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1) TURN - Perception of strong security assurances to Japan and SK are key to prevent it from acquiring nuclear weapons.
Bakanic et al. Woodrow Wilson School of Public International Affairs, 08

(Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp,Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, January. “Preventing nuclear proliferation chain reactions: Japan, South Korea, Egypt” . http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf)

<Manage tensions with Japan and South Korea to ensure that U.S. alliances with and assurances to them

remain robust. Perceptions that U.S. alliances with Japan and South Korea are strong contribute to the credibility of U.S. security assurances, including extended deterrence. Conversely, a lack of confidence in these alliances raises the risk that Japan and South Korea might pursue nuclear weapons. To allay Japanese concerns about neglect, the United States should look for both substantive and symbolic opportunities to demonstrate that Japan remains a key U.S. partner. It should also commit to resolving the abductee issue in the context of the Six Party Talks. To allay South Korean fears of U.S. disengagement, the United States should be prepared to revisit discussion of the timetable for transferring wartime operational control of South Korean forces, should the new South Korean administration so request.>
2) TURN - Countries will proliferate if the US pulls out. 

Bolton, former ambassador to the U.N., 2010

(John R., senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and author of "Surrender Is Not an Option: Defending America at the United Nations and Abroad", The Washington Times, Folding Our Nuclear Umbrella, April 28, 2010, www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/28/folding-our-nuclear-umbrella/, accessed June 27, 2010, TS)

<Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same.>

3) NO IMPACT - Terrorists are not a threat to the existence of the United States, or the survival of the human race

Peña, author in Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy and other Think Tanks, 2010

(Charles, “Still mesmerized by WMDs”  http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/06/24/still-mesmerized-by-wmds/   6/25/10;  M.H.)
<Second, terrorism is not an existential threat. Although terrorists may be able to cause great harm, they do not have the ability to destroy the United States. We need to stop talking and acting as if they do. Interestingly, when asked “What are the real existential threats that you’re focused on?” Flournoy said, “There are many.” Oh really? The United States is faced with “many” existential threats? The last time I checked, the only real existential threat was the shrinking Russian nuclear arsenal. Even though Russia isn’t supposed to be the adversary that the former Soviet Union was, the U.S. and Russia still maintain a similar nuclear posture toward each other – both sides continue to target their strategic nuclear weapons against each other just as they did during the Cold War. So those warheads (estimated at over 3,000 currently) represent an existential threat. But beyond the Russian nuclear arsenal, no other country in the world has the capability to destroy the United States. China is estimated to have as many as 50 intercontinental range nuclear missiles, which would be able to inflict tremendous damage but not utterly obliterate the United States – plus the larger and more technologically advanced U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal acts as a powerful deterrent against China or any other nuclear power. Nexus between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as an existential threat? There’s an old saying: Fool me once, shame on you; fool me twice, shame on me. So whom does the Obama administration think they’re fooling?>
Prolif Frontline (2/2)

4) Soft line fails - North Korea has been unable to effectively communicate with Washington.
Bandow, CATO, 5/3/2010
(Doug, senior fellow at Cato, National Interest Online, “Taming Pyongyang”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336, Date accessed: 6/25, JH) 

<Suspicions continue to mount that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, a South Korean corvette which sank more than a month ago in the Yellow Sea to the west of the Korean peninsula. Policy makers in both Seoul and Washington are pondering how to respond. The potential, even if small, of renewed conflict on the peninsula demonstrates that today’s status quo is unsatisfactory for all of the North’s neighbors. The Korean War ended in an armistice nearly six decades ago. No peace treaty was ever signed; over the years the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea committed numerous acts of war, most dramatically attempting to assassinate South Korean President Chun Doo-hwan during a visit to Burma and seizing the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo. Conflict was avoided because the United States, long the senior partner to the Republic of Korea in their military alliance, refused to risk igniting a new conflict. In recent years the DPRK’s conduct has remained predictably belligerent but constrained: fiery threats, diplomatic walk-outs, policy reversals, and unreasonable demands have mixed with occasional cooperative gestures as Washington and Seoul attempted to dissuade the North from developing nuclear weapons. North Korean relations recently have been in a down cycle. Pyongyang has walked out of the long-running Six Party talks and failed in its attempt to engage Washington. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy,” which essentially entailed shipping money and tourists north irrespective of the DPRK’s conduct, causing North Korea to downgrade economic and diplomatic contacts and even recently confiscate South Korean investments. Japan’s relations with the North remain stalled over the lack of accounting over the kidnapping of Japanese citizens years ago. >
Extensions (1/2)
Extend 1NC#1:  Bakanic et al. 2008
This is specific to Japan and SK – only US deterrence can keep these two countries from nuking up. This is written by 10 authors who work in international affairs – they are EXTREMELY qualified writers. 
AND TURN - America key to deter North Korea – China fears collapse of North Korea and South Korea wants American aid 
Boot, Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations, May 31, 2010 

