l. Affairs – Princeton, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The End of Japan’s Nuclear Taboo”, 6-9, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-end-of-japans-nuclear-taboo)
All that said, by no means is Japan on the road to nuclear weapons development--or even considering it as a serious option. Technically speaking, Japan has several huge constraints to nuclear weapons development--see "Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt" PDF and "Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests." PDF So why should the world be concerned about Japan's fading nuclear allergy? Because Tokyo's attitude toward nuclear weapons is incredibly important to Japan's neighbors and the nonproliferation regime, meaning subtle changes in its attitude could carry serious security consequences for both. Historically, Japan has maintained complicated relations with many of its neighbors--specifically China, North Korea, and South Korea. While functional relationships do exist, deep mistrust and suspicions persist, creating a paranoid security environment where an innocuous change from an outside perspective sets off alarm bells in the region. So what may seem like a natural shift in Japan's nuclear attitudes may be a destabilizing change for those less trustful and less objective. Therefore, if discussing nuclear weapons becomes more acceptable in Japan, China and the Koreas might perceive this as a dangerous development and use it as an excuse to increase their military capabilities--nuclear or otherwise. In terms of the teetering nonproliferation regime, a change in Japan's attitude toward nuclear weapons would be a serious blow. To date, Tokyo has been a foremost advocate of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, campaigning against proliferation and rejecting the idea of developing nuclear weapons despite possessing the best nuclear capability of any non-nuclear weapon state and having two nuclear weapon states near its borders. The binding nature of international agreements relies on such attention and support from its signatories. So although Japan may never violate the treaty, if Tokyo is perceived as being less supportive as it opens up domestically on the nuclear issue, the effect on NPT morale could be dire, which speaks directly to the NPT's current vulnerability. Some element of the changing attitude toward nuclear weapons in Japan must be due to discomfort with the status quo and a security need that the NPT or the country's other security partnerships isn't satisfying. Therefore, a disturbing factor of Japan's nuclear normalization is what it may symbolize for the NPT overall.

Japanese policymakers base policy off realism, not culture. Security guarantee is the only thing preventing nuclear proliferation.
Lavoy and Walker ‘7  (Peter, PhD in Pol. Sci. – USC, Former Dir. Center for Contemporary Conflict, and Robin, Senior Lecturer in National Security Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School and Research Associate – Center for Contemporary Conflict, Sctrategic Insights, “Over-the-Horizon Threats: WMD Proliferation 2020,” Strategic Insights, August, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2007/Aug/lavoyAug07.asp)
The Japanese presenter said that Japan first began considering nuclear weapons as an option in the 1960s, and that, to this day, external factors remain the main driver of Japan’s perspective on the nuclear option. While the culture in Japan is generally characterized by disgust of nuclear weapons, policymakers’ thinking is more shaped by realism and the desire to avoid positioning Japan as a second-class country. As long as U.S. security guarantee is credible, Japan is unlikely to develop nuclear weapons, but the issue has been considered strongly at least five times: when China first tested nuclear weapons, during the Vietnam War, when U.S. President Nixon visited China, during the North Korean crisis in the 1990s, and following the 2006 North Korean missile test. The consistent characteristics of each situation include the Strategic and technical implications when the strategic environment shifts, but in each case the risks outweighed the value added, and the consideration was almost always reported to the United States, and resulted in a strengthening of U.S.-Japan alliance. Technologically speaking Japan has not perfected the technology that could be applicable for controlling warhead of operational missiles and would probably take three to five years to produce a prototype small nuclear warhead with an investment of around $2 billion. However, if it was deemed necessary Japan could probably produce a crude but effective nuclear device within a year. Japan lacks a large amount of fissile Uranium-238 and Plutonium-239, but could probably revise the core of a light water reactor. Their most practical method would probably be to create an explosive lens, a task within their existing technological capability, but they have not taken any steps in that direction. Additionally Japan’s nuclear human resources are declining since nuclear energy is regarded as a losing industry and a trend of pacifism among the Japanese scientific and academic community. The presenter argued that the real value of a nuclear weapon for Japan is in possibly sending a warning sign to China, but it’s a pundits’ debate that holds little water among policymakers in Japan. The conditions under which Japan might consider the nuclear option include the collapse of the international arms control regime; a perceived increase of threats; a reduction of U.S. extended deterrence; combined with a change of belief on the part of the government. One key factor that could decrease the unlikely
A2: No South Korea Prolif

History proves the risk is real.

