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NFU Frontline (1/6)

NO solvency 100% of the risk of having to retaliate---threats of nuclear retaliation make North Korea increase their nuclear security--- 

Corr,04
 (Anders Corr, Ph.D. in Government from Harvard University, August 11, 2004, “Retaliation Against Nuclear Terror: A Negligence Doctrine,” online: http://www.foreignpolicysociety.org/workingpapers/WP7--Corr.pdf)
The loss of fissile material that is then used against another city, when that fissile material is not stored according to global standards, is a case of wanton and culpable negligence. Culpable negligence is “recklessness or carelessness resulting in injury or death, as imports a thoughtless disregard of consequences or a heedless indifference to the safety and rights of others.” Wanton negligence is “an intentional act of an unreasonable character in disregard of a risk known, or so obvious that it must have been known, and so great as to make it highly probably that harm would follow. The act is usually accompanied by a conscious indifference to the consequences amounting almost to willingness that they shall follow.”6 These basic legal precepts should translate seamlessly to international law. While we would hope that those persons entrusted with nuclear proliferation decisions and storage facilities in Russia, North Korea, and Pakistan do not want their fissile material stolen and used against the United States or one of its allies, we cannot know for certain that this is not the case. The repeated proliferation and lax security of negligent states makes a strong argument for indifference and criminal liability, for which the state can be the only culpable party under international law. The threat of a nuclear response to nuclear terrorism is not unlike the threat of nuclear retaliation during the Cold War. Since 1949 when the Soviets detonated their first nuclear device, this threat chastened the actions of the great powers. A similar threat would chasten proliferators and those with insecure storage facilities. While not absolutely necessary, evidence of a particular state’s malfeasance would make the liability abundantly clear. 

NFU Frontline (2/6)

Extending an NFU to North Korea will incentivize the transfer of materials to terrorists groups which will culminate to nuclear extinction. This makes our threats credible and accepted internationally.
Levi,08
 ( Michael A. Levi, the David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations, previously fellow for science and technology at CFR, “Deterring State Sponsorship of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Nuclear_Deterrence_CSR39.pdf)
Attribution efforts should not, in most cases, be aimed at directly bolstering a new deterrence strategy. This is true simply because deterrence is the wrong tool to be using against most countries. Instead, attribution efforts can focus on two goals. First, they should be designed to enable both unilateral and cooperative measures aimed at preventing follow-on attacks in the aftermath of a nuclear detonation by helping pinpoint the source of any attack.25 Freeing up most countries from threats of retaliation will help encourage the information sharing involved in such efforts. Second, and of greater direct relevance here, U.S. efforts should be aimed at improving attribution against North Korea. The United States already has substantial abilities to attribute nuclear weapons or materials to North Korea, as it has had access to the main known North Korean nuclear facilities at Yongbyon for many years, and has likely accumulated samples of North Korean nuclear materials.26 The greatest ambiguity in attributing any material to North Korea likely comes from the fact that North Korean reactor design is replicated in many other places in the world, complicating efforts to positively identify the source of any materials. Building better capacity to exclude other countries with similar facilities as sources of materials would thus be invaluable. This can best be done cooperatively, by having others contribute to a database of nuclear sources—and by adopting a declaratory policy that does not threaten most countries, the United States would enhance its ability to build an effective database.27 Beyond that, if countries fear that a comprehensive database will enable a deterrence approach with which they disagree—for example, if they fear that U.S. threats against North Korea are reckless—they will be reticent to share information, which would in turn weaken deterrence. That implies that the United States, as a central part of its efforts to build a nuclear signature database, should work with other countries to coalesce around agreement on the basic features of an acceptable deterrence policy. In doing this, the United States will need to be flexible in how it approaches deterrence. 

NFU Frontline (3/6)

Applying the logic of deterrence to most countries is counter-productive, except in the case of North Korea-there is an actual threat and nuclear retaliation is the only means by which to prevent transfer of North Korean nuclear material to terrorists-causing nuclear terrorism.
Levi, 08
 ( Michael A. Levi, the David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations, previously fellow for science and technology at CFR, “Deterring State Sponsorship of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Nuclear_Deterrence_CSR39.pdf)
Threatening retaliation against countries like Russia and Pakistan in response to terrorist attacks stemming from lax security practices is unwise. It undercuts efforts to work cooperatively with those states to improve their nuclear security; dissuades those states from informing others if they discover that their nuclear weapons or materials are ever stolen, thus undermining any efforts to recover them; and makes it difficult to work with those states in the aftermath of an attack to prevent further detonations. At the same time, U.S. threats are likely to do little to actually encourage many critical states to take nuclear terrorism more seriously—Russia and Pakistan, in particular, face terrorist threats of their own, and the prospect of nuclear attacks on Moscow or Islamabad by Chechen separatists or Islamist radicals is surely greater motivation for strengthened nuclear security than the possibility that, following an attack on Washington, the United States might somehow retaliate. (To the extent that retaliatory threats are military in nature, they will also often be incredible; it is implausible, for example, that the United States would retaliate militarily against Russia. On the other hand, more plausible threats, such as economic or political ones, are far weaker.) Adapting deterrence to cases of lax security is likely to increase, rather than decrease, the nuclear terrorist threat. The United States should, in most cases, emphasize cooperation instead while explicitly ruling out retribution. North Korea is a critical exception: it is unique among nuclear states in that there is a real prospect that, absent the possibility of retaliation, its leaders might deliberately transfer nuclear materials to a terrorist group. (Other states—including Iran as well as Pakistan under different leadership—might fit this description in the future.) Strategists are thus correct to adapt Cold War deterrence to this case. But this task is not as simple as having the ability to attribute nuclear materials to North Korea and threatening to retaliate following any attack. It requires careful thought about how to maximize the credibility of U.S. threats and about how to ensure that U.S. strategy does not dangerously and unnecessarily provoke Pyongyang. 