(Max Boot, Jeane J.  “America is Still the Best Guarantor of Freedom and Propsperity”, published in the Los Angeles Times, pg. 2, jb, sob)

<China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery. South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years. South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? Not China, that's for sure. >

Extend 1NC#2: Bolton 2010

Countries will start proliferating if the US pulls out because of the lack of security. Bolton has worked for the UN, therefore has been in the tensions themselves making him qualified.
AND - An isolated North Korea can sell nuclear materials to others

Wit, a former US State Department official 07

(Joel S., a former U.S. Department of State official and coauthor of Going Critical: The

First North Korean Nuclear Crisis, “Enhancing U.S. Engagement with North Korea”, Spring 2007, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v030/30.2wit.html, Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

<Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons program poses a danger to the global nonproliferation regime. An ostracized North Korea could export nuclear technology to make money, secure assistance to expand its own arsenal, or build closer ties with like-minded countries and subnational groups. Further, because of North Korea’s public acquisition of the bomb and Tokyo’s movement away from its post–World War II pacifist roots, a nuclear tipping point could spread to neighbors, particularly South Korea. A nuclear North Korea also poses a serious threat to peace and stability in Northeast Asia. Overall, it could result in a region in greater political disarray rather than one where growing cooperation fosters peace and stability.>

Extend 1NC#3: Peña 2010
Terrorists are NOT the biggest impact we have to worry about in this round. Peña is a Think Tank writer – he knows what he’s writing about. 
Extensions (2/2)
Extend 1NC#4: Bandow 2010

Soft line policies will not work with NK – they simply walk out. Bandow is a CATO writer with substantial knowledge of the NE Asian conflicts. 
AND - Hard power outweigh soft power – Our evidence is comparative

Persaud, Associate Professor of International Relations, 2004 

[Randolph B., Associate Professor of International Relations at American University “Shades of American Hegemony: The Primitive, the Enlightened, and the Benevolent,” 19 Conn. J. Int'l L. 263, Spring, Lexis]
<The fifth feature of primitive hegemony is actually more of a principle. The principle is that strength is more important than legitimacy, and by implication that when strength is applied in the form of coercion, there will be followers, or at a minimum the will of adversaries may be broken. In geostrategic terms this is based on the notion of positional advantage. n9 Positional advantage, in part, is a strategic  [*266]  concept that advocates the diffusion of United States military capability all over the world. In addition to the obvious advantage of being able to rapidly respond to actual conflict theatres world wide, positional advantage is also intended to forge compliant behavior on account of the proximity and preponderance of American military power. Here is what the Joint Vision 2020 report says on that subject: In a conflict, this ability to attain positional advantage allows the commander to employ decisive combat power that will compel an adversary to react from a position of disadvantage, or quit. In other situations, it allows the force to occupy key positions to shape the course of events and minimize hostilities or react decisively if hostilities erupt. And in peacetime, it constitutes a credible capability that influences potential adversaries while reassuring friends and allies.>

NK Will Attack

NK threatens to strike. 

AFP, 2010

(AFP, The Times of India, North Korea threatens military strike against South Korea, June 12, 2010, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/World/Rest-of-World/North-Korea-threatens-military-strike-against-South-Korea/articleshow/6040132.cms, accessed June 27, 2010, TS)
<SEOUL: North Korea said on Saturday it would launch "an all-out military strike" on loudspeakers installed by Seoul to broadcast cross-border propaganda as tension mounted over the sinking of a South Korean warship. 
"The revolutionary armed forces of the DPRK (North Korea) will launch an all-out military strike to blow up the group's means for the psychological warfare," the North's General Staff of the Korean People's Army said. 
"It should bear in mind that the military retaliation of the DPRK is a merciless strike foreseeing even the turn of Seoul, the stronghold of the group of traitors, into a sea of flame," it said in a statement.> 
NK beefs its army upon SK action. 