Hughes ‘7  (Christopher, PhD – U. Sheffield, Reader/Associate Prof. – U. Warwick, Asia Policy #3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan,” January, http://www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf)
South Korea’s history of considering its nuclear options closely corresponds with and demonstrates well the four principal drivers governing the potential for nuclear proliferation. The national security consideration has clearly been paramount for South Korea. Its geographical situation at the intersection of the security interests of the major powers in Northeast Asia presents South Korea with a number of long-term security and related alliance dilemmas. During the Cold War, the most pressing of these security dilemmas was obviously the confrontation with North Korea, and Seoul, lacking confidence in its own national resource constraints to deter Pyongyang, turned to U.S. alliance conventional and nuclear security guarantees. Consequently, the possibility of the alliance dilemma of U.S. abandonment was what formed the prime driver for South Korea’s first attempt at acquiring nuclear weapons. South Korea’s perception of declining U.S. implacability in the face of North Korea provocations in the late 1960s, U.S. rapprochement with China in the early 1970s, and U.S. plans to scale back its troop deployments (under the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations) all galvanized President Park to begin to seek nuclear weapons. Park was only dissuaded from this option by U.S. threats to cease security and economic guarantees altogether. South Korea was then forced to return to the shelter of the U.S. nuclear umbrella in the absence of its own deterrent, thus enabling the reaffirmation of U.S. security guarantees.54

Aff U Answers – Extended Deterrence Down

Obama’s nuclear strategy is destroying extended deterrence.

Lexington Institute ’10  (Daniel Goure, PhD, States News Service, “NEW OBAMA NUCLEAR STRATEGY UNDERMINES EXTENDED DETERRENCE”, 4-5, L/N)

