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KORUS – 1NC

KORUS will pass 

Klingner 5-16 (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia – Heritage Foundation, “KORUS won't help North Korea,” The Hill, 2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/161429-korus-wont-help-north-korea)

After years of delay, the South Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (KORUS) is rushing toward bipartisan Congressional approval. The Obama administration will formally submit it to Congress this month, and many previously fierce opponents have now jumped onboard as advocates.

Political capital is key --- solves the economy, trade leadership, and Korean war

WSJ 10 (Wall Street Journal, “A Korea-U.S. Trade Deal, At Last”, 12-6, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704767804576000542290721476.html)

The Korea pact is a step forward, but now the President has to sell it. What a long, strange trip it's been for the South Korea-U.S. free trade agreement. The two sides announced this weekend that they've reached a deal on revisions to the draft that was signed in 2007 but never ratified. It comes not a moment too soon, given the boost this will give to a U.S. economy stumbling its way to recovery and with tensions rising on the Korean peninsula. The saga is also a lesson to future U.S. Presidents on the importance of trade leadership. Having campaigned against the pact in 2008, President Obama rediscovered its benefits once in office. Yet by then he was forced to re-open negotiations to justify his earlier opposition. The result is a deal that is slightly better than the excellent 2007 text in some ways, but slightly worse in others. And this after a delay that has cost the U.S. global credibility on economic issues, not to mention the cost to U.S. growth. The good news is that the 2007 agreement stays mostly in place. South Korea still offers significant opening of its sheltered economy to American manufactured goods, agriculture and services. Within five years of ratification the deal will eliminate tariffs on 95% of the countries' trade in goods, and it also clears the way for greater trade in services by, for instance, opening Korea's banking industry. Meanwhile, some of the changes to that 2007 text are helpful. The trade in cars was the main sticking point, especially as Detroit worried about Korea's longstanding use of technical barriers like onerous safety standards to limit imports. Negotiators have added a provision that ensures new environmental standards proposed by Seoul over the past three years won't become de facto trade barriers. Yet some of the new auto provisions are worse than what Detroit had before. Conspicuously, Korea's current 8% tariff on imported U.S. cars—which would have been eliminated immediately upon ratification under the 2007 deal—now will be cut in half immediately but eliminated only after five years. Compare that to the European Union's agreement with Korea, which is signed and due to take effect next July. That deal gradually phases out Korea's 8% car tariff over four years. That means that over the next few years Detroit will miss what would have been the advantage of zero tariffs compared to rates of 2% to 6% on EU cars, and toward the end of the five-year period tariffs on EU cars will be lower than on American cars. The biggest mistake Mr. Obama and Democrats made was allowing one vocal lobby—Detroit and its unions—to hijack debate on a comprehensive deal covering almost all trade. Consider the main "victory" for Detroit: Korea has agreed to let America phase out its 25% tariff on pickup trucks more slowly. That will come at a stiff price to American buyers of those trucks, including many small businesses that delayed purchases during the recession. Some farmers have also become collateral damage. Seoul couldn't walk away from re-opened talks empty-handed, and one concession it extracted is a two-year delay, to 2016, in eliminating tariffs on some U.S. pork. American pork producers are excited about any deal, but they still would have been better off under the 2007 text. Chilean pork already enjoys lower tariffs thanks to the Chile-Korea FTA and has been gaining market share. The new tariff-elimination date also falls only six months before Korea's tariffs on EU pork will end under that deal, leaving Americans far less than the two-and-a-half years they would have had under the earlier text to get a marketing jump on their competitors. These caveats should not deter Congress from ratifying what is still an excellent deal. Mr. Obama has asked GOP House Speaker-designate John Boehner to assist in getting the pact approved, and we're told Mr. Boehner has suggested grouping this deal together with pending agreements with Colombia and Panama in a single House vote. This would make it easier for pro-trade forces in Congress to concentrate their political capital. Mr. Boehner will bring a majority or more of his GOP Members along, but Mr. Obama will have to spend his own political capital to rebuild American public support for free trade and gain Democratic support. The President would have made more progress toward his goal of doubling American exports if he had supported this deal in 2008 and pressed it through Congress in 2009. The failure in leadership was to side with the United Auto Workers and other unions against the national interest. Those who think they'll lose from trade always have the strongest motivation to lobby, while the consumers and businesses that benefit (such as American pickup truck buyers) are harder to organize. Every American President since Hoover in the 1920s has taken the broad view, speaking up for the many trade beneficiaries. U.S. public support for freer trade has eroded amid the recession and the lack of Presidential leadership. It is crucial for U.S. competitiveness in particular, and the world economy more broadly, that Mr. Obama and his allies make a strong and unapologetic case that trade is in the best interests of American businesses and workers.

KORUS – 1NC

Deal deters North Korean aggression

Gerwin 10 (Edward F., Senior Fellow for Trade and Global Economic Policy – Third Way, “5 Reasons America Needs Korea Free Trade Deal”, Wall Street Journal, 12-16, http://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2010/12/16/guest-contribution-5-reasons-america-needs-korea-free-trade-deal/)

5. China is Not a Fan. The Korea FTA would solidify America’s strategic relationship with South Korea, a key ally. It would bolster stepped-up U.S. efforts to respond to an increasingly assertive China and a belligerent North Korea by building strong trade, diplomatic and security relationships with South Korea and other Pacific allies. The Agreement would also help America compete and win in Korea’s $1.3 trillion economy. In recent years, China has muscled aside the United States, and is Korea’s #1 supplier. The FTA’s advantages would help U.S. companies and workers win back business from China and others in this vital Asian market.

So, while Fords and fillets are certainly important, the Korea FTA also includes other “beefy” benefits for American trade.

Korea war turns every impact and causes extinction

Hayes and Green 10 (Peter, Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, and Michael Hamel, Victoria University, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, Nautilus Institute Special Report, 1-5, http://www.nautil us.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.  But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4  These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.

