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Inherency
NFU policy not adopted currently.
Global Security Newswire, 3/1. 

(March 1, 2010, organization staffed by a group of experts on international affairs, nonproliferation, security and military issues, public health, medicine and communications who have operational and international experience in their fields, “U.S. Seen Ruling Out "No First Use" Nuke Policy,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100301_8911.php, Date Accessed: 06/26/10, CC FS)
The Obama administration has ruled out pledging in a forthcoming U.S. nuclear strategy review that the United States will never initiate a nuclear first strike against another power, the New York Times reported yesterday (see GSN, Feb. 17).

(Mar. 1) - U.S. B-61 nuclear bombs. The Obama administration has reportedly dismissed calls to adopt a nuclear "no first use" policy in a pending U.S. nuclear strategy review (U.S. National Nuclear Security Administration photo).

U.S. President Barack Obama was set to hear alternatives from Defense Secretary Robert Gates today for addressing remaining concerns over the Nuclear Posture Review, officials told the Times. The issues to be discussed included the possibility of redefining the purpose of the U.S. strategic arsenal by specifying situations in which the country might use its nuclear weapons.

Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.) and other ranking Democrats have called on the president to state in the review that the "sole purpose" of the nation's nuclear weapons is to prevent a nuclear strike. Defense Department officials and a large contingent of White House staffers, though, have sought language specifying deterrence of nuclear strikes more generally as the leading reason for the arsenal (Sanger/Shanker, New York Times, Feb. 28).

Obama has reportedly hoped to rule out the initial use of nuclear weapons as well as the employment of nuclear weapons against nations that possess only conventional arsenals, according to theAtlantic magazine.

U.S. Vice President Joseph Biden has opposed Gates' stance on making little change to the existing policy, while the State Department's position is "somewhere in-between," Foreign Policy reported. The remaining disputes are expected are to prevent the release of the Nuclear Posture Review until late this month, the Atlanticreported.

"There are intense internal divisions over the core thrust of the NPR," said one administration official.

1AC Module (1/4)
Longtime U.S. Nuclear Threats Made North Korean Nuclear Proliferation Inevitable 

Cumings 2005

(Bruce-, Professor of History – University of Chicago, Korea’s Place in the Sun: A Modern History, p. 470-71) ncp
If we assume that P’yongyang’s real goal was to build weapons, it had solid justification for going nuclear: after all, it could easily have made the classic argument that it is merely engaged in deterrence – that once both sides have nuclear weapons, the resulting Mexican standoff negates the possibility of use, and that a DPRK weapon returns the peninsula to the status quo ante 1991.  Nearly all the American press commentary ignored this simple fact: the DPRK was the target of periodic nuclear threats and extended nuclear deterrence on the part of the United States for decades, yet until now it has possessed no such weapons itself.

1AC Module (2/4)

No first use policy decreases North Korea’s anxieties.

Cicconi, 10.

(Martine Cicconi, Expected J.D. 2010, Stanford Law School, Last CHANGED: 03/11/10, “Nuclear Restraint Revisited: An Analysis of the Arguments For and Against No First Use Policies in the Late Cold War and Today,” http://www.cdi.org/laws/nuclear_restraint_revisited.html, Lawyers Alliance for World Security [non-partisan, non-governmental organization advocating policies designed to reduce the dangers posed by nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction], Date Accessed: 06/27/10, CC)

By pledging not to use nuclear weapons even in response to a chemical or biological attack, the United States.S. would also disincentivize development of WMDs. For states like Iran, Syria and North Korea, fear of U.S. aggression suggests that development of chemical, biological and even nuclear weapons is prudent. [80] Eliminating of the possibility of a nuclear attack would go far towards relieving the urgent need to build a WMD arsenal. Of course, the underlying security concerns of these states would have to be addressed. For example, in order to fully alleviate North Korea’s fears, the U.S. would have to ensure the nation that it would not seek regime change, or even urge South Korea to invade. But a promise not to attack North Korea with nuclear weapons would improve the bilateral relationship, paving the way for credible commitments that could enhance the security of both nations.

1AC Module (3/4)

Change in nuclear policy to “no first use” solves undermines North Korea’s reason for having nuclear weapons.

International Crisis Group, 09.

(June 18, 2009, independent, non-profit, non-governmental organisation committed to preventing and resolving deadly conflict, “NORTH KOREA: GETTING BACK TO TALKS,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09051AICGTalks.pdf, Date Accessed: 06/26/10, CC)
However it should be clear that Washington will not renounce its alliance commitments under this formula. 