NFU Frontline (4/6)
Terrorist attack will cause US nuclear lash out, sparking a global nuclear war
John L Peterson (President, Arlington Institute a Washington, D.C., area research institute that studies global futures.) 2001
 “The Next Sound You Hear,” World Future Society, http://www.wfs.org/mmpetersen.htm
I hope we?ve learned one thing from September 11th. The next event will not be to commandeer aircraft and fly them into buildings. These guys spent a couple of years trying to identify the subtle weaknesses of our air transport system and put all of their effort in exploiting that, all at once in a big way. So, if they try again, they will not attempt something that goes directly against our defenses. So that?s the first principle: Asymmetric Attack ? hit them where they aren?t.  Secondly, it seems to be important in this form of political- religious conflict that lots of people get hurt. They could have theoretically flown into the World Trade Buildings in the middle of the night and had the same structural effect . . . but not the same social and political effect. We would have felt badly for the owners of the buildings and businesses in that case, but it?s a lot different when thousands of people die. The event reverberates throughout the social system for a long time. Second principle: Large-scale, Deadly Results But there seems to be a rather specific objective behind all of this. There is an end-game that these terrorists seem to have in mind, and it is not just to kill a bunch of Americans. The analysis that I read points to all of this being the Islamic radicals’ first assault in a war aimed at elevating Islam to being the major influential religion and political system in the world. How might they do that with the relatively limited resources that they have? Again, the most salient thinking that I’ve found suggests that they’d like to turn America against Islam, and vice-versa. A holy war between Islam and the West. How do you do that? Get the U.S. to overreact. Focus the unhappiness of the vast numbers of desperately poor Muslims around more high-profile injustice visited on them indiscriminately by American retaliation for the September 11 attacks. Mobilize them around a gross inequity . . . the same way that Americans (and the West) have mobilized around a great inequity. The third principle is therefore: Provoke Over-Reaction. Get the West to seemingly strike out against "Islam" — again. Give them the basis for moving their religious war into high-gear. If this is the framework for a second strike, then where should we look? We should look for places where a relatively small, sophisticated effort can produce inordinate social pain and anger. Produce an event that will cause Americans, in the fury of the aftermath, to look with hate upon every Arabic-looking person they see and strike out in vengeance. (That, of course, is the predictable way in which things work in many places on the planet.) The best of all worlds would be a nuclear counter-strike that wiped out a bunch of innocent Muslims — that would start the war for sure. Where are our vulnerabilities in this kind of scenaric world? Obviously, there is the possibility of a nuclear or biological attack, and that is where we will immediately put up our defenses. 

NFU Frontline (5/6)

Deterrence solves North Korean aggression – even a non-zero risk should not be evaluated
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003
 “International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
When outright North Korean invasion began to appear unlikely, scholars fell back on preventive war, and then preemptive war, the madman hypothesis, and then the desperation hypothesis as reasons to view the North as the aggressor. Yet for fifty years the reality on the Korean peninsula has falsified these predictions one by one. Deterrence on the peninsula has been strong enough to swamp any other potential causes of war on the peninsula, and continues to be so today. This study has shown that scholars need to be self-conscious in their application of assumptions and causal logic. If a well-specified theory such as preventive war or power transition does not appear to be borne out by the empirical record, scholars should acknowledge this and attempt to understand why. Although North Korea is merely one case, it is an important case and one that has figured prominently in the scholarly literature. Preventive war and power transition theories actually predict that North Korea will not undertake adventurous actions. However, scholars have consistently misapplied these theories to the Korean peninsula. Scholars should pay closer attention to the antecedent conditions of the theories, and also be more self-conscious about the behavioral variables that implicitly carry the bulk of the argument. The literature has focused on measuring power, and less energy has been spent on measuring satisfaction with the status quo. If perceptions and intentions matter, then the theory should explicitly state how these behavioral variables relate to the timing, sequence, and intensity of the preventive motivation. Scholars should not let these variables sneak in and do the heavy lifting. Other ad hoc arguments that are also thrown into the mix should be identified and discarded. The most common example of this "ad hoc-ism" is the "you never know" critique. This critique argues that there is a non-zero probability that North Korea may attack, and that therefore we should take steps to counter that possibility. This critique is theoretically and methodologically unfounded. Whether couched in terms of "accidents happen" or "mistakes get made" or "you never know, leaders under stress do irrational things," this argument is no more than an assertion that uncertainty exists in the world. Without a causal argument that links North Korean leaders to an unprovoked attack, using uncertainty as the prime cause of such an attack is vacuous. We have no logical reason to think that North Korean leaders are any different than any other leaders in the world, nor do we have any logical reason to think that deterrence which has held for fifty years might suddenly dissolve like dew in the summer sun. The preventive war and power transition theories are similarly susceptible to "you never know-ism." If in 1992 (or 1978, or 1961) scholars argued strongly that a window of opportunity was closing for North Korea, and yet by 2001 there has still been no invasion, it is spurious to argue "you never know," and that North Korea may still launch a preventive war in 2003. If North Korea is seeking accommodation with the rest of the world, why did they re-start their nuclear weapons program? In a climate where the U.S. calls North Korea a terrorist nation and top U.S. officials such as Rumsfeld 