Reports have surfaced that sometime this week President Obama will declare that the United States is changing the nuclear strategy that has maintained the security of the Free World for half a century. The essence of the U.S. strategy was the willingness of every administration since Eisenhower to place, first, its military, but ultimately, the American people in harms way. America's willingness to sacrifice our own in the defense of friends and allies was the glue that held together the alliances in Europe and Asia. Also, this commitment is what made our deterrent of non-nuclear threats credible in an era when we did not enjoy conventional superiority vis- -vis the Soviet Union. The United States was willing to escalate, to use nuclear weapons first.  The key to the success of the U.S. deterrence strategy was the creation of a series of deterrence thresholds like rungs on a ladder. The idea was that at each step up the ladder the adversary was left with only two choices, either accept defeat or escalate to the next level of conflict with the attendant risk of still greater destruction. Ultimately, deterrence against a nuclear-armed adversary required that he be placed in the position of making the next to last decision, the one to unleash general strategic nuclear war. The adversary knew that by unleashing a large-scale strike against U.S. cities that this country would have no choice but to retaliate in kind. Hence, it was better not to start a fight with the United States which the adversary might win at one rung on the escalatory ladder but which it would inevitably lose as the United States raised the ante.  Now, if these reports are correct, President Obama will dismantle the successful strategy of the past fifty years. The president is reported to be planning to announce that under the new strategy U.S. nuclear weapons use would only come in response to nuclear use by an adversary. The U.S. will also withdraw its remaining tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. The United States will no longer deter non-nuclear attacks by the threat to escalate nor will it rely on its nuclear arsenal to deter attacks involving other types of weapons of mass destruction.  The new Obama strategy is based on three premises. First, that U.S. conventional power is sufficient to deter not only conventional threats but even the use of chemical or biological agents against U.S. forces, allies and territory. Second, that other nations do not need "skin in the game" to make deterrence, particularly extended deterrence that protects U.S. allies, work. Third, that nuclear deterrence is a unique political-strategic formulation, one that can be segregated from the rest of the deterrence construct. By disconnecting nuclear weapons from the continuum of deterrence the theory is that they can be rendered all-but irrelevant. Taking U.S. nuclear weapons out of the deterrence continuum will, it is assumed, motivate other nations to do the same. Nuclear weapons will only deter other nuclear weapons hence they will never be employed. As a result, nuclear deterrence can be reduced to the need to deter a nuclear first strike and the number of nuclear weapons reduced to just enough to destroy a number of enemy cities. This approach is also known as minimum deterrence.  The Obama strategy is wrong on all three counts. The reality is that conventional deterrence fails and fails often. Moreover, nations can lose a conventional war, even the United States. The only alternative to losing a war should not be to unleash countervalue nuclear strikes against an adversary thereby inviting the same on American cities. Moreover, it is doubtful that such a threat would be deterring to an adversary pursuing limited objectives.  Even if U.S. conventional forces are adequate to take up the burden of strategic deterrence, this reality will act as a spur to other nations to retain or acquire nuclear weapons. For several decades now, first the Soviet Union and now Russia has argued that a role of its nuclear forces was to deter so-called conventional attacks with nuclear equivalent effects. A policy of deterrence that does not pose the threat of a series of escalatory action fairly begs other nations to pursue a nuclear deterrent option of their own.  Recognizing the growing power of large-scale precision weapons, U.S. adversaries are investing heavily in deeply buried facilities. Many of these are directly under mountains where they are likely to be immune to even the largest conventional bombs. These facilities protect what these regimes value most highly -- government leaders, nuclear weapons production, advanced weapons storage, precisely the targets that a strategy of deterrence would wish to hold at risk. If these sites are also heavily defended, they may not be even accessible to airborne attack. Nuclear weapons will be needed to provide a high certainty of their destruction.  For deterrence to work, it was important that everyone had skin in the game. The U.S. had skin because of its conventional force deployments in Europe and the Far East. Our allies had skin because of the presence of theater nuclear weapons on their soil which would be likely targets of hostile nuclear attack. Also, they would be responsible for employing some of them in the event of a decision to employ nuclear weapons. If those weapons were withdrawn the escalation ladder is broken and a nuclear exchange could take place over our allies' heads, risking only U.S. targets but not those in allied countries. How long will the American people tolerate such a situation?  Finally, the Obama strategy erroneously assumes that nuclear deterrence can be separated from the rest of the deterrence continuum. The least likely event is a surprise nuclear attack against the U.S. homeland. This is true regardless of the prospective adversary. In reality, nuclear deterrence will come into play when adversaries commit aggression against U.S. allies and overseas interests. If the adversary avoids attacks on the U.S. homeland or perhaps even against U.S. allies it knows it will be safe from the threat of nuclear first use. This means that all the nuclear risk is on the U.S. side. Since there is virtually no ally or interest worth national destruction, deterrence itself will no longer work against an adversary who can achieve local conventional superiority or can muster even a single long-range nuclear delivery system.

Aff Link Answers – Troops Not Key

Troops don't solve allied prolif. They're no longer seen as sufficient.

Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 8)

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, that satisfaction and trust is no longer a given, and divergent threat perceptions have given rise to contending approaches to dealing with would-be proliferators and legacy challenges. Consequently, reassuring and discouraging a nuclear cascade of allies, or former allies, has emerged as a crucial element of deterrence planning, and, in the absence of consensus about the nature of the threats that we are facing, that reassurance function has become more complex and subject to more varied interpretations than it was in the past. In the wake of Iraq and in the midst of the Afghanistan war, as the United States endeavors to “reset” its forces and transform its overseas (military) “footprint,” the forward deployment of U.S. troops may not be sufficient in itself to convince American allies that our commitment to extended deterrence remains credible, especially in the case of political differences over preferred ways for dealing with emerging threats and legacy challenges. This, in turn, may lead some U.S. allies or coalition partners to conclude that their interests would better be served by pursuing their own nuclear options. As the Interim Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, previously cited, points out: Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.6

Other methods suffice to sustain deterrence. Even if troops matter only tiny numbers are enough.