In addition, Washington should give strong weight in its current Nuclear Posture Review, due to be completed by the end of 2009, to the impact that would be made, in undermining the DPRK argument that it needs a nuclear deterrent, by a clear change in U.S. nuclear doctrine – preferably all the way to “no first use”, but at least to a declaration that the U.S. regards the only role of its nuclear weapons as being to deter others using such weapons against it or its allies. This is an issue that has wider ramifications, not least in the context of NATO, but nowhere would such a change of doctrine have more immediate and positive resonance than in North East Asia. Such a declaration would, of course, not imply any diminution in U.S. capacity and willingness to protect its allies from nonnuclear attacks by non-nuclear military means. 
1AC Module (4/4)
US no first use key to stop proliferation.

Cicconi, 10.

(Martine Cicconi, Expected J.D. 2010, Stanford Law School, Last CHANGED: 03/11/10, “Nuclear Restraint Revisited: An Analysis of the Arguments For and Against No First Use Policies in the Late Cold War and Today,” http://www.cdi.org/laws/nuclear_restraint_revisited.html, Lawyers Alliance for World Security [non-partisan, non-governmental organization advocating policies designed to reduce the dangers posed by nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction], Date Accessed: 06/27/10, CC)

Given the prominent role the U.S. plays in global nonproliferation efforts, the nation’s decision to renounce first use would be a major milestone in the fight to control the spread of nuclear weapons. The effort would be rewarded by increased faith in the nonproliferation regime and enhanced cooperation on issues crucial to keeping nuclear weapons out of dangerous hands. As the Gang of Four argued more than a quarter of a century ago, the adoption of No First Use “would bring new hope to everyone in every country whose life is shadowed by the hideous possibility of [another] great conflict.”[83] In today’s world, such a policy is not only prudent; it is essential.

North Korea fears US (1/2)
U.S. Nuclear Blackmail Has Been The Source Of North Korean Militarization 

Cumings 2005

(Bruce-, Professor of History – University of Chicago, Korea’s Place in the Sun: A Modern History, p. 497) ncp
From the Korean War onward, North Korea responded to this nuclear blackmail by building enormous facilities underground or in mountain redoubts, from troop and materiel depots to munitions factories, even to subterranean warplane hangars.  American control of the air in that war illustrated a deterrence principle supposedly developed only with “smart” weapons – namely, that “once you can see the target, it is already destroyed.”  The North Koreans have long known this and have acted upon the principle.  In the mid-1970s P’yongyang faced more threats as the Park Chung Hee government sought to develop nuclear capabilities, ceasing the activity only under enormous American pressure, while retaining formidable potentialities.  The ROK went ahead with its clandestine program to develop “indigenous ability to build ballistic missiles” capable of carrying nuclear warheads.  South Korea also garnered a reputation as a “renegade” arms supplier to pariah countries like South Africa and to Iran and Iraq during their war.  Much of this reads as if it were written about North Korea, not South Korea, and puts P’yongyang’s activity into perspective: much of it was in response to U.S. pressure and ROK initiatives.  
North Korea fears US (2/2)

U.S. Bears Greatest Blame For Lingering Korean Conflict

Cumings 2005

(Bruce-, Professor of History – University of Chicago, Korea’s Place in the Sun: A Modern History, p. 505) ncp
The beginning of wisdom is to recognize that the United States continues to bear the greatest responsibility for peace on the Korean peninsula and, in many ways, for failing to resolve the Korean conflict fifty years after it began.  Nowhere else in the world has the United States backed one side in a conflict so exclusively, with such minimal contact with the other side.  Nowhere else does it directly command the military forces of another sovereign nation.
Korean Denuclearization (1/5)
A “no first use” policy would convince North Korea to agree to denuclearization.
Harrison, 4/6.

(Selig S. Harrison, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy and a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, April 6, 2010, “Should U.S. keep ‘first use’ option?” http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2010-03-30-column30_ST_N.htm, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

An incompatible stance

Asserting the right of first use is described as tough and realistic, but it is actually unrealistic. It is incompatible with the goal of non-proliferation. Article Six of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty provides for the reduction of existing arsenals in return for the non-nuclear powers remaining non-nuclear. But the non-nuclear states can hardly be expected to keep their promise if the nuclear powers threaten first use of the nuclear weapons still in their possession while reductions proceed at a glacial pace spread over decades.

In the case of North Korea, where I have visited 11 times, the harsh reality is that the policies pursued by the U.S. will not work. Although the U.S. has unilaterally removed its tactical nuclear weapons from South Korea,it continues to deploy intercontinental ballistic missiles within striking range of North Korea.

