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Link: Decreasing war efforts costs leaders political capital.

Stanley, 09 (Elizabeth A., Assistant Professor at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government at Georgetown University, Summer, “Ending the Korean War: The Role of Domestic Coalition Shifts in Overcoming Obstacles to Peace”, International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1 pg. 55-6, FT & RV)

Internally, entrapment may be the result of having to answer to hawkish constituencies or, more benignly, from having “spun up” the population to mobilize for war.50 Unless the war ends quickly, leaders must expend political capital to enact policies—such as demonizing the enemy and mobilizing the armed forces—to ease the process of waging war. The more political capital leaders expend, the more they convince their constituents that ªfighting the war is the right thing to do. But while manipulating perceptions helps to sustain the war effort, it hampers peacemaking. The leader is likely to pay a domestic political price—a domestic audience cost—if he backs down.51 Even if the governing coalition wants to de-escalate, other political challengers can capitalize on enemy stereotypes and accuse the coalition of “being soft” on the adversary.52

Uniqueness: Obama cannot make meaningful changes to US policy in the Koreas without sacrificing anther part of his overloaded agenda.

Shen, 09 (Dingli, Professor of International Relations, Executive Dean of the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai, & Director of Center for American Studies at Fudan University, October, “Cooperative  Denuclearization toward North Korea”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 32 No. 4, pg. 181, FT & RV)   

Washington has long viewed North Korea as an ‘‘axis of evil’’ or an ‘‘outpost of tyranny.’’8 Such terminology is unhelpful while trying to resolve problems with North Korea. In this regard, the Obama administration’s approach to dialogue, even with North Korea, has offered a better alternative to cope with the regime. Yet, the Obama administration seems to have taken a strange ‘‘benign neglect’’ stance toward North Korea under the generally positive framework of dialogue. The White House seems uninterested in engaging with North Korea further and would rather wait until either North Korea steps forward with a rational attitude or China twists its arm to act more forcefully.9 Though this stance was not responsible for North Korea’s second nuclear test_since Pyongyang seems adamant on acquiring nuclear weapons the current administration’s ‘‘benign neglect’’ produces the equivalent effect of the previous administration’s earlier refusal to engage bilaterally with North Korea. The Obama administration has rightfully been focusing more on the financial and economic crises, while tackling a loaded foreign policy agenda that includes resetting relations with Russia, codifying a Strategic and Economic Dialogue mechanism with China, executing a phased withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, launching new offensives in Afghanistan, committing to climate change as well as global nuclear zero, improving relationships with allies and extending a friendly hand toward the Muslim world, and repairing ties with Cuba and Venezuela. It is hard to engage Iran and North Korea effectively given such a heavy agenda already. It seems to some that the White House has been slow in assembling a team on North Korea. Stephen W. Bosworth was appointed as the president’s special representative on North Korea policy on February 20, 2009. But Kurt M. Campbell was appointed as assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs as late as June 2, 2009. Unfortunately in the meantime, North Korea quit the Six-Party Talks, shot missiles, launched a ‘‘satellite,’’ and conducted its second nuclear test. In addition to the competing agenda items and a slow appointments process, the Obama administration’s unwillingness to engage with North Korea earlier and more actively could have also reflected its antipathy toward Pyongyang. Its hesitance to be proactive toward North Korea may have been intended as a punitive measure against ‘‘small children demanding attention,’’10 while Pyongyang expected some difference between Obama’s early actions on North Korea and the policies of former President George W. Bush, especially when Obama campaigned on the platform of change. Even if the Obama administration had not chosen an early policy of ‘‘benign neglect,’’ it remains unclear whether the United States may have been able to affect North Korea’s behavior and its persistence with regards to its nuclear program.
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Obama needs political capital to pass KORUS

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)

Finally, ratification of the KORUS will also be an important step in broadening alliance-based cooperation. This agreement, negotiated in good faith, is the most important trade agreement since NAFTA. Its failure risks major setbacks to the future of the alliance. The Obama administration must therefore allocate the appropriate political capital to ensure passage of the agreement. 

KORUS will be a model for trade in the Asia-Pacific region and will influence other FTAs in that area

“Korea US Free Trade Agreement”  As listed on the Office of The President’s website.  Acessed 6/29/10

http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/korus-fta 

M.H.

The United States and the Republic of Korea signed the United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA) on June 30, 2007. If approved, the Agreement would be the United States' most commercially significant free trade agreement in more than 16 years. The U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that the reduction of Korean tariffs and tariff-rate quotas on goods alone would add $10 billion to $12 billion to annual U.S. Gross Domestic Product and around $10 billion to annual merchandise exports to Korea.  Under the FTA, nearly 95 percent of bilateral trade in consumer and industrial products would become duty free within three years of the date the FTA enters into force, and most remaining tariffs would be eliminated within 10 years.  For agricultural products, the FTA would immediately eliminate or phase out tariffs and quotas on a broad range of products, with almost two-thirds (by value) of Korea's agriculture imports from the United States becoming duty free upon entry into force.  For services, the FTA would provide meaningful market access commitments that extend across virtually all major service sectors, including greater and more secure access for international delivery services and the opening up of the Korean market for foreign legal consulting services.  In the area of financial services, the FTA would increase access to the Korean market and ensure greater transparency and fair treatment for U.S. suppliers of financial services. The FTA would address nontariff barriers in a wide range of sectors and includes strong provisions on competition policy, labor and environment, and transparency and regulatory due process.  The KORUS FTA would also provide U.S. suppliers with greater access to the Korean government procurement market. In addition to strengthening our economic partnership, the KORUS FTA would help to solidify the two countries' long-standing geostrategic alliance.  As the first U.S. FTA with a North Asian partner, the KORUS FTA could be a model for trade agreements for the rest of the region, and underscore the U.S. commitment to, and engagement in, the Asia-Pacific region.