Chosun Ilbo, 2010

(Chosun Ilbo, South Korean Newspaper: Why Did N. Korea Fire Artillery Shells Near the Sea Border?, January 28, 2010, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/01/28/2010012800865.html, accessed June 27, 2010, TS)

<When it was reported that the South is overhauling a contingency plan in case the North Korean regime collapses, the North on Jan. 15 threatened to wage "sacred war" and reported that Kim Jong-il observed a massive military exercise. Later it said it would regard South Korean Defense Minister Kim Tae-young's remarks about possible pre-emptive attack as "a declaration of war." The shelling "is a pressure tactic against the South's continued undermining of the Kim Jong-il regime," said a researcher at a state-run think tank.>
Presence key – nuclear umbrella required for deterrence.

O’Neil, Political and International Studies at Flinders University, 2007 
(Andrew, October 07, Senior Lecturer in the School of Political and International Studies, Flinders University, Australia. He also worked with Australia’s Department of Defence as an intelligence analyst. “Nuclear Proliferation in Northeast Asia: The Quest for Security”, JH, BH, QJ, RK) 
<For as long as Washington continues to extend its nuclear umbrella to allies in Northeast Asia, the Pyongyang regime will appreciate that any use of nuclear weapons on its part would precipitate war with the United States and its allies and inevitably lead to its rapid demise." Notwithstanding the likeli-hood that the United States will continue gradually withdrawing major ground force elements from South Korea and Japan, Washington has made it clear that it intends to maintain the presence of its air and naval strike platforms in the Asia-Pacific, many of which are configured with nuclear-capable systems." While the United States no longer deploys tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea, and although the U.S. Navy has removed nuclear weapons from its surface fleet, American submarines traversing the Pacific Ocean are armed with a nuclear cruise missile capability and B-52s stationed in Guam in the Pacific remain nuclear capable." These theater force elements could be supplemented by nuclear-capable systems on the continental United States, including the B-2 bomber force and America's large ICBM arsenal. Against this background, the chances of North Korea being deterred from using (or even seriously brandishing) nuclear weapons in Northeast Asia are greater than many within the policy and academic community have conceded. Despite previous statements by the Bush administration alleging that the Pyongyang regime is "evil" and "unbalanced" in its behavior, senior U.S. officials, including the Secretary of State, have signaled their belief chat North Korea will remain deterred at the nuclear level for as long as the United States maintains a credible strategic presence in Northeast Asia.">
NK Will Prolif

Adding pressure on North Korea will likely lead them to sell nuclear material. 

O’Hanlon, a senior fellow in the Brookings Foreign Policy Studies program, 2003

(Michael, “Economic Reform and Military Downsizing: A Key to Solving the North Korean Nuclear Crisis?”, The Brookings Review, Vol. 21, No. 4, fall 2003, accessed at http://www.jstor.org/stable/20081126, accessed on June 23, 2010, KK/EL)

<North Korean leaders tend to become more intransigent when their backs are against the wall, and they are clearly willing to see their own people starve before capitulating to coercion. Pushing North Korea to the brink may also increase the odds that it will sell plutonium to the highest bidder to rescue its crumbling economy and preserve its power. >

NK could set precedent for future nuclear countries and also sell its nuclear weapons.

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. 167-168, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<Second, the persistence of a nuclear-armed North Korea could ultimately trigger larger, profoundly destabilizing repercussions for the global nonproliferation regime. The inability to prevent or reverse nuclearization in the DPRK would furnish ample precedent for other states intent on retaining or pursuing nuclear weapons options, most notably Iran. Should there be appreciably increased sentiment favoring a nuclear weapons option on the part of a major U.S. ally or security partner, this could lead to the ultimate collapse of the NPT regime. Such an outcome would be a strategic disaster both regionally and globally. With the next NPT review conference scheduled for May 2010, the future of the NPT regime must be at the center of any broadened discussion between Washington and Beijing, and also between Washington and Moscow.