For this reason, when Pyongyang suspended its nuclear weapons program for eight years, it did so only after the U.S. formally pledged in a 1994 agreement to give assurances "against the threat or use of nuclear weapons."

A similar pledge, together with a peace treaty ending the Korean War and steps to normalize relations, would be necessary now in return for new denuclearization measures by Pyongyang. But the Pentagon has resisted such a pledge. Barring last-minute intervention by the president, the review will accept the longstanding Pentagon premise that any restriction on first use would deny U.S. generals the necessary element of unpredictability and surprise in countering Pyongyang's possible use not only of nuclear weapons, but of chemical and biological weapons as well.\

An obvious objection to a "no first use" pledge is that it could be broken in a crisis. But "having one from you would be better than not having one," observed Alaeddin Boroujerdi, head of the National Security and Foreign Policy Commission of Iran's parliament, on my visit to Tehran in 2008. "It would be important in building confidence between us. After all, you come into the (Persian) Gulf with your ships, and for all we know, they have nuclear weapons."

Korean Denuclearization (2/5)

Changing our nuclear posture is key
Huntley, 05.

(Wade L., Adjunct Professor at Naval Postgraduate School, September 2005, “Waiting to Exhale: The Six-Party Talks Agreement,” http://liu.xplorex.com/sites/liu/files/Publications/waitingtoexhale.pdf Date Accessed : 6/26/10, FS) 


Beyond this sticky wicket lie the complex difficulties in verifying North Korean compliance with whatever stipulations may emerge for dismantling its existing nuclear weapons capabilities and eliminating all capacity for future nuclear weapons development. First of all, the agreement's reference to “all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear programs” does not explicitly include North Korea's alleged second nuclear weapons program based on uranium enrichment. U.S. charges in 2002 that this program constituted a breach of North Korea's Agreed Framework and NPT obligations led eventually to the collapse of the Agreed Framework at the end of that year. North Korea continues to deny the program exists. The inclusive language of the agreement would include that program if and when North Korea acknowledges it, and, it is difficult to imagine a complete accord in the absence of that acknowledgement, without which international inspectors would be forced to uncover it in more adversarial fashion. This issue constitutes another major challenge of future negotiations. As devilishly, to achieve the agreement's goal of “verifiable denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula” will require North Korea to accept verification intrusiveness an order of magnitude larger than it has experienced in the past. Previously, IAEA safeguards procedures applied principally to the Yongbyon facility, including the research reactor from which North Korea has extracted the spent fuel it is now purportedly reprocessing into weapons-grade plutonium. In the future, inspections and other verification procedures will need to demonstrate additionally the non-existence anywhere in the country of reprocessed plutonium or reprocessing facilities, uranium enrichment facilities, and completed nuclear explosive devices. Putting aside the tremendous political resistance such intrusiveness is likely to engender, North Korea's nuclear program has now advanced far enough that there may emerge tangible technical obstacles to reaching a level of verification of North Korean denuclearization satisfying the international community. North Korea will have a hard time proving it is non-nuclear, even if it wants to. Many benefits to North Korea under any final accord are likely to be contingent on achieving such verification. The agreement adopts the principle of “commitment for commitment, action for action.” But the nature of these commitments and actions is as yet undefined; beyond that task lays the even harder negotiation to order their sequences. Presumably, North Korea will insist that some benefits begin flowing to it before complete verification of its denuclearization is achieved, particularly given the intrusive and time-consuming challenges that complete verification is likely to pose. This result would resemble the model of the 1994 Agreed Framework, and would likely attract renewed criticism that, as under the Agreed Framework, North Korea could accrue enough support to stave off internal crises while never fully coming clean on its nuclear programs. Thus, dramatically increased verification challenges will make arranging the timing of other elements of any agreement more difficult as well. 

Toward Regional Security Cooperation Beyond these immediate obstacles, however, the wider scope of the agreement provides a guiding light. Indeed, perhaps the most promising elements of the agreement lie in its provisions for reaching a regional accord wider in scope than the immediate nuclear crisis. In the agreement, the United States acknowledged North Korea's sovereignty, pledged not to attack North Korea , and recommitted itself to normalizing relations. These negative security assurances will carry great weight for a country subjected to cavalier talk of “regime change” since the advent of the Bush administration—language reinforced in North Korea's eyes not only by the invasion of Iraq but also by specific inclusion of North Korea in the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review as a potential target for nuclear counterproliferation strikes. The mutual commitment to normalize relations was also a feature of the 1994 accord, and was also then a provision as valuable to North Korea as many of the more tangible benefits. Acknowledging the existence of the Pyongyang regime as a sovereign interlocutor was a key element of William Perry's review of U.S. North Korea policy at the end of the Clinton administration, and led directly to progress in relations abandoned as the Bush administration came to office. If the Bush administration is now prepared to follow through genuinely in restoring this U.S. posture, the benefits that could accrue to smoothing negotiations over more contentious tangible matters should not be underestimated. The principle motivation <continued>