Adams ‘5  (Karen Ruth, Associate Prof. IR – U. Montana, and PhD Pol Sci. – UC Berkeley, “New Great Powers: Who Will They Be, and How Will They Rise?”, http://www.cas.umt.edu/polsci/faculty/adams/greatpower.pdf, p. 11)

Extended deterrence can be substantiated in many ways – through the deployment of expatriates such as diplomats, advisors, or troops, for example, or through the cultivation of extensive political, economic, or cultural ties. Determining how this is most efficiently and effectively done in the nuclear, information age will be the key to identifying how second-tier states become great powers, as well as which ones are furthest along that path.41  Despite the variety of options, there is a tendency in the US to focus on troop deployments, especially large ones. This is why policy makers see “command of the commons” as so vital. It is also why they discount the possibility that the US will have “peer competitors” in the near future. Yet, occasionally, officials acknowledge the logic of deterrence. For example, although during the Cold War, massive US deployments in the Korean DMZ were thought necessary to deter North Korea from attacking the South, today (when those troops are being redeployed to Iraq and within South Korea), Pentagon officials acknowledge that trip-wire forces of 5,000 are just as effective as deployments of 500,000.42
Aff Impact Answers – No Prolif (General)

Prolif is slow, stable and extremely rare. Lots of factors vitiate against the spread of nukes.

Potter and Mukhatzhanova ‘8   (William, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Prof. Nonproliferation Studies and Dir. James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies – Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Guakhar, Research Associate – James Martin Center, International Security, “Divining Nuclear Intentions: A Review Essay”, 33:1, Summer, Project Muse)

Today it is hard to find an analyst or commentator on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future. It is nearly as difficult to find one who predicts the future without reference to metaphors such as proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, and tipping points.42 The lead author of this essay also has been guilty of the same tendency, and initially named an ongoing research project on forecasting proliferation he directs "21st Century Nuclear Proliferation Chains and Trigger Events." As both authors proceeded with research on the project, however, and particularly after reading the books by Hymans and Solingen, we became convinced that the metaphor is inappropriate and misleading, as it implies a process of nuclear decisionmaking and a pace of nuclear weapons spread that are unlikely to transpire.  The current alarm about life in a nuclear-armed crowd has many historical antecedents and can be found in classified National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) as well as in scholarly analyses. The 1957 NIE, for example, identified a list of ten leading nuclear weapons candidates, including Canada, Japan, and Sweden.43 Sweden, it predicted, was "likely to produce its first weapons in about 1961," while it was estimated that Japan would "probably seek to develop weapons production programs within the next decade."44 In one of the [End Page 159] most famous forecasts, President John Kennedy in 1963 expressed a nightmarish vision of a future world with fifteen, twenty, or twenty-five nuclear weapons powers.45  A number of the earliest scholarly projections of proliferation also tended to exaggerate the pace of nuclear weapons spread. A flurry of studies between 1958 and 1962, for example, focused on the "Nth Country Problem" and identified as many as twelve candidates capable of going nuclear in the near future.46 Canada, West Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden, and Switzerland were among the states most frequently picked as near-term proliferators.  The "peaceful nuclear explosion" by India in 1974 was seen by many analysts of the time as a body blow to the young NPT that would set in motion a new wave of proliferation. Although the anticipated domino effect did not transpire, the Indian test did precipitate a marked increase in scholarship on proliferation, including an innovative study developed around the concept—now in vogue—of proliferation chains. Rarely cited by today's experts, the 1976 monograph on Trends in Nuclear Proliferation, 1975–1995, by Lewis Dunn and Herman Kahn, set forth fifteen scenarios for nuclear weapons spread, each based on the assumption that one state's acquisition of nuclear weapons would prompt several other states to follow suit, which in turn would trigger a succession of additional nuclearization decisions.47 Although lacking any single theoretical underpinning and accepting of the notion that proliferation decisions are likely to be attributed to security needs, the Dunn-Kahn model rejected the exclusive focus by realists on security drivers and sought to probe [End Page 160] beneath the rhetoric to identify the possible presence of other pressures and constraints.  To their credit, Dunn and Kahn got many things right and advanced the study of proliferation. Their forecasts, however, were almost without exception wildly off the mark. Why, one may inquire, were their pessimistic projections about nuclear weapons spread—and those of their past and subsequent counterparts in the intelligence community—so often divorced from reality? Although Hymans and Solingen appear not to have been familiar with the research by Dunn and Kahn on proliferation trends at the time of their books' publications, their national leadership and domestic political survival models offer considerable insight into that dimension of the proliferation puzzle.48 The Four Myths of Nuclear Proliferation  Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the "tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general 'roguishness' of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions" (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49  Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that "the 'domino theory' of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear."50 As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an over-simplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders' nuclear preferences, he maintains, "are not highly contingent on what other states decide," and, therefore, "proliferation tomorrow will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of proliferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states" (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces "an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self-assertive [End Page 161] ones," and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons intent (pp. 208–209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a "ticket to international status"; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208–216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans contends, because of its fundamental neglect of the decisive role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters.  As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve international prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders "necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch": witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211–212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to fit this category.  Hymans's focus on the individual level of analysis leads him to discount bureaucratic political explanations for nuclear postures, as well. Central to his argument is the assumption that decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken "without the considerable vetting that political scientists typically assume precedes most important states choices" (p. 13). As such, although he is prepared to credit nuclear energy bureaucracies as playing a supporting role in the efforts by Australia, France, and India to go nuclear, he does not observe their influence to be a determining factor in root nuclear decisions by national leaders. Moreover, contrary to a central premise of Solingen's model of domestic political survival, Hymans finds little evidence in his case studies of leaders pursuing nuclear weapons to advance their political interests (p. 213). For example, he argues, the 1998 nuclear tests in India were as risky domestically for Vajpayee as they were internationally (p. 214).
Aff Impact Answers – No Prolif (Japan)