Third, enhancement of the North’s nuclear weapon and missile capabilities heightens the risks that Pyongyang (perhaps out of acute economic need or tempted by future marketing opportunities) might opt to transfer materials technology, or knowhow to third parties. This is a nightmare scenario of an especially acute kind. It mandates heightened efforts to monitor, interdict, or otherwise prevent any transfers. Though resolution 1874 is an important start, it is not sufficient, and lasting results will still depend on how each government carries out its obligations. Until recently, China has remained highly equivocal about measures such as the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), whose fidelity to international law it has repeatedly questioned. But Beijing has reiterated its commitment to adhere to the sanctions imposed under Security Council resolution 1874.38 As in other areas, Beijing must weigh its policy concerns in a more comprehensive context, and the United States must carefully review how to best enlist China in such efforts.>

SK Impacts (1/3)
A nuclear South Korea would destroy U.S-S.K. relations and South Korean security

Bakanic et al. Woodrow Wilson School of Public International Affairs, 2008

(Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips. “Preventing nuclear proliferation chain reactions: Japan, South Korea, Egypt”, January 2008, http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf)
<Not unlike Japan, South Korea would face a number of barriers were it to pursue nuclear weapons, including its relationship with the United States, its dependence on uranium imports, and its commitment to nonproliferation, specially on the Korean peninsula. Any move by South Korea to acquire nuclear weapons would damage the country’s relationship with the United States. Such a decision would jeopardize the U.S. security assurances, including extended deterrence, that form the bedrock of South Korea’s security calculations.>

A nuclear South Korea would lead to global nuclear anarchy

Perkovich, vice president for studies and director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2006

(George “The Risk of nuclear anarchy”, October 10, 2006, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18822)
<Instead of keeping bargains premised on international equity and universal standards, Washington prefers to
eliminate bad governments and bend the rules for friendly ones. Iraq was invaded, Iran is vilified, North Korea eschewed for not complying with nonproliferation rules, but the Bush Administration did not hesitate to change those rules to accommodate India's nuclear arsenal and may do so with other friends in the future. Russia neither resists nor poses alternatives to US nonproliferation policy; it simply doesn't help much. Iran may get the bomb because Russia won't support Security Council diplomacy tough enough to pose real costs to the Iranian government, and the United States will not offer Iran a relationship that would change its calculation about its nuclear program. The mere prospect of an Iranian bomb in turn has prompted Egypt to announce a big civilian nuclear program; Turkey is making similar noises. North Korea's bomb, plus the rise of Chinese power and disillusion about the future of cooperative security, may lead Japan and South Korea to flirt with acquiring nuclear weapons. Brazil is going into the uranium enrichment business, which Argentina notes with interest.

None of these potential next-wave proliferators would pose a direct threat to the United States, but such proliferation would cause deep and wide-ranging international insecurity. The United States would have to step in to try to reorder the world and allay the insecurities that result from more proliferation. Yet most other countries would be reluctant to cooperate either in punishing or containing the proliferators or in improving nuclear technology rules. They would want to know what's in it for them.

If the United States, Russia and other countries with nuclear weapons were not offering some meaningful equity, the system of rules would give way to the unpredictability, cost and insecurity of nuclear anarchy. It is this prospect that should lead us to put nuclear disarmament back on the world's political agenda today.>
SK Impacts (2/3)

A nuclear south Korea would trigger a Massive Asian Arms race

Martin, journalist, 2009

(Bradley K, Global Post: “Opinion: Time to encourage Japan and South Korea to go nuclear? , May 27, 2009, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/southkorea/090527/time-encourage-japan-and-south-korea-go-nuclear?page=0,1)

<Considered technologically capable of developing nuclear weapons quickly, Japan and South Korea have eschewed that path up to now and relied on the U.S. nuclear umbrella.
However, in the wake of Monday’s test, Yoshihisa Komori, a commentator sometimes called the “Rush Limbaugh of Japan,” echoed recent calls from elsewhere on the Japanese right that his countrymen at least debate exercising the nuclear option.