<continued> of Kim Jong-Il's regime may likely be simply to survive as the ruling regime; progress toward normalization of ties is the metric by which Pyongyang gauges how much U.S. “hostility” has abated. Consequently, as the United States moves away from toppling the regime by force and toward eventual establishment of full diplomatic relations,

Korean Denuclearization (3/5)

Only a softline policy can assuage Korean fears and prevent all-out Asian war
Hui, 09.

(Zhang, Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, June 2009, “Don’t play nuclear chicken with a desperate pariah,” http://www.nuclearno.com/text.asp?13773, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, FS)
In retaliation for tightened U.N. sanctions following North Korea`s May 25 nuclear test and subsequent missile tests, Pyongyang defiantly upped the ante on Saturday, June 13. North Korea said it will move forward with its plans to build a nuclear arsenal, begin a program of uranium enrichment, and take "resolute military actions" against the United States and its regional allies. Then on Thursday, June 18, news surfaced that the next missile test might be pointed toward Hawaii (the missiles in question don`t have the range to actually reach the islands -- only head that way). Pyongyang is also reportedly preparing another nuclear test. 

This game of escalation will go on and on until North Korea gets what it desires most from Washington: a reliable security assurance. Of course, no one likes to yield to dictators. But ultimately, playing chicken with a desperate and nuclear-armed North Korea is too risky to endeavor. The more isolated the North Koreans become, the more likely they will be to use the nuclear card in threatening two hostages: South Korea and Japan. Everyone loses that game. With two nuclear tests under its belt, Pyongyang should have more confidence in its capability to mate its smaller and low-yield warheads (about 4 kilotons) with its existing Scud missiles (which are capable of reaching all of South Korea) and Nodong missiles (with the range to strike all of Japan, including the U.S. military bases there). A 4-kiloton bomb would not be as powerful as the 15 to 20 kilotons dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but it could cause greater casualties given the significantly higher population densities of South Korea and Japan today, especially in their capitals of Seoul and Tokyo. A 4-kiloton bomb could cause hundreds of thousands of deaths from the blast, burns, and ensuing radiation. It gets worse. Pyongyang also said on Saturday that it had reprocessed more than one third of its newly discharged 8,000 spent fuel rods -- a claim that is likely true. Within another three months, North Korea could harvest between 8 and 12 kg of plutonium, or enough for one to two bombs. The country has also confirmed that it started a program to create highly enriched uranium (HEU). If North Korea were to successfully develop a centrifuge enrichment facility capable of producing one bomb`s worth of HEU, it would pose a huge challenge to denuclearization. Unlike plutonium production, which involves large reactor facilities and generates a considerable amount of heat, the facility North Korea has in mind would be compact and thus easier to hide. Verification would require more-invasive inspections -- and the (unlikely) cooperation of Pyongyang. Conveniently for North Korea, HEU is also much more attractive than plutonium to subnational groups in the market for nuclear weapons because HEU bombs are relatively easier to make. For an eager buyer, Pyongyang might become a willing supplier with the right situation and price. After all, North Korea has dabbled in selling missiles and missile technologies to Iran and others. North Korea reportedly helped Syria build a reactor that was destroyed by Israeli airstrikes in September 2007. The probability that any sane country would make such a nuclear transfer is extremely low, but an armed and desperate North Korea might do so in a last-ditch attempt to save the regime. From Pyongyang`s perspective, what`s not to like? North Korea could earn foreign currency and build anti-Washington alliances at the same time. Under the new U.N. sanctions and the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative, Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul are meant to intercept and interdict any such shipments from North Korea. However, Pyongyang states clearly that an attempted blockade of any kind by the United States and its allies would be regarded as "an act of war" and met with "a decisive military response."  Given North Korea`s capabilities and its threatening rhetoric, it`s important to ask: How likely is it to act on brinkmanship threats?  The short answer: likely enough to worry. Although Washington might want to facilitate North Korea`s implosion and collapse through long-term isolation, a desperate Pyongyang would almost certainly not go down quietly. Military conflict could lead to a full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula in which the possibility of nuclear weapons being used, as Pyongyang has ominously threatened, should not be ruled out. The regime would do anything to survive.  Over the long term, North Korea cannot tolerate isolation and economic sanctions. Economic <continued> <continued>development,which the country sorely needs, requires that Pyongyang open its doors to the international community, and especially to 
<continued> 
<continued>