***UNIQUENESS

Will Pass – 2NC

KORUS will pass –

A) Bipartisan Support

Bybee 6-3 (Roger, Freelance Writer and Publicity Consultant, “South Korea ‘Free Trade’ Deal: Another Funnel for Exploitation,” In These Times, 2011, http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/7377/south_korea_free_trade_deal_ opens_wide_funnel_for_more_exploitation/)

Yet many Democrats, led by Senate Finance Chair Max Baucus of Montana, remain unperturbed by the implications for more domestic job losses and U.S. complicity in 21st-century varieties of slave labor.  Baucus and many other Democrats are unable to resist the appeal of “free trade” deals ardently backed by corporate donors and almost universally supported by the nation’s major media.  ENSURE SAFETY NET, THEN SHOVE 'EM OFF CLIFF  For them, the only important angle yet to work out remains adequate funding for Trade Adjustment Assistance. “It’s clear that we need trade-adjustment assistance to be enacted along with” the free-trade agreements, Baucus said at a hearing on a pending deal with Colombia. “The two must go together, one way or another. We have to find a way so that they both are passed this year.”  Republican resistance to this most minimal compensation for job loss will create a side-show, allowing pro-"free trade" Democrats to feel that they are actually doing something meaningful for workers whom they are about to shove over a cliff with KORUS and other proposed free-trade agreements.  “Republican leaders say they back those free-trade deals, too, while worrying about the cost of approving further aid to laid-off workers,“ Bloomberg News reported. "I don’t think the current funding level is sustainable,” said Senator Charles Grassley (R-Iowa).  This tension over TAA funding would set the stage for a battle between Republican ruthlessness and free-trade Democrats' distorted sense of "compassion" for the victims of their pro-globalization policies.  But while TAA's extended healthcare and training provide some degree of help to displaced workers including some close friends, Democrats are deluding themselves if they feel that they are actually helping workers to re-enter the middle class.   “Out of a hundred laid-off workers," says New York Times economics writer Louis Uchitelle in his valuable book, The Disposable American: Layoffs and Their Consequences, 27 are making their old salary again, or more, and 73 are making less, or not working at all."   Or, as McKinnon asks forcefully, “Retraining for what? People want a job, they don’t want TAA because the new jobs don’t exist.”  THE CHORUS FOR KORUS  But despite the realities for workers who lose their jobs or face intensified pressure to accept lower wages, Congress will be hearing a chorus of CEOs beseeching them about the urgent necessity of KORUS’s passage because of rising wage rates in China and some other Asian nations.  A shortage of labor has pushed up wages (from present levels which often run at 30 cents to 40 cents an hour in China, or about 3% of US manufacturing wages, according to Jeff Faux, author of "The Global Class War") and many firms are now seeking an even lower–wage alternative.

Will Pass – 2NC

B) It will pass, but political capital is key

Palmer 5-5 (Doug, Staff Writer, “Boehner says Obama push needed to pass trade deals,” Reuters, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/05/us-usa-trade-boehner-idUSTRE74453V20110505)

The U.S. House of Representatives hopes to pass long-delayed free-trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea and Panama by August, House Speaker John Boehner said Thursday.

"We can move pretty quickly but it's going to take help by the president as well," Boehner told reporters.

Although Republicans, who now control the House, are generally pro-trade, some members of the party are skeptical of trade deals.

"I do believe a lot of work will have to be done with our own members," Boehner said.

In addition, a large portion of Democrats are likely to vote against the pacts, especially the Colombia agreement, which is generally seen as the most controversial of the three trade deals because of a long history of violence against union workers in the Andean country.

"The president is going to have to be out there as well talking about the importance of these three agreements. We hope to have them finished by the August recess," Boehner said.

U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told reporters separately he was optimistic Congress would pass the three trade deals with "good bipartisan support."

But talking to reporters after a speech, Kirk said it was "critical" lawmakers also renew an expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program to help retrain workers who have the lost their jobs because of foreign competition.

"TAA is for us, again, part of the package," Kirk said.

Congress approved an expanded TAA program as part of the 2009 economic stimulus bill, but it expired early this year. Efforts to renew the program failed when some Republicans in the House of Representatives objected to its cost.

The beefed-up program has helped "a half a million workers and families in every state ... and it is critical that we have that program authorized at those levels," Kirk said.

After striking side deals to address outstanding concerns about each of the three trade pacts, the Obama administration now has "agreements that we think are going to garner good bipartisan support," Kirk said.

"We believe we can work with the leadership in the House and the Senate to get them passed," Kirk said.

The trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama were signed during the administration of President George W. Bush, but they stalled in the face of Democratic opposition.

Since December, the Obama administration has negotiated new auto provisions for the Korean agreement, a tax information exchange treaty with Panama and an action plan with Colombia to address longstanding US concerns about anti-union violence.

Administration officials said Wednesday they were prepared to begin technical discussions with Congress on implementing legislation for all three agreements, after Colombia met initial benchmarks in the labor action plan.

The officials said they expected further action from Colombia on the labor front before formally submitting the Colombia trade bill to Congress for a vote.

The next set of benchmarks that Colombia must meet under the action plan are in mid-June.

Meanwhile, the Senate Finance Committee has scheduled a hearing next week on the Colombia agreement in anticipation it would soon be sent to Capitol Hill.