discuss war on the peninsula, it is no surprise that the North feels threatened. If North Korea really wanted to develop nuclear weapons, it would have done so long ago. Rather, it restarted its program as a deterrent to U.S. "preemptive action" against it.
NFU Frontline (6/6)

Turn – Kim will budge only if the alternative is his own imminent demise – plan prevents solvency because they’ve taken the nuclear option off the table
Aaron Friedberg (Prof at Princeton) December 4 2006
 “How to Control a Nuclear North Korea?” http://www.cfr.org/publication/12164/how_to_control_a_nuclear_north_korea.html) 

Any attempt to devise a workable strategy must begin with an assessment of the opponent. Everything we know about North Korea suggests that it is, in effect, an absolute monarchy, ruled by a man who is monstrously indifferent to the welfare of his subjects, manipulative, deceitful, and suspicious to the point of paranoia in his dealings with others, but rational, calculating and with a highly developed instinct for self-preservation. The notion that Kim Jong-Il will agree to abandon his nuclear programs in exchange for written security guarantees or offers of economic assistance for his people is fanciful. To the contrary, he would likely regard moves to lessen tension and open North Korea to a flood of aid, trade, and outside influences as profoundly threatening. Kim has devoted decades and untold billions to acquiring nuclear weapons precisely because he believes they will help ensure his safety. He will give them up only if he becomes convinced that the alternative is his own imminent demise. 

And, even if they got a commitment from Kim, his pledges can’t be trusted
Richard Bush 
(Analyst at Center for Northeast Asia Policy Studies) August 17 2003 
“North Korea's Bid for Security Pledge Could Be a Trap” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0817northkorea_richard-c--bush-iii.aspx) 

Then again, Kim may intend to cheat on whatever commitments he makes. He might have no confidence that the United States would keep its word and every confidence that he can renege on any pledge he makes. By cheating, he would preserve the peninsular balance of terror and his deterrent against a U.S. attack. Of course, that would be unacceptable to the United States and would increase Japan's and South Korea's security anxieties, which is all the more reason to insist on strict verification as a test of his sincerity.  

NFU Bad Ext.

Unconditional concessions by US allows North Korea to expose our vulnerabilities
Liang, Xuecun, 08
 ("The North Korean Nuclear Crises: Deterrence and Reassurance" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the MPSA Annual National Conference, Palmer House Hotel, Hilton, Chicago, IL, Apr 03, 2008 2009-05-23 http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p268039_index.html) 

1 Introduction: Puzzles and Models 1.1 An Intractable Problem Haunting the Korea Peninsula The underground nuclear explosive test conducted by North Korea on October 9, 2006 has strained the tension between North Korea and the United States. Since U.S. satellites first detected suspicious nuclear activities at Yongbyon in the mid-1980s, North Korea’s nuclear ambitions have created several crises. The latest crisis started after the October 2002 bilateral talks in North Korea, during which officials of the Bush administration informed their North Korean counterparts that they knew about North Korea’s secret uranium enrichment program. Announcing that North Korea’s clandestine uranium enrichment program violated the 1994 Agreed Framework and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (North Korea signed NPT in 1985), the Bush administration suspended the implementation of U.S. pledges committed in the Agreed Framework. In return, North Korea announced that it would reactivate its nuclear reactor in Yongbyon, expelled International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors, formally withdrew from the NPT in January 2003, and apparently resumed its nuclear program. North Korea justified its actions by citing U.S. non-compliance with its commitments pledged in the Agreed Framework and claiming that the Bush administration had plans for a pre-emptive attack on North Korea and plotted to overthrow its regime. The credibility of these justifications, which have been commonly perceived by U.S. as pretext for AN unclear plot, however, is plausible. Undeniably, North Korea’s motives have been ambiguous since the initiation of the nuclear program. The North Koreans, on the one hand, could really feel threatened by U.S. policies. Therefore, their inconsistent behaviors might be a direct reaction to U.S. policies, just as they have claimed. On the other hand, North Korea might intend to take advantage of each crisis to achieve some compound political and economic objectives as the Bush Administration has claimed. Therefore, any articulate goodwill or unconditional concession from the U.S. might be perceived as obvious weakness, which would ultimately jeopardize its national security and even overall strategic interest in East Asia. Given the North Korean regime’s secretive nature, uncertainty of North Korea’s strategic targets in several nuclear crises plays an important role in evaluating the nature of various North Korea crises. Another factor which should be included in speculating North Korea’s intentions, especially in the latest crisis, is six-party talks hosted by China which made tangible impact on both of the two sides. Which kind of roles could regional big powers play in crisis management? Does the underground nuclear test of North Korea on October The United States and North Korea signed the Agreed Framework on October 21, 1994 in Geneva. With the Agreed Framework, North Korea agreed to its graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities and will eventually dismantle these reactors and related facilities in return for two new light-water reactors and shipments of heavy fuel oil to offset the foregone energy until the first new reactor becomes operational. Under U.S. claims on North Korea’s violation, oil shipments to North Korea were suspended on November 14, 2002