foreign investment, trade, and aid. But long before that happens, Pyongyang wants to address its foremost security concerns -- mainly from the U.S. "threat" (read: troops) just across the border in South Korea. Given Kim Jong Il`s health problems and North Korea`s ever worsening economic situation, Pyongyang is eager to push Washington into offering reliable security assurances and guarantees. Regardless of Pyongyang`s intention, Washington`s only way to win this game is to prepare a large "carrot" to induce Pyongyang to denuclearize, while the United Nations and others, including China, prepare "sticks" to enforce the deal. Simply taking time and waiting would result in consequences in no one`s best interests. Taking chances on an escalating game of chicken could ultimately leave both sides bloodied. 

Korean Denuclearization (4/5)

We need to end our nuclear aggression with North Korea to rectify relationship
Kim. 09.
(Jack, journalist, September 30, 2009, “Fresh South Korea nuclear proposal “ridiculous”: North,”http://www.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idUSTRE58T1RS20090930 Accessed 6/26/10 FS)



North Korea Wednesday rejected a proposal by South Korea's president for a fresh deal to end its nuclear arms program in return for massive aid, which he has said was possibly Pyongyang's last chance at survival.

In separate comments, the North Korean foreign ministry pledged to end the country's nuclear ambitions but only on the condition that Washington stopped threatening its existence, repeating a long-standing justification for its atomic drive.

South Korea and the United States have been consulting on a new and comprehensive package of incentives for the North that would consolidate measures to end Pyongyang's nuclear ambitions as laid out in a stalled 2005 disarmament deal.

"The nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula should be settled between (North Korea) and the U.S. from every aspect as it is a product of the latter's hostile policy toward the former," the North's official KCNA news agency said. "(South Korean officials) are seriously mistaken if they calculate the DPRK (North Korea) would accept the ridiculous 'proposal' for 'the normalization of relations' with someone and for some sort of 'economic aid.'" South Korean President Lee Myung-bak said on the sidelines of a G20 summit last week that the existing process to disarm the reclusive state had been slow and was now defunct.

"In order for us to really accurately assess North Korea's true intent, that is the reason I proposed a grand bargain, whereby we will really have to deal with this in a one-shot deal and to try to bring about a fundamental resolution," Lee said.

"HOSTILE" POLICY

North Korea has long said it was ready to drop its nuclear program if the United States ended what Pyongyang says is a hostile policy toward it. Washington has said it had no intention to attack the North.

"We will as before strive to build a world without nuclear arms and to realize a Korean peninsula free of nuclear weapons in association with the U.S. hostile policy against us," the North's foreign ministry spokesman said in comments carried by KCNA. But the unnamed spokesman rejected a Security Council resolution adopted last week that called for global nuclear disarmament as "based on a double standard" that "did not reflect the hopes and will of the overall international community." The Security Council at a summit chaired by U.S. President Barack Obama unanimously approved a resolution for a nuclear-free world without naming either North Korea or Iran, which the West considers top atomic threats.

Korean Denuclearization (5/5)
The US must use soft power over hard power with the DPRK

Hixson, 09.
(Walter L. Hixson,  Chair of the Department of History at University of Akron, April 7, 2009, “Diplomacy the Path to Peaceful Peninsula” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2009-04/07/content_7653405.htm, China Daily, Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

If the Obama administration can rein in its own military, as well as its dependent allies in Seoul and Tokyo, and pursue the avowed aim of a world free of nuclear weapons, DPRK might play along. "Pyongyang's basic stance is that as long as Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul remain adversaries, it feels threatened and will acquire nuclear missiles to counter that threat," writes Leon Sigal, an expert on the Korean crisis, in the January 2009 Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. However, "if Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul move toward reconciliation it will get rid of these weapons. Whether the DPRK means what it says isn't certain, but the only way to test it is to try to build mutual trust over time by faithfully carrying out a series of reciprocal steps." Short of fuel and unable adequately to feed its own people, the DPRK badly needs international economic assistance. The other five parties should strive for an immediate quid pro quo involving massive but graduated assistance to the DPRK in return for denuclearization. Such a result would not only pave the way for a settlement on the Korean Peninsula but could also enhance the prospects of containing Korean nuclear technology from being exported to other states. The DPRK launch represents a step back in the region, but there is a way forward. The Six Party talks must resume and come to acceptable terms. In the 21st century, choosing militarism over diplomacy invites disaster.
Global Nonproliferation (1/5)
No first use reduces need for deterrence and increases US legitimacy on non-proliferation.