Will Pass – A2: TAA

KORUS will pass despite TAA fights
WSJ 5-21 (Wall Street Journal, “Political Mood Clouds Trade Talks,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704083904576335792744591916.html)

Asked whether efforts to win congressional approval for trade-opening deals between the U.S. and South Korea, Panama and Colombia could also slip into 2012, Mr. Kirk said he hoped not.  "I am reasonably confident that we're going to be able to work and resolve the package with Congress to address our concerns about trade-adjustment assistance that will allow us to move forward with the FTAs [this year]. There's enough with what we've proposed to allow us to build a bipartisan consensus," Mr. Kirk said.  Lawmakers of both parties remain optimistic that the three deals will pass before August. But the White House said this week it wouldn't submit those agreements for congressional approval until Republicans reached a deal on renewing Trade Adjustment Assistance, a program that provides training and other benefits to workers idled by trade-related job shifts. The program costs about $1 billion a year, and debate over its renewal comes in the teeth of a major congressional spending fight.  Also, Mr. Kirk said work to complete a framework for the nine-nation Trans-Pacific Partnership could slide into next year.

It’s just political posturing – won’t derail passage

McPherson Sentinel 5-17 (“Huelskamp says House GOP determined to pass FTAs,” 2011, http://www.mcphersonsentinel.com/agriculture/x1357376295/Huelskamp-says-House-GOP-determined-to-pass-FTAs)

The White House and congressional Republicans have reached an impasse on the ratification of three federal trade agreements after the White House announced Monday that it would not sign the trade agreements until Congress renews the expired Trade Adjustment Assistance program.

The program aims to provide job retraining for workers displaced by foreign competition.

The move comes as administration officials begin talks on Capitol Hill to finalize the agreements reached with the White House to expand trade with South Korea, Panama and Colombia. President Barack Obama has said the deals are an integral part of his economic agenda and the pacts have broad Republican support.

Rep. Tim Huelskamp, who testified for the agreements as a member of the House Agriculture Committee, called Monday’s announcement political posturing by the administration to pacify the labor unions.

The retraining assistance program was expanded two years ago as part of Obama's stimulus package to include aid for more displaced workers, but the expansion expired in February. Labor unions and some key Democratic lawmakers have demanded the expansion as a condition for supporting the trade deals. Renewal of the job retraining program was not mentioned during the House Agriculture’s hearings on the FTAs Huelskamp said.

Will Pass – A2: Uniqueness Overwhelms 

Passage isn’t guaranteed 

Klingner 5-16 (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia – Heritage Foundation, “KORUS won't help North Korea,” The Hill, 2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/161429-korus-wont-help-north-korea)

After years of delay, the South Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (KORUS) is rushing toward bipartisan Congressional approval. The Obama administration will formally submit it to Congress this month, and many previously fierce opponents have now jumped onboard as advocates.  But die-hard trade protectionists are still using red herrings and scare tactics to stoke opposition. The latest salvo includes allegations that North Korean goods would freely enter the U.S. market via the Kaesong industrial zone, a business venture 10 miles north of the demilitarized zone.

Will Pass – South Korea Will Ratify

Will pass in South Korea – translation errors were fixed

Korea Herald 6-3 (“Lawmakers rebuke government over N. Korea disclosure,” http://www.koreaherald.com/national/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20110603000619)

The disputed Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement bill was also included in the day’s agenda.  “The U.S. Congress is expected to pass the bill in July-August, though there are diverse arguments,” said the prime minister.  “Considering the timeline, we felt it necessary to bring up the issue during the National Assembly’s June provisional session.”  The Cabinet passed a new version of the FTA bill shortly before the parliamentary interpellation Friday after fixing translation errors.  The four-day interpellation will resume next Wednesday and Thursday.

***INTERNAL LINK

Political Capital High – 2NC

-- Political capital is high –

Bin laden’s death

Bowman 5-2 (Quinn, “Political Checklist: Bin Laden Death Yields Political Capital for Obama,” PBS, 2011, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2011/05/political-checklist-biden-laden-death-yields-political-capital-for-obama.html)

A day after the dramatic announcement that U.S. forces had killed Osama bin Laden, the world's most-wanted terrorist, David Chalian, Gwen Ifill and Judy Woodruff assess how the news could impact President Obama's political standing.  The team agrees that while it is unclear how this will affect the 2012 race, the moment stands to unite even President Obama's political opponents in praising his administration's successful pursuit of the man who was the driving force behind al-Qaida.

GOP radicalism

Kuttner 5-16 (Robert, Senior Fellow – Demos and Co-editor – American Prospect, “Barack Obama's Theory of Power,” The American Prospect, 2011, http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=barack_obamas_theory_of_power)

Thanks to the sheer radicalism of the Republican program, the awkward divisions between the Tea Party caucus and the GOP congressional leadership, and the pressure from Wall Street not to play chicken with the debt ceiling, Obama is now tactically better positioned than the Republicans. As Clinton did, he can make the House Republicans blink first, if he chooses to keep playing hardball. Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security continue to be wedge issues that could divide the Republicans and unify most Democrats. It's worth recalling that Obama's popularity dropped when Republicans contended that his health reform would jeopardize Medicare. That was a fable -- but now it's Republicans who are deliberately dismantling Medicare as we know it.  Obama, in spite of himself, may also get lucky when it comes to the bipartisan Gang of Six. Sherrod Brown, the progressive Ohio senator, observes that the long-sought grand fiscal bargain to cut Social Security and raise taxes may be a bridge too far. Too many Democrats, not least Senate Democrat Leader Harry Reid, won't agree to more than token trims in Social Security, Brown notes, and too few Republicans would accept tax increases on the rich.