Softline Fails

Softline approaches to North Korea fails
Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009

(Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg.156 , October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<Disquieting possibilities loom in the wake of the DPRK’s altered nuclear stance. Despite differences in policy, China, Japan, the Republic of Korea (ROK), Russia, and the United States had achieved a nominal consensus on the Six-Party Talks, convened episodically in Beijing since the fall of 2003. All had concluded that bilateral understandings between Washington and Pyongyang, when paired with a mix of validation, assurance, and political and economic compensation proffered at the talks, might induce the North to limit if not fully dismantle its nuclear weapons program. All five states were animated more by what they sought to avoid, than by abiding shared interests on the peninsula. Though progress in the talks proved fitful and incomplete, multilateral diplomacy was sustained for a half decade, and an acute crisis was averted. But past policy assumptions are no longer credible. Though the United States and others continue to urge North Korea’s return to the talks, few entertain much hope for renewed Six-Party negotiations anytime soon, let alone for Pyongyang to undertake irreversible steps to forego weapons development.>

Softline approaches to North Korea will be betrayed – Sunshine Policy proves

Synder, 05
 (Scott, Senior Associate at the Asia Foundation & the Pacific Forum/CSIS, “South Korea’s Squeeze Play”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol 24 No 8, pg. 94-5, FT & RV)

Since October 2002, the second North Korean nuclear crisis has been a direct and unwelcome challenge to the premises underlying Kim’s Sunshine Policy, initiated in 1998. The Sunshine Policy abandoned a policy of containment of North Korea, promised not to pursue its absorption, and focused on opening and expanding inter-Korean economic, political, and cultural ties. A critical prerequisite for this engagement policy was to allay suspicions surrounding North Korean compliance with its nuclear obligations under the 1994 Agreed Framework. When U.S. inspections of a suspect nuclear weapons site near the North Korean village of Keumchangri in 1998 and 1999 failed to produce evidence of covert production, Kim was able to support unprecedented South Korean tourist visits to Mount Kumgang in 1999, a first step in developing inter-Korean economic relations and breaking down political walls between the two sides. The North also received hundreds of millions of dollars via the Hyundai group as practical evidence that South Korea had abandoned its hostile intent. This interaction led to a historic inter-Korean summit meeting between North Korean and South Korean top leaders in June 2000, which resulted in an inter-Korean Joint Declaration outlining further practical steps toward enhanced inter-Korean economic, political, and cultural exchanges and cooperation. In the summit’s aftermath, Kim pushed forward plans for the development of a joint economic zone at the North Korean town of Kaesong, located just a few miles north of the demilitarized zone. Revelations in October 2002 that North Korea was in fact pursuing covert nuclear activities, however, directly challenged arguments that economic engagement and expanded political dialogue would moderate North Korean behavior and enhance the security environment by increasing the North’s dependence on South Korea for its economic survival. Some even considered that Pyongyang had used the shower of economic inducements, from opening to official contacts with Seoul, to finance its covert uranium enrichment efforts.

Diplomacy Fails

Diplomacy with North Korea is untrustworthy and fails


Cha, inaugural holder of the Korea Chair at CSIS, adjunct senior fellow at the Pacific Council in Los Angeles, former director of Asian affairs on the National Security Council and deputy head of the U.S. delegation to the Six-Party Talks, 2009 
(Victor D. Cha, “What Do They Really Want?  Obama’s North Korea Conundrum”, accessed on Project Muse, pg. 2, jb, sob)

The DPRK finally received the security guarantee and the end to ‘‘hostile’’ U.S. policy that they had long sought. Yet, after holding this out as a precondition for progress, in subsequent rounds of negotiations they proceeded to brush this off as a meaningless commitment, a piece of paper that guaranteed nothing for North Korean security. Today, the clause remains buried in the 2005 Joint Statement bereft of any significance, despite all of the intent to make it the definitive statement of U.S. non-hostile intent. Negotiating with North Korea is all about contradictions. What can be important one day can become unimportant the next. A position they hold stubbornly for weeks and months can suddenly disappear.

Diplomacy fails – North Korea won’t denuclearize because they have no reason to
Lavelle, 09

 (Peter, Lavelle has extensive experience in academia and the world of business. He did his doctoral studies at the University of California in Eastern European and Russian studies,” North Korea and the inevitable”, http://rt.com/About_Us/Blogs/Untimely_Thoughts/2009-05-29.html)

Is it inevitable that the world will have to accept North Korea as a nuclear power? For now the international community is committed to a denuclearized Korean peninsula. The world may be forced to reconsider this proposition.