Berry, 09.
(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

The existence of a no first use commitment by all the nuclear armed states could reduce the need for a nuclear deterrent. It would in addition give the United States a somewhat more legitimate basis on which to engage the international community on nuclear non-proliferation issues. It would also conceivably lead to changes in state practice in deployment of their nuclear arsenals (de-alerting, separating warheads from delivery vehicles). Potentially, it could also see the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons which are designed primarily for first use. In doing so, it would produce an environment in which first use is less likely. 
Global Nonproliferation (2/5)

US agreement to “no first use policy” leads to global rejection of nuclear weapons.

Cicconi, 10.

(Martine Cicconi, Expected J.D. 2010, Stanford Law School, Last CHANGED: 03/11/10, “Nuclear Restraint Revisited: An Analysis of the Arguments For and Against No First Use Policies in the Late Cold War and Today,” http://www.cdi.org/laws/nuclear_restraint_revisited.html, Lawyers Alliance for World Security [non-partisan, non-governmental organization advocating policies designed to reduce the dangers posed by nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction], Date Accessed: 06/27/10, CC)

Like the Gang of Four argued years ago, the adoption of a No First Use policy is a necessary step towards ridding the world of nuclear weapons. Under Article VI of the Nonproliferation Treaty, the United States.S. (along with other nuclear weapons states) is obligated to reduce its arsenal.[76] As part of the NPT’s “central bargain,” this commitment is made in exchange for non-weapons states renouncing nuclear weapons. Since the dawn of the nonproliferation regime, non-weapons states have demanded legally binding guarantees that they will not be attacked with nuclear weapons.[77] By adopting a No First Use policy, the U.S. could placate states demanding security assurances, thereby building confidence in the long-range stability of the Treaty.[78] As the world’s only superpower and the principle architect of the NPT, the United States.S. could likely exert sufficient pressure to persuade other weapons states to follow suit,[79] leading to a global renunciation of nuclear weapons. Such an event would create tremendous momentum for cooperation on other nonproliferation issues, such as controlling production of fissile material, enhancing safeguards at nuclear facilities, and heightening export controls.

Global Nonproliferation (3/5)

No first use policy bolsters US legitimacy – won’t be hypocrites.
Berry, 09.

(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

Equally, however, it could be argued that the existence of a no first use commitment by all the nuclear armed states could reduce the need for a nuclear deterrent. In other words, such a commitment would give less motivation for other states to develop nuclear—or for that matter chemical or biological—weapons capabilities of their own to deter a possible first strike by another state. It would also give the United States a somewhat more legitimate basis on which to engage the international community on nuclear non-proliferation issues than it currently has with a policy explicitly arrogating to itself a right of first use of nuclear weapons against recalcitrant states.18 

Global Nonproliferation (4/5)

No first use commitment decreases need for other states to develop nuclear weapons.

Berry, 09.

(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

Equally, however, it could be argued that the existence of a no first use commitment by all the nuclear armed states could reduce the need for a nuclear deterrent. In other words, such a commitment would give less motivation for other states to develop nuclear—or for that matter chemical or biological—weapons capabilities of their own to deter a possible first strike by another state. It would also give the United States a somewhat more legitimate basis on which to engage the international community on nuclear non-proliferation issues than it currently has with a policy explicitly arrogating to itself a right of first use of nuclear weapons against recalcitrant states.18 
Global Nonproliferation (5/5)

US adoption of NFU would increase non-proliferation

ICNND 2009

(International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and disarmamament,   joint initiative of the Australian and Japanese Governments aiming to reinvigorate international efforts on nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/infosheets/InfoSheet_No09.pdf Accessed 6/22/10 FS)

But a significant early move, even by the U.S. alone, toward declared doctrine that visibly reduces the salience, or prominence, of nuclear weapons in national defence and security systems – together with physical arrangements for their location and handling that are entirely consistent with such a declaration and adds credibility to it – would add significant momentum to the disarmament cause, and by extension, be a very significant boost for non-proliferation efforts, in the context of the 2010 NPT Review Conference and beyond. 
Disarmament (1/2)
No first use policy results in elimination of first-use nuclear weapons like TNW’s and leads to disarmament. 

Berry, 09.