Top of Docket/A2: Thumpers – 2NC

KORUS is top of the docket – it will pass by July

Merco Press 5-13 (“US trade deals with Colombia, Panama and Korea could be approved ‘by August’,” 2011, http://en.mercopress.com/2011/05/13/us-trade-deals-with-colombia-panama-and-korea-could-be-approved-by-august)

Speaking at a House Agriculture Committee hearing, US Trade Representative Ron Kirk called on Congress to approve an expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance Program for the retraining of workers displaced due to foreign competition. “We are asking Congress to approve TAA as they move forward with these other agreements,” Kirk said, adding the deals then could be ratified “by August”. Kirk was responding to Republican lawmakers pushing hard for the exact timing of the presentation of the deals to Congress for deliberation. Congressional Republicans have opposed the renewal of the program, which expired early this year, citing the need to cut the federal budget deficit. Kirk's remarks are in line with House Speaker John Boehner, who has expressed his intention to have the three deals pass through Congress before the August recess. The Obama administration last week began technical consultations with congressional staff members on the trade deals ahead of their official presentation to Congress. Kirk has said he wants Congress to approve the Korea deal before July first, when a similar deal between South Korea and the European Union takes effect. The Korea FTA, along with the Colombia and Panama deals, were negotiated under the Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002, which requires Congress to vote yes or no without amendments within 90 days of the deal's submission. The Obama administration has in recent months cleared obstacles to the congressional approval of the three trade deals. Last month, Washington reached a new deal with Colombia on labor rights, which have served as a stumbling block to congressional approval of the trade agreement, and another with Panama to allow exchanges of tax information to prevent tax evasion. Panama is often criticized for serving as a tax haven. Miriam Sapiro, deputy US trade representative, told a Senate Finance Committee Wednesday that the exact timing for the deals' submission depends on discussions with Congress. “There are discussions ongoing about the exact sequencing and scheduling, of being able to accomplish all of our trade initiatives this year and we look forward to that discussion continuing and concluding as soon as possible,” she said.

A2: Debt Ceiling Thumper

Passage is inevitable – it’s just posturing and doesn’t cost capital

Dallas News 6-3 (“Editorial: The nation's debt-ceiling fight, as a lousy movie sequel,” http://www.dallasnews.com/opinion/editorials/20110603-editorial-the-nation_s-debt-ceiling-fight-as-a-lousy-movie-sequel.ece)
Summer means meat on the grill, weekends at the lake and, of course, blockbuster movie season. Sadly, the trend these days is sequels — who’s up for Gigli, Part Deux? — which brings us to Washington and governance. In our nation’s capital, the hottest summer property will be another installment in that timeless political series, Re-election Trumps Courage. This plot centers on the nominal fight over increasing the federal debt ceiling. Pardon our cynicism, but the driving undercurrent, so far, is posturing demagoguery from two parties seeking only electoral advantage. Never mind that failing to raise the debt ceiling means potential catastrophe for the U.S. and global economies. Never mind that the nation’s unsustainable budgetary path could sink an already anemic recovery. No, never mind. Just demagogue. First, the Senate took votes on four budget plans. Not a single Democrat voted for any of them. Even the plan submitted by President Barack Obama went down to 97-0 defeat. Then, the House GOP forced a vote on the administration’s insistence on a “clean” debt ceiling increase, with no other fiscal measures attached. The intent, as many top Republicans made clear, wasn’t the vote but to give them something to hang around Democrats’ necks with increasingly debt-averse voters. As promised, the measure failed, drawing fewer ayes than it had co-signers. House Republicans then met, en masse, with the president. Democrats followed suit. Everyone emerged with ideologies firmly in place — and the nation no closer to solving a federal debt now past the $14.3 trillion limit. Ready to buy your ticket? At the risk of spoiling the ending, we have weeks of each side accusing the other of putting America’s fiscal future at risk. The unspoken message: Vote for us in 2012, or the other guys bring the whole house down. And after all that vitriol, the sides will reach a climactic “compromise” just before the Aug. 2 deadline — cue the orchestra — raising the debt ceiling with some cosmetic spending cuts. Both sides will declare victory and start planning their next film.
Obama won’t get blamed – Boehner will

Pergram 5-20 (Chad, “Raising the Debt Limit: There will be no vote before it’s time,” Fox News, http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/20/raising-debt-limit-there-will-be-no-vote-it-s-time)

Forging an agreement to trim spending and prevent a government shutdown was a Herculean task. But reaching an agreement on the debt ceiling is more complex. And the stakes couldn't be higher for Boehner. Part of the problem is that the speaker exhausted a lot of political capital on the arrangement to keep the government operating. Many conservatives don't think they cut enough. A few Republican lawmakers concede privately they're wary of Boehner horse-trading with the president.

Political Capital Key – 2NC

Political capital is key – it placates opposition, keeps Democrats on board, and builds momentum for free trade – that’s WSJ.

Disregard their generic evidence about political capital theory – it is not specific to SKFTA – which needs Obama’s strength to maintain support.

Political capital is key to maintain support

Wharton 1-12 (School – UPenn, "U.S.-South Korea Trade Pact: A Turning Point for American Exports?," http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2671)

With Portman now in the Senate and other pro-trade Republicans in key positions -- such as new Speaker John Boehner of Ohio and Majority Whip Eric Cantor of Virginia -- it is tempting to believe that both the House and the Senate will quickly push through the Korea agreement and then move on to Colombia, Panama and other trade pacts. But everything hinges on the ability of the President to assert his leadership on the Korea deal. "The President has demonstrated leadership," says Dittrich, "and we have no reason to think that he won't continue to do so." The battle over the Korea agreement seems likely to pit Obama on one side -- along with pro-trade Republicans. On the other side will be anti-trade Democrats and Tea Party Republicans.

Many leaders of the business community fear that the Tea Party will undermine their efforts to promote pro-trade initiatives by shooting down this deal and others. "You can't assume, as in the past, that a Republican Congress is entirely pro-trade," says USCIB's Mulligan. "The Republicans have developed this populist tinge, and they are focusing on the China trade" as a key target.