We have seen countries consider development of a nuclear weapon (or in possession of such technology), but later change their position (almost always under pressure from the international community and the West in particular). Libya did, after being made into a pariah in the West, though not in the rest of the world. South Africa came clean on its weapons program after the apartheid regime relinquished power. Ukraine actually inherited an arsenal when the Soviet Union collapsed, only to later, and wisely, relinquish them to Russia. South Korea has seriously given thought to building its own nuclear deterrent, but to this day it has accepted American security guarantees instead.

Read moreThen there is the other side of the coin – countries that did drive toward nuclear status in spite of international concern or even condemnation. It is widely believed that Israel has a large arsenal of nuclear weapons. However, because of its special status as part of Washington’s strategic thinking, Israel is allowed a special indulgence around and in defiance of international law. Pakistan and India are also in the nuclear arms club. The other members of the club, over the years, have bowed to this political reality.

Many believe Iran aspires to join the nuclear arms club. It claims otherwise and also claims it is in compliance with its international obligations on the issue. According to Tehran it is only interested in peaceful use of nuclear power. This story is ongoing and remains to be played out.

North Korea is in a category of its own. It has contempt for anything it has signed regarding weapons development. In fact, it has shown that it can use words of conciliation while planning to up the ante to get what it wants. This is where we are at. Not only is North Korea a member of the nuclear club, but it also demands to remain in the club and use membership to green-mail the entire world to secure the country’s sovereignty and extort badly needed aid.

I find it very odd that the mainstream continues to regard North Korea as a crazy or irrational state. The opposite is true. North Korea is acting in a way that is very pragmatic given its international standing and domestic conditions. It is simply wishful thinking to assume North Korea will disarm because others countries have done so in the past. Those countries had many reasons to reverse course – North Korea doesn’t.

Negotiations Fail

Negotiations to denuclearize will fail.

Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009
(Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 164, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)

<North Korea, however, no longer demonstrates serious interest in renewed negotiations, except on terms wholly unacceptable to the United States and others. It insists that it will never bargain away its nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang is also seeking to reassert central control over the economy. China’s presumedcomparative advantage in the North therefore seems somewhat suspect at present. Beijing also recognizes that the ROK and Japan will strengthen their defense plans and programs in light of the DPRK’s open hostility and threats, developments that are clearly not in Beijing’s interests.>

NFU Doesn’t Solve

North Korea will not accept anything except recognition as a nuclear power

 Kristof, 09
 (Nicholas, Nicholas D. Kr’istof, a columnist for The Times since 2001, is a two-time Pulitzer Prize winner who writes op-ed columns that appear twice a week.,” Rethinking North Korea, With Sticks”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/06/opinion/06kristof.html?_r=1) 

The truth is that North Korea doesn’t want to negotiate away its nuclear materials. It is focused on its own transition, and this year it has declined to accept a visit from the Obama administration’s special envoy, Stephen Bosworth. The North isn’t interested in “six-party talks” on nuclear issues; instead, it seeks talks with the U.S. conditioned on accepting North Korea’s status as a nuclear power — which is unacceptable.

No solvency – Plan is not enough – Kim would require loss of military capabilities
Richard Bush (Analyst at Center for Northeast Asia Policy Studies) August 17 2003
 “North Korea's Bid for Security Pledge Could Be a Trap” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0817northkorea_richard-c--bush-iii.aspx) 

There is a more ominous explanation for Kim's acceptance of an unfavorable quid pro quo: He wouldn't accept the imbalance at all but would demand that the United States put its military capabilities on the table. If U.S. military power genuinely makes North Korea insecure, and if the North Korean leader assumes the United States takes the same opportunistic and cavalier approach toward international agreements that he does, the only way Kim could justify giving up his deterrent against the United States would be to ask the U.S. to give up its deterrent against him. What would he ask Washington to bargain away? U.S. ground, naval and air units in South Korea? U.S. forces in Japan, whose primary mission is the defense of South Korea?  

Deterrence Solves Ext.

Deterrence ensures peace
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003
 “International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
The explanation for a half-century of stability and peace on the Korean peninsula is actually quite simple: deterrence works. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military and, more importantly, U.S. military deployments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops as well as nuclear-tipped Lance missiles. Even today they include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. While in 1950 there might have been reason for confidence in the North, the war was disastrous for the Communists, and without massive Chinese involvement North Korea would have ceased to exist. Far from exhibiting impulsive behavior after 1950, North Korea's leadership has shown extreme caution. Given the tension on the peninsula, small events have had the potential to spiral out of control, yet the occasional incidents on the peninsula have been managed with care on both sides. The peninsula has been stable for fifty years because deterrence has been clear and unambiguous.