(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)
The risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons would also be reduced19 since taking nuclear weapons off hair trigger alert, separation of warheads from their delivery platforms, and redeployment of many to separate storage, could be some of the consequences of uniform adoption of a no first use policy20. Indeed, it has been suggested that the purpose of no first use is less to seek to constrain the use of weapons in war than to constrain the deployment of weapons in peacetime and to contribute to the disarmament process.21 Such a commitment to no first use could also lead to the elimination from nuclear planning—and potentially from nuclear arsenals as well—of tactical nuclear weapons, such as nuclear cannon shells, which are designed precisely for first strike advantage in battlefield situations. The so-called ‘bunker buster’ tactical nuclear weapons would probably also have to go since these are also essentially a first strike weapon. 
Retention of only a survivable retaliatory strike capability would be all that was necessary in these circumstances.22 The survivability of such a second strike capacity might be an issue for some. However, the creation or consolidation of a more benign international environment implicit in making such a treaty possible would make this factor less crucial. Furthermore, it could be argued that a joint and cooperative commitment by all nuclear armed states to no first use could quickly lead to significant cuts in strategic nuclear forces, and particularly those of the United States and Russia. In other words, if everyone moved toward postures that were survivable, a no first use commitment would be less necessary, but for the same reason would be more credible. This in its own right would be major contribution to the nuclear disarmament process. 
Disarmament (2/2)

NFU critical for elimination of nuclear weapons

Guangqian and Yu 2009

(Peng Guangqian and Rong Yu, Major General in People’s liberation Army, and Ph.D, Nuclear No-First-Use Revisited, 2009, “Nuclear No-First-Use Revisited,” http://www.washingtonobserver.org/pdfs/Peng_and_Rong.pdf, China Security, Vol. 5 No. 1 Winter 2009, Accessed on 6/26/10 FS)

The year 1950 witnessed the first popular outcry against the use of nuclear weapons with the meeting of the World Council of Peace in Stockholm. The famous Stockholm Appeal proclaimed that any government which was the first to use atomic weapons against any other country would be committing a crime against humanity and should be regarded as a war criminal.1 Over 500 million signatures were eventually gathered in support of the appeal.2 Since then, demand for criminal​ization of the use of nuclear weapons has been repeatedly voiced in various forms by world peace movements and anti-nuclear campaigns alike. A declaratory no-first-use (NFU) of nuclear weapons policy has been considered to be an important first step towards a comprehensive ban and complete elimination of nuclear weapons.3 
AT: First Use Good
Availability of the first use option leads to nuclear use – 3 ways.
Center for Strategic and International Studies, 09.
(bipartisan, nonprofit think tank, October 1, 2009, “Defending Changes in Nuclear Policy, http://csis.org/blog/defending-changes-nuclear-policy, CC)

Even if nuclear threats could be credible, Gerson argued that they're dangerous.  He began by establishing crisis stability as the key lens through which to judge an effective nuclear policy.  Because a bolt from the blue attack is extremely unlikely, the greatest risk is that an international crisis escalates to the point that a country thinks they must or should use nuclear weapons.  Gerson argued that maintaining a first strike option contributes to crisis instability.  Because the U.S. retains it as an option, countries fear a decapitating U.S. first strike.  Again, there are three ways this could lead to nuclear use:  1) Fearing a first strike, a country could adopt a launch on warning policy including dispersing or pre-delegating launch codes, which could increase the risk of an accidental or unauthorized launch.  2) If in a time of crisis another country increases the alert levels of its nuclear forces to decrease its arsenal’s vulnerability, the U.S. could interpret it as an impending launch and pre-empt. 3) Fear of a decapitating first strike could create a use it or lose it dynamic; in desperation, other countries could opt to launch a nuclear strike even knowing they'll eventually lose the war.
AT: NFU decreases deterrence
No first use policy key to deterring WMD from rogue states.

Lodal, 01.

(Jan M. Lodal, former President of the Atlantic Council, former Chairman of Lodal and Company, former senior staff member of the National Security Council, March 6, 2001, “Pledging 'No First Strike': A Step Toward Real WMD Cooperation,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/3916/pledging_no_first_strike.html, Arms Control Today, Date Accessed: 06/26/10, CC)

To achieve its goals in stopping new WMD threats, the United States should begin with a reassessment of its own nuclear doctrine and force structure. Both remain locked in the Cold War paradigm. The nuclear doctrines of damage limitation and extended deterrence in Europe were responses to a Soviet threat that no longer exists. Yet these doctrines continue to require nuclear forces and war plans that would give the United States a first-strike capability if an NMD were deployed. A U.S. pledge of “no first strike” is a necessary first step in establishing a new nuclear offense-defense relationship that maintains deterrence while motivating the cooperation necessary to stop the growing threats of WMD from terrorists and rogue states.
AT: Invasion

The US won’t be decimated – can still react with nonnuclear weapons.