PC key to placate opposition

Linciome 10 (Scott, Int'l Trade Attorney, Published Author, “Should Free Traders Be Concerned about KORUS and the Short-term Prospects for US Trade Policy? "http://lincicome.blogspot.com/2010/11/should-free-traders-be-concerned-about.html)

* Second, the Seoul impasse proved without question that the Administration simply is unwilling to expend the political capital necessary to move KORUS as-is, despite the fact that (a) most congressional vote-counters have opined that the KORUS votes are there right now (and certainly will be in the 112th Congress); and (b) as I noted last week, Trade Promotion Authority ensures that no single congressman or senator, no matter how powerful, can sidetrack the FTA's implementing legislation once Obama submits it to Congress.  Thus, the President has shown us that, regardless of his pro-KORUS rhetoric, he's unwilling to fight for the current agreement and needs to find a new way forward.  I don't happen to think that there is such a "new way," but that doesn't mean that the White House isn't exploring every option out there - including attempts to garner support from the unlikeliest of sources (i.e., Michaud & Co.).  And, like I said in point #1, if they're going to re-open the deal anyway.......       * Third, over the past two years, the President has repeatedly proven himself utterly unwilling or unable to confront the protectionist wing of the Democratic Party, so why should this change now?  Just because he said he supports KORUS?  Come on.  Just look at the depressing facts for a second.  Obama has placated his anti-trade base (and their congressional muscle) on Buy American, Mexican Trucks, Chinese Chicken Imports, Section 421 (tires), Section 301 (Chinese "green" subsidies), changes to US trade remedies laws, carbon tariffs - the list literally goes on and on.  He shelved his early 2009 support for the Colombia and Panama FTAs (and KORUS until last June) at the first whiff of congressional stink.  He has embraced mercantilism and adopted a "trade policy" in the NEI that is as unoffensive as it is ineffectual.  And when, much to the delight of free traders and the world's leaders, he finally made a "stand" on an absolute no-brainer in KORUS, he quit at the finish line with literally the whole world watching.  In short, when Obama's big moment to prove us doubters wrong came, he "voted present."  Again.  Yet after all of this, John B. (quite condescendingly) assumes that Obama (a) really, really wants to move the KORUS agreement through Congress and (b) will grow a spine and confront Michaud & Co. in order to get that done.  Maybe he will, but I'm the naive one for now having a little doubt about that?  Really?  Physician, heal thyself.  Look, everyone knows that completing and implementing big trade agreements like KORUS or NAFTA (or the WTO's Doha Round) requires strong leadership from the top.  The President alone has the platform to debunk the myriad protectionist myths out there and to champion the national interest over insular constituent politics.  But in order to do this, he must have both the ability and desire to take on partisan protectionists, loudly advocate free trade, and then actually advance and implement the trade liberalization policies that he champions.  Bill Clinton and George W. Bush had that ability/desire, and they backed up their rhetoric with action.  So far, Barack Obama hasn't.

Political Capital Key – A2: Dickinson 

Presidential leadership shapes the agenda

Kuttner 11 (Robert, Senior Fellow – Demos and Co-editor – American Prospect, “Barack Obama's Theory of Power,” The American Prospect, 5-16, http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=barack_obamas_theory_of_power)

As the political scientist Richard Neustadt observed in his classic work, Presidential Power, a book that had great influence on President John F. Kennedy, the essence of a president's power is "the power to persuade." Because our divided constitutional system does not allow the president to lead by commanding, presidents amass power by making strategic choices about when to use the latent authority of the presidency to move public and elite opinion and then use that added prestige as clout to move Congress. In one of Neustadt's classic case studies, Harry Truman, a president widely considered a lame duck, nonetheless persuaded the broad public and a Republican Congress in 1947-1948 that the Marshall Plan was a worthy idea.  As Neustadt and Burns both observed, though an American chief executive is weak by constitutional design, a president possesses several points of leverage. He can play an effective outside game, motivating and shaping public sentiment, making clear the differences between his values and those of his opposition, and using popular support to box in his opponents and move them in his direction. He can complement the outside bully pulpit with a nimble inside game, uniting his legislative party, bestowing or withholding benefits on opposition legislators, forcing them to take awkward votes, and using the veto. He can also enlist the support of interest groups to pressure Congress, and use media to validate his framing of choices. Done well, all of this signals leadership that often moves the public agenda.

A2: Winner’s Win

Not true for Obama

Galston 10 (William, Senior Fellow for Governance Studies – Brookings Institution, “President Barack Obama’s First Two Years: Policy Accomplishments, Political Difficulties”, 11-4, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/110 4_obama_galston.aspx)

Rather than doing this, President Obama allowed himself to get trapped in legislative minutia, even as the country remained mired in a kind of economic slump that most Americans had never experienced and could not understand.  Their reaction combined confusion and fear, which the president did little to allay.  Ironically, a man who attained the presidency largely on the strength of his skills as a communicator did not communicate effectively during his first two years.  He paid a steep political price for his failure. 

From the beginning, the administration operated on two fundamental political premises that turned out to be mistaken.  The first was that the economic collapse had opened the door to the comprehensive change Obama had promised.  As incoming Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel famously put it, “you never want a serious crisis to go to waste.”  In fact, as Emanuel himself came to realize, there was a tension between the steps needed to arrest the economic decline and the measures needed to actualize the president’s vision of fundamental change.  The financial bailout and the stimulus package made it harder, not easier, to pass comprehensive health reform.  

Second, the administration believed that success would breed success—that the momentum from one legislative victory would spill over into the next.  The reverse was closer to the truth: with each difficult vote, it became harder to persuade Democrats from swing districts and states to cast the next one.  In the event, House members who feared that they would pay a heavy price if they supported cap-and-trade legislation turned out to have a better grasp of political fundamentals than did administration strategists. 

The legislative process that produced the health care bill was especially damaging.  It lasted much too long and featured side-deals with interest groups and individual senators, made in full public view. Much of the public was dismayed by what it saw. Worse, the seemingly endless health care debate strengthened the view that the president’s agenda was poorly aligned with the economic concerns of the American people.  Because the administration never persuaded the public that health reform was vital to our economic future, the entire effort came to be seen as diversionary, even anti-democratic.  The health reform bill was surely a moral success; it may turn out to be a policy success; but it is hard to avoid the conclusion that it was—and remains—a political liability.