Nuclear taboo prevents proliferation. The consensus of experts agrees.

Yoshihara and Holmes ‘9  (Toshi, Research Fellow and resident expert on Security Issues in the Asia-Pacific – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA Int’l. Affairs – Johns Hopkins, Phd Candidate – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U., and James, PhD – Fletcher School and Senior Research Associate – UGA Center for International Trade, Naval War College Review, “Thinking about the Unthinkable: Tokyo’s Nuclear Option”, 62:3, Summer, Ebsco)

In any event, Japan's "nuclear allergy" persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo's self-imposed injunction against bomb making in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan's peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years. (11) As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons "is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society.... [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize." (12) The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup. (13) Tetsuya Endo, a former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan, argues that while Japan possesses the technical capabilities to stage a nuclear breakout, the material costs combined with the prospects of international isolation would deter Tokyo from pursuing such an option. (14) Brad Glosserman cautions that Japan likely would not survive intact as a nation-state following a nuclear exchange--even a limited one--owing to its lack of strategic depth and the extremely high population density throughout the Japanese Archipelago. (15) Llewelyn Hughes identifies a series of domestic institutional constraints, ranging from constitutional to informal, that have anchored Tokyo securely to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. (16) Others believe that Japan is actively pursuing other strategic options, including strengthening its own conventional military capabilities and deepening its alliance ties to the United States, as substitutes for an independent nuclear deterrent. (17) In sum, normative, material, geographic, institutional, and strategic considerations militate against going nuclear.

Zero chance Japan goes nuclear. Too many obstacles despite North Korea and worst case they’ll share weapons with the US.