Meanwhile the conservative Seoul daily Chosun Ilbo suggested that South Korea, despite previous commitments to the contrary, “now requires a deterrent.” “If North Korea continues its tests without any 
limitations we will soon face a country that has a nuclear warhead on an intercontinental ballistic missile,” 
Chosun Ilbo worried in an editorial. “It would then be in a completely different class from South Korea. It would want to be treated as a nuclear power by the international community ... and would attempt to alter the fate of the South by touting its superiority on the Korean Peninsula.”

The argument has force. Becoming a nuclear power for Kim Jong Il is, among other things, a way of strengthening the domestic prestige — and securing the survival — of a regime that has no realistic prospect of creating prosperity for its subjects, or even providing them enough to eat. If Japan and South Korea used their vastly superior resources to out-nuke North Korea, where would that leave the legitimacy Kim and his cohorts think they are gaining from their own program, and how much longer could the regime last? But as emotionally satisfying as it might be for the United States to thumb its nose at the persistently and exasperatingly provocative Kim by encouraging its neighbors to stand up to him on his own terms, former State Department Korea desk chief David Straub cautions that it would likely backfire.

The resulting increased tensions would probably bolster the regime internally even while driving it closer into the embrace of China, said Straub, now associate director of Korea studies at Stanford University’s Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, in an e-mail exchange.

Nuclear arms in the hands of South Korea and Japan, alarming China, could trigger a “massive” Northeast Asian arms race and at the same time tempt countries in other regions to step over the nuclear threshold, making a hash of international nonproliferation arrangements.

“In other words, I think that the medicine would be worse than the disease,” said Straub, who was a stalwart of the pro-engagement camp in the Bush administration’s internecine wars over North Korea policy.>
A nuclear South Korea would destroy U.S. Heg in Asia

Rey, writer at Asia Times, 2009

(Santaro. Asia Times: World powerless to stop North Korea. May 27. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html)

<Ultimately, a nuclear South Korea and Japan could transform the geostrategic landscape of East Asia, and possibly the world. It could hasten the end of US hegemony in Asia, since the two would become less dependent on the US to guarantee their security. 
There would be less need for US bases in the region, and Seoul and Tokyo might become a lot more assertive. Meanwhile, China would at the very least be uncomfortable with a nuclear South Korea. One reason is that Seoul could become more assertive about future territorial disputes concerning the ancient kingdom of Koguryo (Goguryeo), which incorporated large tracts of China and Korea. >

SK Impacts (3/3)

Asian arms race will precipitate war and nuclear rivalry. 

Rosen, Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs , 2006
(Peter, Beton and Director of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University, Foreign Affairs:  “After Proliferation”, Sep/Oct 2006)

<During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in an intense arms race and built up vast nuclear arsenals. Other binary nuclear competitions, however, such as that between India and Pakistan, have been free of such behavior. Those states' arsenals have remained fairly small and relatively unsophisticated.  Nuclear-armed countries in the Middle East would be unlikely to display such restraint. Iran and Iraq would be much too suspicious of each other, as would Saudi Arabia and Iran, Turkey and Iraq, and so forth. And then there is Israel. Wariness would create the classic conditions for a multipolar arms race, with Israel arming against all possible enemies and the Islamic states arming against Israel and one another.  Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons.  Nuclear arms races might emerge in regions other than the Middle East as well. Asia features many countries with major territorial or political disputes, including five with nuclear weapons (China, India, North Korea, Pakistan, and
Russia). Japan and Taiwan could join the list. Most of these countries would have the resources to 
increase the size and quality of their nuclear arsenals indefinitely if they so chose. They also seem to be nationalist in a way that western European countries no longer are: they are particularly mindful of their sovereignty, relatively uninterested in international organizations, sensitive to slights, and wary about changes in the regional balance of military power. Were the United States to stop serving as guarantor of the current order, Asia might well be, in the words of the Princeton political science professor Aaron Friedberg, "ripe for rivalry"--including nuclear rivalry. In that case, the region would raise problems similar to those that would be posed by a nuclear Middle East. >

U.S. heg prevents nuclear war 

Khalilzad, RAND writer, 1995

(Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 )
<Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American value democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.>

Soft Power Fails (1/3)
Soft power fails without hard power

Holmes, Heritage Foundation, 2009
(Kim, States News Service: The Importance of Hard Power, 06/12, lexis)

<In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires mainly negotiation and common understanding. The importance of our military strength is downplayed and sometimes even seen as the main obstacle to peace. Even when its importance is acknowledged, it's a perfunctory afterthought.

Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, too. But the futility of it can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years - a period in which their efforts have only matured - to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory.

The limits of soft power have not only bedeviled Mr. Obama but George W. Bush as well. After applying pressure on North Korea so diligently in 2006, the Bush administration relaxed its posture in early 2007, and North Korea concluded that it was again free to backslide on its commitments. Two years later, this effort to "engage" North Korea, which the  Obama administration continued even after North Korea's April 5 missile test, has only led North Korea to believe that it can get away with more missile tests and nuclear weapons detonations. And so far, it has.

The problem here is not merely an overconfidence in the process of "talking" and trying to achieve "mutual understanding" - as if diplomacy were merely about communications and eliminating hurt feelings. Rather, it is about the interaction and sometimes clash of hardened interests and ideologies. These are serious matters, and you don't take them seriously by wishing away the necessity, when need be, of using the hard power of force to settle things.

It's this connection of hard to soft power that Mr. Obama appears not to understand. In what is becoming a signature trait of saying one thing and doing another, Mr. Obama has argued that America must "combine military power with strengthened diplomacy." But since becoming president he has done little to demonstrate an actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America's military power with diplomatic strategies.

For America to be an effective leader and arbiter of the international order, it must be willing to maintain a world-class military. That requires resources: spending, on average, no less than 4 percent of the nation's gross domestic product on defense. Unfortunately, Mr. Obama's next proposed defense budget and Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates' vision for "rebalancing" the military are drastically disconnected from the broad range of strategic priorities that a superpower like the United States must influence and achieve.

If our country allows its hard power to wane, our leaders will lose crucial diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense white paper concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and its implications for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring.

The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. The United States can succeed in advancing its priorities by diplomatic means only so long as it retains a "big stick." Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.

The next British leader - and the rest of our allies - need to know they can count on the U.S. to intervene on their behalf any time, anywhere it has to. That will require hard power, not just soft, diplomatic words murmured whilst strolling serenely along " Obama Beach.>
Soft Power Fails (2/3)
Rogue states like North Korea can only be dealt with hardline policies, diplomacy doesn't work

Choo, Ph. D., 2003 

(Yong Shik Choo, winter-spring 2003, is a Ph.D. and research fellow at the Japan and Korea Studies Program of the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, SAIS Review, pg. 46, “Handling North Korea: Strategy and Issues”, Project Muse Database, 5/18/10, JB and ZB)

<Neoconservatives, the main pillar of foreign policy thinking in the Bush administration, view the Pyongyang regime as a major threat to U.S. post-Cold War security. Their position on “rogue states” has been consistent: no persuasion, no compromise, only victory. According to this camp, the United States and rogue states are pitted against each other in irreconcilable conflict; because U.S. values and its economic 
system threaten to undermine the foundations of such regimes, rogue states will attempt to upset the international order the United States has worked to build under its hegemony. “They have, and will continue to have, a clear and immutable interest in flouting [it].”4 With such a damning view of rogue 
nations, neoconservatives believe that only regime change can finally resolve these issues. They criticize 
engagement policies for failing to eliminate the threat from Pyongyang and, in fact, propping up the Kim Jong Il regime, which otherwise would have continued toward the collapse it was approaching in the mid- 1990s. Thus, U.S. neoconservatives advocate aggressive containment or even regime change for North Korea. Needless to say, such hawkish views are welcomed by anti-communist hardliners in Seoul.>
Soft line 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.>

Soft Power Fails (3/3)
Soft line approaches to North Korea will be betrayed – Sunshine Policy proves 
Synder, CSIS, 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>
Hard Line Good (1/2)
U.S. hard line policies solve North Korean invasion 

Kang, professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, 2003
(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 hard line 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, from Pacific Forum CSIS, 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. >
 
Hard Line Good (2/2)


U.S. hard line policies are successful deterrents against North Korea 
Kang, professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, 2003 
(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 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.>
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