Indeed, most of the Obama agenda turned out to be very unpopular.  Of five major policy initiatives undertaken during the first two years, only one—financial regulatory reform—enjoyed majority support.  In a September 2010 Gallup survey, 52 percent of the people disapproved of the economic stimulus, 56 percent disapproved of both the auto rescue and the health care bill, and an even larger majority—61 percent—rejected the bailout of financial institutions.[v]  Democrats’ hopes that the people would change their minds about the party’s signature issue—universal health insurance—after the bill passed were not fulfilled.  (It remains to be seen whether sentiment will change in coming years as provisions of the bill are phased in—that is, if they survive what will no doubt be stiff challenges in both Congress and the states.)

Controversial issues aren’t wins

Mann 10 (Thomas, Senior Fellow for Governance Studies – Brookings Institution, “American Politics on the Eve of the Midterm Elections”, November, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2010/11_midterm_elections_mann.aspx)

HIGHLY POLARISED 

That perception of failure has been magnified by the highly contentious process by which Obama’s initiatives have been adopted in Congress. America has in recent years developed a highly polarised party system, with striking ideological differences between the parties and unusual unity within each. But these parliamentary-like parties operate in a governmental system in which majorities are unable readily to put their programmes in place. 

Republicans adopted a strategy of consistent, unified, and aggressive opposition to every major component of the President’s agenda, eschewing negotiation, bargaining and compromise, even on matters of great national import. The Senate filibuster has been the indispensable weapon in killing, weakening, slowing, or discrediting all major legislation proposed by the Democratic majority. 

A2: Winner’s Win

Capital can’t be replenished

Pika 2 (Joseph, et al., Professor of Political Science – University of Delaware, The Politics of the Presidency, Fifth Edition, p. 293-294)

Resources: Political Capital. One of the most important resources for a president is political capital. This is the reservoir of popular and congressional support with which newly elected presidents being their terms. As they make controversial decisions, they “spend” some of their capital, which they are seldom able to replenish. They must decide which proposals merit the expenditure of political capital and in what amounts. Reagan, for example, was willing to spend his capital heavily on reducing the role of the federal government, cutting taxes, and reforming the income tax code, but not on antiabortion or school prayer amendments to the Constitution. Material resources determine which proposals for new programs and the emphasis to be placed on existing programs.
Studies prove

Bond and Fleisher 96 (Jon R. and Richard, Professors of Political Science – Texas A&M University, The President in Legislation, p. 223)

Presidency-centered variables, however, provide an even weaker explanation of presidential success. We found little support for the thesis that the weakness of legislative parties increases the importance of presidential skill or popularity for determining presidential success on roll call votes. Our analysis reveals that presidents reputed to be highly skilled do not win consistently more often than should be expected given the conditions they faced. Similarly, presidents reputed to be unskilled do not win significantly less often than expected. The analysis of presidential popularity reveals that the president's standing in the polls has only a marginal impact on the probability of success or failure.
A2: Public Popularity Link Turn

Not key to agenda – political capital outweighs

Bouie 11 (Jamelle, Journalist and Graduate – University of Virginia, “Political Capital,” The American Prospect, 5-5, http://prospect.org/csnc/blogs/tapped_archive?month=05&year=2011&base_name=political_capital)

Unfortunately, political capital isn't that straightforward. As we saw at the beginning of Obama's presidency, the mere fact of popularity (or a large congressional majority) doesn't guarantee support from key members of Congress. For Obama to actually sign legislation to reform the immigration system, provide money for jobs, or reform corporate taxes, he needs unified support from his party and support from a non-trivial number of Republicans. Unfortunately, Republicans (and plenty of Democrats) aren't interested in better immigration laws, fiscal stimulus, or liberal tax reform. Absent substantive leverage -- and not just high approval ratings -- there isn't much Obama can do to pressure these members (Democrats and Republicans) into supporting his agenda.  Indeed, for liberals who want to see Obama use his political capital, it's worth noting that approval-spikes aren't necessarily related to policy success. George H.W. Bush's major domestic initiatives came before his massive post-Gulf War approval bump, and his final year in office saw little policy success. George W. Bush was able to secure No Child Left Behind, the Homeland Security Act, and the Authorization to Use Military Force in the year following 9/11, but the former two either came with pre-9/11 Democratic support or were Democratic initiatives to begin with.  To repeat an oft-made point, when it comes to domestic policy, the presidency is a limited office with limited resources. Popularity with the public is a necessary part of presidential success in Congress, but it's far from sufficient.

***IMPACT

Impact – Korea War

Rejection causes Korean war --- it’s a key test of U.S. commitment to the region

Wharton 11 (Knowledge@Wharton, “U.S.-South Korea Trade Pact: A Turning Point for American Exports?”, 1-12, http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2671)

Now it seems as if the pessimists may have been wrong all along. Much to the surprise of many who had given up on the issue, the U.S. and South Korea finally reached agreement on a revised pact early in December. If, as many anticipate, the deal is approved by the new Congress next spring, it will be by far the largest U.S. trade pact since NAFTA went into effect in 1994. No longer a small, struggling market, South Korea imports $250 billion in manufactured goods from the rest of the world each year. Its industrial market is much larger and more sophisticated than that of other partners in recent U.S. free-trade pacts. 

For U.S. exporters, the deal is "huge news," says Charles Dittrich, vice president for regional trade initiatives at the Washington-based National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC). "We have turned a corner -- it means another $11 billion in U.S. exports annually," he notes, citing an analysis by the U.S. International Trade Commission. "The Obama administration has seized the moment and the opportunity." 

Calling the deal "a win-win for both sides," Laura Baughman, president of Trade Partnership Worldwide, a Washington consultancy, notes that the pact will go beyond merchandise exports and spark demand for a significant volume of U.S. services in such areas as banking, software and tourism. "In economic terms, this is by far the most important [bilateral] free-trade agreement" to date, she says. 