Deterrence solves North Korean attack against us mainland
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003
 “International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
North Korea could blow up terrorist bombs in downtown Seoul or Tokyo (or Washington, D.C.) every week if they wanted to. But the North Koreans have not done that, because their goal is survival, not suicide and random destruction (Cha, 1999; Suro, 2000). As for rogue states and their alleged plans to fire a couple of nuclear warheads at the United States, there are three basic reasons to doubt this threat. First, North Korea has not yet developed this capability—it is only feared that eventually they may do so. Second, it would be suicide, since any attack on the U.S. would result in massive American retaliation, and North Korea's efforts over the past decade show that it has an intense desire to survive. Finally, why develop an expensive ballistic missile to shoot at the United States when it would be so much easier just to smuggle a nuclear weapon into the United States? It is important to distinguish between capabilities and intentions—North Korea already has the capability to blow up bombs in these cities, but their intentions are aimed at survival, not increasing tension. And while missiles will not give North Korea any more terrorist capability than is already possible through smuggled bombs, missiles do provide a military deterrent (Kang, 1995a).
US deters North Korea 

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03
 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

To view the North as superior in military terms is mistaken, and South Korea could defeat the North by itself. But even more surprising about many of these accounts is that they measure the strength of the North Korean military only against that of the ROK, without including the U.S. forces, either present in Korea or as potential reinforcements. North Korea knows it would fight the United States as well as the South, and it is wishful thinking to hope that the North Korean military planners are so naive as to ignore the U.S. military presence in South Korea, expecting the U.S. to pack up and go home if the North invaded. 

Deterrence Solves Ext.

Deterrence solves – U.S. makes North Korean attack useless
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003
 “International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
North Korea has not attacked for fifty years because deterrence has been solid. Despite the tension that has existed on the peninsula, the balance of power has held. For over fifty years neither side has attempted to mount a major military operation, nor has either side attempted to challenge the balance of power. North and South Korea have been caught in a zero-sum, winner-take-all, mutual hostage situation. Both sides have wanted the other to lose; both sides can destroy the other.18 Any war on the peninsula would have disastrous consequences for both sides. The North, although it has a numerically larger armed forces, faces a much more highly trained and capable U.S.–ROK armed forces. This led to stalemate: there was little room for barter or bargaining. An almost total absence of linguistic, ethnic, and religious cleavages leaves no simple way to "divide the pie," and the relatively constricted geographic situation intensified an already acute security dilemma between the two sides. The result has not been surprising: although tension is high, the balance of power has been stable. Far from being a tinderbox, both sides have moved cautiously and have avoided major military mobilizations that could spiral out of control. Why did deterrence not fail in Korea? The U.S. deterrent made a North Korean attack useless. Analysts in this respect have generally missed the forest for the trees, for although analysts often refer to the "U.S. tripwire" and deterrent posture, they continue to ignore the deterrent and focus instead on force-levels, terrorism, or subversion by the North (H. Kim, 1990; Tow, 1991). Yet how can the Korean peninsula be stable when continual streams of scholars, diplomats, and politicians call the Korean peninsula a tinderbox? The reasons adduced by scholars as to why they worry about North Korea's intentions are attributes, and little mention is made of the situation within which North Korea must make decisions. Analysts argue that North Korea started the Korean war in 1950, and that North Korea has perpetrated a number of terrorist attacks, and therefore they are aggressive. The important point is that full-scale war is not now an option for the North, nor has it been since 1950. The U.S. deployment in South Korea makes deterrence robust and the chances of war on the Korean peninsula are remote. North Korea, for all its bluster regarding the South, has never directly challenged the central balance of power.

Deterrence solves – no risk of war
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003 
“International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
Even paranoiacs have enemies. The U.S. is hostile to Pyongyang, and it is not accurate to pretend that the U.S. only wants to be friends and that North Koreans are merely paranoid. This is not to argue whether either side holds the moral high ground, nor to argue that the North Koreans are innocent lambs; clearly America has reason to mistrust the North. But North Korea also mistrusts the U.S.—they know very well that the ultimate U.S. goal is the transformation or even the obliteration of their way of life—and North Korea has reason to be wary. The difficulty comes in how one country slowly begins to trust another country. There has been no war on the Korean peninsula for fifty years because deterrence has held. And as the North grows ever weaker relative to the South, the chances for war become even slimmer.

Deterrence Solves Ext.

Deterrence solves – U.S has a credible deterrent 
Francis Fukuyama (Professor of International Political Economy at Johns Hopkins) January 28 2007 
 “Credibility of US commitment a moot question”, Daily Yomiuri,
To the contrary, there are many reasons why the U.S. deterrent should be more credible today than it was during the Cold War. Once the Soviet Union developed long-range intercontinental missiles, the U.S. homeland became vulnerable to nuclear attack. One of the big questions for strategists back then was whether, in light of this vulnerability, the U.S. deterrent was credible in the face of regional aggression. The United States said that it would respond to a Warsaw Pact attack on Germany with nuclear weapons; but would it really be willing to trade Hamburg or West Berlin for New York or Washington? This was the reason why the United States deployed theater nuclear weapons in both Europe and Asia; this "extended deterrent" would allow the United States to respond in a graduated way to any level of communist aggression. That extended deterrent is still there in East Asia: the United States could hit North Korea with conventional forces, theater nuclear weapons, and weapons launched from the United States in response to a North Korean attack. In contrast to the situation during the Cold War, however, North Korea cannot attack the U.S. homeland (at least, not now), so that an American retaliatory response would not involve great risks for the United States itself.