KORUS will  be critical for US relations with the entire region, failure to ensure free trade will undermine regional stability and hurt US credibility.

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)

Free trade and open markets are key pillars of stability and security in the Asia-Pacific. Bowing to protectionist sentiments not only risks upending American consumers’ access to affordable products but also undercuts U.S. leadership and credibility. While candidate Obama expressed reservations about the Korea-U.S. FTA, President Obama must find a way of seeing this trade pact to fruition for the sake of the alliance and for America’s own economic and political benefit and credibility. The Obama administration should expend the necessary political capital to ensure the successful ratification of KORUS. Failure to ratify the agreement risks damaging bilateral relations with South Korea; it also sends a negative signal about America’s enthusiasm for free trade in Asia and subjects Washington to the charge of “double standards.” In the meantime, America should also encourage Asian governments to continue expanding FTAs and similar frameworks that stimulate economic growth.
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Impacts

Asian Instability Risks A Big Nuclear War

Paul KENNEDY, Professor, History, Yale University, “21st Century—Dialogues on the Future/Globalization’s Sway in Evolution fo States Put in Focus,” THE DAILY YOMIURI, January 10, 2000, p. 1.

Kennedy: I do not think that we should discuss only positive aspects of globalization. Today, there is an arms race going among many Asian countries. There is also a nationalist passion at work in the region. All this comes with incredible pressure in the form of environmental problems, population growth and ethnic violence. This might well mean that some nuclear weapons could be let off in Asia, while a very big war could occur in the area by 2010 or 2015.

Nuclear War

Khalilzad 95, (Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND analyst, “Losing the Moment,” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 1995, LN.)

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

Troops in Korea are a point of contention, getting any agreement on policy will require substantial political effort.

Shin, Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies, 2010

(Dr. Gi-Wook, Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow Tong Yang, Korea Foundation, and Korea Stanford Alumni Chair of Korean Studies; Professor of Sociology; FSI Senior Fellow and Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program Director, Shorenstein APARC; Director, Korean Studies Program, One Alliance, Two Lenses – US-Korea Relations in a New Era, Alliance Politics in South Korea, pg. 103,2010, KK EL FS TS)

<In the post-cold war, postauthoritarian era, South Korean society, led by progressives, has been seeking to redefine its national identity vis-à-vis two significant others: North Korea and the United States. As shown by the frame analysis in Chapter 3, South Koreans’ views of the United States are closely intertwined with their views of the North. Conservatives see the North as continuing threat and therefore advocate strong ties to the United States being in the national interest. Progressives, on the other hand see the North more as a potential partner and thus advocate improved inter-Korean collaboration while blaming the United States for impeding improvement. The findings throughout this chapter that show increasing media coverage to be coincident with an increasing progressive-conservative perception gap concentrate that the debate over national identity has intensified in recent years. The nationwide debate will continue to be divisive and bitter, as contention fundamental notions of identity are, by nature, difficult to resolve.>

American troops in South Korea are always a contentious issue, and conservatives and progressives always disagree about what should be done about them.

Lee and Zissis, Researchers for the Council on Foreign Relations, 2008

(Youkyung and Carin, “U.S-South Korea Alliance”)

www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html

The rearrangement of the U.S.-South Korea military alliance has represented a hot domestic political issue in South Korea since the negotiation of command structural began. Citing concerns about Seoul’s defense preparedness, some conservative sectors in Korea insist on renegotiating the year of the transfer. The rise of South Korea’s defense budget from 2.8 percent of GDP in 2007 to 3.2 percent in 2008, and the costs of relocating U.S. troops out of the Yongsan garrison in Seoul, also faced criticism. Others were suspicious of the U.S. military presence and remembered the 2002 killings of two South Korean teenagers who were accidentally struck by a USFK armored vehicle, an incident which sparked widespread street protest.
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Affirmative Answers to Politics

1.  Non-Unique: Obama will work on Korean policy in the status quo

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, 2009

(Narushige, “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

Even after the missile and nuclear tests, the United States has expressed willingness to engage with North Korea. On June 11, 2009, Ambassador Stephen Bosworth, special representative for North Korea policy, revealed a ‘‘fourpronged strategy’’ toward North Korea, which emphasized close regional consultation and cooperation, UN and national sanctions, defensive measures, and diplomatic engagement to negotiate a path to denuclearization if North Korea showed serious willingness. Bosworth reiterated U.S. policy not to threaten to change the North Korean regime through force and its continued commitment to the September 2005 Joint Statement.27

The United States is willing to address not only nuclear and missile issues, but also signing a peace treaty with North Korea. On this point, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton stated in February: 

If North Korea is genuinely prepared to completely and verifiably eliminate their nuclear weapons program, the Obama Administration will be willing to normalize bilateral relations, replace the peninsula’s longstanding armistice agreements with a permanent peace treaty, and assist in meeting the energy and other economic needs of the North Korean people.28
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