A great deal is at stake beyond Korea. Approval of the pact could open the door wide to approval of the two other long-delayed U.S. bilateral free-trade deals -- with Colombia (signed by both governments in 2006) and Panama (2007). It could also fuel support for even more ambitious U.S. trade initiatives, such as the Trans-Pacific Partnership, which would add Malaysia, New Zealand and Vietnam to an Asian Rim free-trade area of U.S. partners that already encompasses Australia and Chile. 

While the Obama administration failed to act on the three pending agreements from the Bush years, some of the country's largest trading partners were aggressively moving forward with their own pacts, threatening the long-term competitiveness of U.S. exporters in many key markets. For example, the European Union signed its own pact with South Korea, and the EU is currently negotiating deals with Argentina, Brazil, Canada and India, among others. Meanwhile, China is negotiating or planning to negotiate bilateral agreements with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Australia, Costa Rica and India -- but not with the United States. And Japan is negotiating with Australia, the Gulf Cooperation Council, India and New Zealand. The list goes on.

The potential reverberations of those free-trade agreements could be very harmful for U.S. exporters if the U.S.-Korea deal doesn't go through, says Rob Mulligan, who heads the Washington office of the U.S. Council for International Business (USCIB), which represents U.S. companies at the International Chamber of Commerce. 

Even the timing for approval is of the essence, says William Reinsch, president of the NFTC. The pact needs to go into effect before July 1, when the EU-South Korea deal becomes effective, or the latter pact will set key technical standards for trade between the United States and South Korea.

What's more, the fate of the pact has national security implications, says Brian Pomper, a partner at the Akin Gump law firm in Washington, D.C. and a former trade counsel for Sen. Max Baucus, a Montana Democrat who heads the Senate Finance Committee. With a nuclear-armed North Korea once more threatening military conflict, "some may wonder how can the United States give South Korea a stiff arm" by rejecting the deal? South Korean President Lee Myung-Bak has been widely criticized at home for his weak and indecisive response to a recent artillery attack by North Korea. If Congress rejects the deal, it will be a slap in Lee's face. So beyond economic considerations, Pomper says, "this [deal] is the sort of symbol of U.S. leadership in Asia that many other countries -- who are looking at China with a nervous eye -- have been [seeking]. It is reasserting American interests in Asia. The President has put his reputation on the line."

Impact – Korea War – Yes Conflict

Brink of war now --- fast timeframe and high probability

Doyne 10 (Shannon, Reporter – NYT, and Holly Ojalvo, New York Times – Learning Blog, 12-3, http://learning .blogs.nytimes.com/2010/12/03/on-the-brink-teaching-about-tension-in-north-and-south-korea/?src=twrhp)

On the Brink: Teaching About Tension in North and South Korea

Skirmishes between North Korea and South Korea have been far from rare in recent years, but the shots exchanged last week brought a new level of tension between the two nations — and to world diplomacy.

Recently, leaked intelligence revealed that South Korea and the United States had discussed a situation that included the fall of the communist regime in North Korea and the subsequent reunification of Korea. North Korea has announced that it believes South Korea intends to invade, a troubling piece of information, as it is now known that North Korea has a new uranium enriching program.

Impact – Korea War – Bioweapons

They’ll use bioweapons --- including smallpox

Jung 9 (Sung-Ki, “N. Korea Has 13 Types of Biological Weapons”, Korea Times, 10-5, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2009/10/113_52961.html)

North Korea is believed to possess 13 types of viruses and germs that it can readily use in the event of a conflict, a ruling party lawmaker said Monday, citing a defense ministry report. The North is believed to be one of the world's largest possessors of chemical and biological weapons. South Korea suspects the communist neighbor has up to 5,000 tons of chemical agents. During a National Assembly audit of the Ministry of National Defense, Rep. Kim Ock-lee of the Grand National Party said diseases that could be caused by North Korean biological weapons include cholera, pest, yellow fever, smallpox, eruptive typhus, typhoid fever and dysentery.

Extinction

Singer 1 (Clifford E., Professor of Nuclear Engineering and Director of the Program in Arms Control, Disarmament, and International Security – University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, “Will Mankind Survive the Millennium?”, http://www.acdis.uiuc.edu/research/S&Ps/2001-Sp/S&P_XIII/Singer.htm)

There are, however, two technologies currently under development that may pose a more serious threat to human survival. The first and most immediate is biological warfare combined with genetic engineering. Smallpox is the most fearsome of natural biological warfare agents in existence. By the end of the next decade, global immunity to smallpox will likely be at a low unprecedented since the emergence of this disease in the distant past, while the opportunity for it to spread rapidly across the globe will be at an all time high. In the absence of other complications such as nuclear war near the peak of an epidemic, developed countries may respond with quarantine and vaccination to limit the damage. Otherwise mortality there may match the rate of 30 percent or more expected in unprepared developing countries. With respect to genetic engineering using currently available knowledge and technology, the simple expedient of spreading an ample mixture of coat protein variants could render a vaccination response largely ineffective, but this would otherwise not be expected to substantially increase overall mortality rates. With development of new biological technology, however, there is a possibility that a variety of infectious agents may be engineered for combinations of greater than natural virulence and mortality, rather than just to overwhelm currently available antibiotics or vaccines. There is no a priori known upper limit to the power of this type of technology base, and thus the survival of a globally connected human family may be in question when and if this is achieved.