Military presence provides the deterrence which prevents a North Korean invasion

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03
 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

Ever since the first Korean war in 1950, scholars and policymakers have been predicting a second one, started by an invasion from the North. Whether seen as arising from preventive, preemptive, desperation, or simple aggressive motivations, the predominant perspective in the west sees North Korea as likely to instigate conflict. Yet for fifty years North Korea has not come close to starting a war. Why were so many scholars so consistently wrong about North Korea's intentions? Social scientists can learn as much from events that did not happen as from those that did. The case of North Korea provides a window with which to examine these theories of conflict initiation, and reveals how the assumptions underlying these theories can become mis-specified. Either scholars misunderstood the initial conditions, or they misunderstood the theory, and I show that scholars have made mistakes in both areas. Social science moves forward from clear statement of a theory, its causal logic, and its predictions. However, just as important is the rigorous assessment of a theory, especially if the predictions fail to materialize. North Korea never had the material capabilities to be a serious contender to the U.S.-ROK alliance, and it quickly fell further behind. The real question has not been whether North Korea would preempt as South Korea caught up, but instead why North Korea might fight as it fell further and further behind. The explanation for a half-century of stability and peace on the Korean peninsula is actually quite simple: deterrence works. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military and, more importantly, U.S. military deploy-ments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops as well as nuclear-tipped Lance missiles. Even today they include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. While in 1950 there might have been reason for confidence in the North, the war was disastrous for the Communists, and without massive Chinese involvement North Korea would have ceased to exist. Far from exhibiting impulsive behavior after 1950, North Korea's leadership has shown extreme caution. Given the tension on the peninsula, small events have had the potential to spiral out of control, yet the occasional incidents on the peninsula have been managed with care on both sides. The peninsula has been stable for fifty years because deterrence has been clear and unambiguous.
Deterrence Solves Proliferation

Deterrence keeps North Korea from aiding terrorists
David Kang (Professor of government at Dartmouth) September 2003
 “International relations theory and the second Korean war”, International Studies Quarterly
North Korea could blow up terrorist bombs in downtown Seoul or Tokyo (or Washington, D.C.) every week if they wanted to. But the North Koreans have not done that, because their goal is survival, not suicide and random destruction (Cha, 1999; Suro, 2000). As for rogue states and their alleged plans to fire a couple of nuclear warheads at the United States, there are three basic reasons to doubt this threat. First, North Korea has not yet developed this capability—it is only feared that eventually they may do so. Second, it would be suicide, since any attack on the U.S. would result in massive American retaliation, and North Korea's efforts over the past decade show that it has an intense desire to survive. Finally, why develop an expensive ballistic missile to shoot at the United States when it would be so much easier just to smuggle a nuclear weapon into the United States? It is important to distinguish between capabilities and intentions—North Korea already has the capability to blow up bombs in these cities, but their intentions are aimed at survival, not increasing tension. And while missiles will not give North Korea any more terrorist capability than is already possible through smuggled bombs, missiles do provide a military deterrent 

Hardline Solves

U.S. hardline policies solve North Korean invasion

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03
 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

Why did deterrence not fail in Korea? The U.S. deterrent made a North Korean attack useless. Analysts in this respect have generally missed the forest for the trees, for although analysts often refer to the "U.S. tripwire" and deterrent posture, they continue to ignore the deterrent and focus instead on force-levels, terrorism, or subversion by the North (H. Kim, 1990; Tow, 1991). Yet how can the Korean peninsula be stable when continual streams of scholars, diplomats, and politicians call the Korean peninsula a tinderbox? The reasons adduced by scholars as to why they worry about North Korea's intentions are attributes, and little mention is made of the situation within which North Korea must make decisions. Analysts argue that North Korea started the Korean war in 1950, and that North Korea has perpetrated a number of terrorist attacks, and therefore they are aggressive. The important point is that full-scale war is not now an option for the North, nor has it been since 1950. The U.S. deployment in South Korea makes deterrence robust and the chances of war on the Korean peninsula are remote. North Korea, for all its bluster regarding the South, has never directly challenged the central balance of power. Although tension is high on the peninsula, North Korea's military-both conventional and missile systems-exist to deter the South and the U.S. from becoming too adventurous. Decades of animosity and mistrust on both sides makes negotiation and communication difficult. Implicit in U.S. policy of the 1990s has been an expectation that North Korea will engage in unilateral disarmament. This implicit U.S. policy has demanded that the North abandon its military programs, and only afterwards would the U.S. decide whether or not to be benevolent (Huntley and Savage, 1999). From a realist perspective, it is not hard to see why the North has had problems with this. Although North Korea's missile program is part of their deterrence strategy, the main source of deterrence against the South is the artillery that holds Seoul hostage. And although North Korea wants to join the community of nations, they do not intend to 

relinquish their sovereignty or self-determination. As one North Korean diplomat (Nautilus 

Institute, 1999) noted: "The Agreed Framework made American generals confident that the DPRK had become defenseless; the only way to correct this misperception is to develop a credible deterrent against the United States." In addition, North Korea has indicated a willingness to negotiate away its missile program in return for improvements in its security with the United States. 