Berry, 09.
(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

With the election of the Obama Administration, the US may be approaching the point where NFU may be a realistic option. In particular, it may be willing to accept that, apart from a fundamental threat to its very existence, any other threat to the US and its allies could be met by the massive superiority of US conventional forces. The other NPT NWS may even be prepared to go along with this, though Russia would need to have its concerns over NATO’s eastward expansion and US ballistic missile defence plans in Europe satisfied. India is also likely to support it, though the other NPT outsiders could prove more difficult. 
Perm

Perm – Solvency Softline Advantage CP

No first use against North Korea is critical to a Grand Bargain with North Korea
Kim 2009.

(Kyong-soo, international politics professor at Myongji University, September 30, 2009. “Making the ‘grand bargain’ stick,” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2910676, JoongAng Daily, accessed on 6/26/10 by FS )

North Korea has so far kept…adversary using nuclear arms.

North Korea has so far kept silent on President Lee Myung-bak’s proposal of a “grand bargain,” or a package of economic aid and security guarantees in return for an irrevocable end to the North’s nuclear program.  The basic idea of the proposal is to give the North an ultimatum to settle the nuclear problem once and for all, having concluded that the word-for-word and action-for-action reciprocal approach employed for the last 20 years has failed to motivate North Korea to disarm. South Korea and the United States may differ a little on the details, but they agree on the principle of the new approach. The idea is unlikely to be as agreeable to North Korea’s ears but could certainly act as an obstacle to its “salami tactics,” in which the communist regime offers thin slices of concessions in exchange for more time, which it uses to solidify its nuclear program. At the negotiating table, we cannot expect to achieve all we aim for nor can we endlessly concede to the adversary. So how and which issues to place on the table is important to make certain the negotiations turn out successfully. Realizing the grand bargain could happen in two steps: first bilateral and then multilateral talks. North Korea and the United States could first reach an agreement, and then South Korea, China, Japan and Russia could seal the deal. Washington naturally should be Pyongyang’s first negotiating partner as only it can ensure the security of the communist regime. When the two come to a settlement, the rest of the six-party members could wrap up talks with a formal treaty. What to discuss would mainly involve what the U.S. offers in return for the North’s renunciation of nuclear weapons.  First of all, Washington can provide a positive security assurance, referring to the assistance a nuclear weapons state can offer to a non-nuclear state if the latter falls victim to nuclear aggression or is clearly threatened by nuclear arms. These assurances were recognized by the United Nations Security Council in Resolution 255, adopted in 1968. Secondly, it can offer negative security assurances, a guarantee by a nuclear-weapons state not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against states that have formally renounced nuclear weapons. The assurance includes no immediate use of nuclear weapons as well as non-participation in nuclear alliances and non-involvement in aggressive nuclear activities.  Since 1978, the U.S. has pledged not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states. But both assurances are more rhetorical as they are not legally binding. Non-nuclear weapons states have been demanding these assurances be mandated in a binding treaty.  Therefore, the “grand bargain” could end up more appealing to the North if the United States pledges security assurances in writing that would make them legally binding.  Lastly, the U.S. would have to pronounce its commitment to a no-first use policy, or a pledge not to use nuclear weapons first during wartime unless already attacked by an adversary using nuclear arms. 
Decreases Accidental Nuke Use
No first use policy decreases risk of accidental use of nuclear weapons.

Berry, 09.


(Ken Berry, research coordinator in ICNND [International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament,  June 2009, “DRAFT TREATY ON NON-FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Berry_No_First_Use_Treaty.pdf, Date Accessed: 6/26/10, CC)

The risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons would also be reduced19 since taking nuclear weapons off hair trigger alert, separation of warheads from their delivery platforms, and redeployment of many to separate storage, could be some of the consequences of uniform adoption of a no first use policy20. Indeed, it has been suggested that the purpose of no first use is less to seek to constrain the use of weapons in war than to constrain the deployment of weapons in peacetime and to contribute to the disarmament process.21 Such a commitment to no first use could also lead to the elimination from nuclear planning—and potentially from nuclear arsenals as well—of tactical nuclear weapons, such as nuclear cannon shells, which are designed precisely for first strike advantage in battlefield situations. The so-called ‘bunker buster’ tactical nuclear weapons would probably also have to go since these are also essentially a first strike weapon. 
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