Yokota ‘9  (Takashi, Associate Ed. Newsweek Japan, Newsweek, “Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear”, 6-22, http://www.newsweek.com/id/201859)

North Korea's recent nuclear test has spawned many nightmare scenarios, including the possibility that pacifist Japan will go nuclear, triggering a new arms race. Both U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have warned of just that possibility, and on May 31 former secretary of state Henry Kissinger said that unless Beijing reins in Pyongyang, it should expect to "live in an Asia in which South Korea and Japan have nuclear weapons." It sounds plausible. After all, Japan is one of the only great powers that doesn't already boast its own nuclear deterrent. Though Tokyo has officially vowed never to possess, build or even allow nuclear weapons onto its territory—promises born from Hiroshima and the pacifist constitution imposed on Japan by its U.S. occupiers after the war—some big-name Tokyo politicians have questioned that stance in recent years. In April, Goji Sakamoto, a lawmaker from the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, said that Japan should at least "threaten" to go nuclear. Shinzo Abe, who was prime minister from 2006 to 2007, once reportedly told a room full of college students that possessing nukes wouldn't violate Japan's constitution as long as the arsenal was "small in scale." And after Pyongyang's first nuclear test in 2006, senior LDP member Shoichi Nakagawa and Prime Minister Taro Aso (then foreign minister) called for public debate on the question. Yet this is all just rhetoric. For one thing, despite North Korea's threats and China's growing military and political power, the Japanese people remain dead set against building nuclear weapons. Polls conducted over the past three years show that less than 20 percent of the public currently says it favors possessing such a deterrent. For another, Japan—a crowded island nation—lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others—including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba—insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test. Japan, moreover, now occupies the nuke-free high ground and would risk losing its innocence if it went nuclear. According to an internal 1995 study by Japan's defense establishment, reversing the country's no-nukes policy would trigger the collapse of the Nuclear Non--Proliferation Treaty regime, as the withdrawal of the world's only nuclear victim could fatally undermine confidence in the system. Such a move would also severely damage relations with Washington—Tokyo's most important ally—and the alarm in Beijing and Seoul could set off a nuclear race across East Asia. Japan would get the blame. The consequences for Japan's energy supplies and economy could be equally catastrophic. If Japan broke out of the NPT, the countries that now supply it with nuclear fuel, including Canada, Australia and the United States, would surely hold back their shipments, which are currently conditioned on the fuel's peaceful use. That would be a nightmare for Japan, which relies on nuclear energy for nearly a third of its electricity. There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And Aso is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves. Of course, the political environment may change if North Korea continues to act belligerently or if China proves to be a real threat, as Japanese hawks fear. But even then, most Japanese experts believe that their country would stop short of building a bomb of its own. At most, it might temporarily allow the United States to base nukes on Japanese territory. Another option would be to develop the means to stage a conventional strike against North Korea's launchpads.

Aff Impact Answers – No Prolif (South Korea)

South Korea won’t go nuclear. Public opposition will force government to find other solutions..

Yi ‘9  (Kiho, Dir. Nautilus Institute of Seoul and Prof. – Hanshin U., The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The North Korean nuclear test: The South Korean reaction,” 6-5, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-north-korean-nuclear-test-the-south-korean-reaction)
But back to the domestic response in South Korea. Like the South Korean public, other than the two hours immediately following the test, the South Korean stock market remained pretty much unaffected by Pyongyang's actions last week. The country's most important investors seemed to dismiss the idea of a war between the North and South as unlikely, despite the North's rhetoric. As for Seoul's intellectual elite, they have made many political statements this week, but none of them involve North Korea. Instead, these statements involve Lee Myung-bak, as many professors at the country's major universities want him to apologize for prosecuting Roh and to support the basic rights of expression that make the South a democracy. A few statements from domestic civil society organizations did request that North Korea stop its nuclear program, but that was about it in terms of public outcry. Politically, the response has been more heated. Some members of the South Korean Parliament have seriously raised the idea of Seoul pursuing its own nuclear capability. Others want to discuss what options the South Korean government should take if the country's leaders decide the U.S. nuclear umbrella isn't enough to keep Seoul safe. But again, the South Korean people seem opposed to such actions. According to a recent poll done by Mono Research, 67 percent of everyday South Koreans said that Seoul needs to find a peaceful way in which to solve the North Korean nuclear crisis; only 25 percent answered that South Korea should take a strong stand against North Korean military provocations. So I am hopeful that such popular support for peace will lead to a practical process of denuclearization and disarmament on the Korean Peninsula.