US hardline presence is key to nuclear peace
Cossa et. al. 09
(Ralph A. Cossa President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Brad Glosserman Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN (Ret.) Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration”, February 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

Proliferation threatens U.S. homeland security and regional stability in Asia. Efforts to halt WMD proliferation should include: the pursuit of strategic dialogues with Russia, China, India, Japan, and South Korea; an arms control agreement with Russia that safeguards continued nuclear reductions and holds out the promise of future participation by other states; and the promotion of a vigorous and effective nonproliferation regime and treaty implementation in the Asia-Pacific, focusing on the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) review conference while exploring the conditions under which nuclear abolition might become possible. For now, continued U.S. extended deterrence to Japan and South Korea remains essential for a stable nuclear order.
Hardline Solves

U.S. hardline policies are successful deterrents against North Korea

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03
 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

The explanation for a half-century of stability and peace on the Korean peninsula is actually quite simple: deterrence works. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military and, more importantly, U.S. military deploy-ments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops as well as nuclear-tipped Lance missiles. Even today they include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. While in 1950 there might have been reason for confidence in the North, the war was disastrous for the Communists, and without massive Chinese involvement North Korea would have ceased to exist. Far from exhibiting impulsive behavior after 1950, North Korea's leadership has shown extreme caution. Given the tension on the peninsula, small events have had the potential to spiral out of control, yet the occasional incidents on the peninsula have been managed with care on both sides. The peninsula has been stable for fifty years because deterrence has been clear and unambiguous.

NFU = Proliferation

If there is no threat of retaliation North Korea will give terrorists nuclear material
Levi,08
 ( Michael A. Levi, the David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations, previously fellow for science and technology at CFR, “Deterring State Sponsorship of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Nuclear_Deterrence_CSR39.pdf)
Much of the logic that applies to Russia, Pakistan, and others also applies to North Korea. The North Korean case is, however, fundamentally different, because there is a genuine possibility that North Korean leaders might intentionally transfer nuclear weapons or materials to a terrorist group if they did not fear possible retaliation. 

And, North Korea is willing to sell nuclear material absent the fear of retaliation 
 Levi,08
 ( Michael A. Levi, the David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations, previously fellow for science and technology at CFR, “Deterring State Sponsorship of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Nuclear_Deterrence_CSR39.pdf)
North Korea is believed to have as many as ten nuclear weapons. Its provocative behavior—first its purported threat in 2005 to transfer nuclear weapons, and later its nuclear explosive test in 2006—have focused analysts and policymakers on the need to deter nuclear transfers. It is engaged with the United States in intensive diplomacy that has led to partial disablement of its nuclear reactor and to the handing over of operating records for that reactor—which could potentially form the foundation for verifiable elimination of its nuclear arsenal. Yet many expect North Korea to insist on retaining at least enough material for several bombs. And there is enough uncertainty involved in accounting for North Korean plutonium that it may never be possible to definitively know whether it has fully disarmed. Moreover, unlike with the present Russian and Pakistani leadership, it is not entirely implausible that North Korean leaders would authorize the transfer of nuclear weapons to a terrorist group if they did not fear possible retaliation. The North Korean state maintains tight control over its people, but it has been willing to sell a variety of sensitive technologies to others. Its missile sales have long been an example of such irresponsible behavior; its recently discovered assistance with a covert Syrian nuclear reactor shocked most observers and raised fresh questions. The jump to sales of actual nuclear materials is large, but it is impossible to confidently conclude that there is any line the North Korean regime is unwilling to cross for the right price.8 

Empirics—U.S. policy softlines don’t solve North Korean weapons sales.
Dan Blumenthal, current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission at AEI, 10-11-05 [Facing a Nuclear North Korea and the Future of U.S.-ROK Relations, http://www.aei.org/speech/23324] 

Although the North Korean government claims that it has only pursued nuclear weapons in response to America's hostile attitude, both Kim and his father pursued such weapons consistently and steadfastly for over two decades, through economic hardship and famines that have killed over 3 million North Koreans, [according to some estimates], and without regard to U.S. hostility or friendliness.[2] Billions of dollars in economic and energy assistance have flowed into Kim's coffers since 1994 and yet he has still not been sufficiently convinced to abandon his nuclear ambitions. Indeed, the highly enriched uranium program that the United States detected in late 2002 had been underway since about 1997-98, the heyday of both Clinton-era engagement and South Korea's sunshine policy.[3]

NFU = Proliferation

No solvency – North Korea won’t give up their arms

Feith & Shulsky 8-03-09
 (Douglas J, Senior Fellow @ Hudson Institute and former under secretary of defense for policy, Abram N, Senior Fellow @ Hudson Institute and former Defense Department official, “Why Revive the Cold War?” Wall Street Journal, 3 August 2009, 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204313604574328430978849134.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
Mr. Obama here is mixing up pretext and policy. When criticized for pursuing nuclear weapons, proliferators like North Korea and Iran make diplomatic talking points out of the size of the great powers’ arsenals. They try to shift the focus away from themselves by complaining that the Americans and Russians aren’t working hard enough to reach disarmament goals envisioned in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. But depriving proliferators of such talking points won’t affect their incentives to acquire nuclear weapons—or the world’s incentives to counter the dangers that the North Korean and Iranian nuclear programs pose to international peace.

Impact Ext.

And war results in nuclear war and extinction
Kim Chol (Executive Director of the Center for Korean-American Peace, Tokyo, and former editor of People's Korea) October 24 2002 “Agreed Framework is Brain Dead; Shotgun Wedding Is the Only Option to Defuse Crisis”, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html) 

The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of [hu]mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power. [this card has been gender modified]
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