Impact – Korea War – A2: No Escalation

Escalation isn’t necessary for our impact --- studies prove even a limited war would disrupt global climate and commerce enough to trigger famine, eco collapse, and extinction --- that’s Hayes

Superpowers get drawn in --- goes global

Stares and Wit 9 (Paul, Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention – Council on Foreign Relations and, Joel, Adjunct Senior Research Fellow – Weatherhead East Asia Institute at Columbia University, “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea”, January, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/North_Korea_CSR42.pdf)

These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world’s largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery and missiles, it can also wreak havoc on America’s most important Asian allies––South Korea and Japan––both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia––that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. Although all the interested powers share a basic interest in maintaining peace and stability in northeast Asia, a major crisis from within North Korea could lead to significant tensions and––as in the past–– even conflict between them. A contested or prolonged leadership struggle in Pyongyang would inevitably raise questions in Washington about whether the United States should try to sway the outcome.5 Some will almost certainly argue that only by promoting regime change will the threat now posed by North Korea as a global proliferator, as a regional menace to America’s allies, and as a massive human rights violator, finally disappear. Such views could gain some currency in Seoul and even Tokyo, though it seems unlikely. Beijing, however, would certainly look on any attempt to promote a pro-American regime in Pyongyang as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and a challenge to China’s national interests. This and other potential sources of friction could intensify should the situation in North Korea deteriorate. The impact of a severe power struggle in Pyongyang on the availability of food and other basic services could cause tens and possibly hundreds of thousands of refugees to flee North Korea. The pressure on neighboring countries to intervene with humanitarian assistance and use their military to stem the flow of refugees would likely grow in these circumstances. Suspicions that the situation could be exploited by others for political advantage would add to the pressure to act sooner rather than later in a crisis. China would be the most likely destination for refugees because of its relatively open and porous border; its People’s Liberation Army (PLA) has reportedly developed contingency plans to intervene in North Korea for possible humanitarian, peacekeeping, and “environmental control” missions.6 Besides increasing the risk of dangerous military interactions and unintended escalation in sensitive borders areas, China’s actions would likely cause considerable consternation in South Korea about its ultimate intentions toward the peninsula. China no doubt harbors similar fears about potential South Korean and American intervention in the North. 

Impact – Korea War – A2: Asia Impact D

Asian conflict is extremely likely --- Korea is the trigger

Tay 10 (Simon, Chair – Singapore Institute of International Affairs, “Asia's Unstable Rise will Get Tougher in 2011”, Today Online, 12-29, http://www.todayonline.com/Commentary/EDC101229-0000091/Asias-unstable-rise-will-get-tougher-in-2011)

Many herald Asia's rise in the wake of the financial crisis. Compared to the United States and Europe, prospects in the region do look good. Events both recent and over the year, however, warn us not to assume the phenomenon is irresistible. While rising, the region is exposed to continuing sources of instability.  The current turmoil on the Korean peninsula demonstrates this vividly.   An unresolved relic of the Cold War, Pyongyang's nuclear ambitions have been difficult and prolonged despite the diplomatic efforts of the six-party talks. But it was not nuclear warheads that have created the current turmoil.   A torpedo sank the Cheonan in March and in November, artillery shells pummelled South Korean military and civilian installations on the disputed island of Yeongpyeong.   Old-fashioned weapons are more than enough to create a new sense of uncertainty. Nothing done since March has rebuilt stability.  Never mind that South Korea is a major economy and hosted the recent G-20 summit, the first held in Asia. Economic growth in the country, as in much of Asia, is built on tenuous foundations of peace. Unable to manage the situation, Seoul has reinvigorated its old alliance with the US.  Ties with China are inevitably affected. Like most Asians, South Korea has looked to the Chinese economy to drive growth. Indeed, it is one of the few countries in Asia to enjoy a trade surplus with China. There was earlier talk about a free trade agreement with Beijing, either bilaterally or including Japan as a third partner. Such economic diplomacy now looks less likely.  China is the only country believed to be able to influence Pyongyang. But what Beijing has done since Cheonan in March is judged by many in South Korea as being less than helpful.  This highlights a second question about the rise of Asia: The role and attitude of China. There is no single Asia. Much - perhaps too much - depends on this giant country that is changing as it rises.  Economically, China is the magnet for the region's future growth. Interdependence in trade and investment with South Korea, Japan, Asean and even Taiwan - especially after their free trade agreement - is real and growing. The picture in South Asia is similar, with China now India's No 1 trade partner.  Politically, however, Beijing has been much less attractive in 2010.  Events on the Korean peninsula come on top of controversies with Asean members in the South China Sea as well as disputes with Japan over the Senkaku Islands.   These developments were surprising as China has, for over a decade, sought to befriend and charm Asean neighbours. The current Tokyo leaders had wanted better ties with Beijing.  Visiting India in December, for the first time in five years, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao signed business deals worth US$16 billion ($20.7 billion). But the underlying competition between the two Asian giants continues to simmer.  There is strategic competition over sea power as well as distant points in the Himalayas and political influence, as India vies for a seat on the United Nations Security Council where China is the only current Asian permanent representative.  That the Chinese leader went on to visit Pakistan also did not escape notice. Many in New Delhi believe Beijing continues to support their old rival in order to preoccupy India. Even in economic relations, trade tensions belie the increase in flows and India has slapped tariffs on a range of Chinese imports including the telecoms sector.  The nature of China and its diplomacy are being tested, and how Beijing has acted and will act in the coming months will be judged as showing its character as it grows. Some already ascribe ambition and arrogance to China, while others will wait and see.   Perceptions will shape how other Asians react. How the Chinese leadership approach the US-China Summit to be held next month will be looked at carefully not only by Americans but also by other Asians.  It is to Asia's credit that through the financial crisis and 2010, the region has continued to rise. But challenges in 2011 continue and, indeed, may be even tougher, not only in economics but the under-lying politics. Growth will be tested but even fundamental peace and stability will come under stress. 

Impact – Relations

SKFTA’s key to US/South Korean relations

Klingner 9 (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia – Heritage Foundation and Danielle Markheim, Senior Analyst in Trade Policy – Heritage Foundation, “KORUS FTA Strengthens the U.S. Economy and Alliance with Korea”, Heritage WebMemo #2485, 6-15, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/06/KORUS-FTA-Strengthens-the-US-Economy-and-Alliance-with-Korea)

During their June 16 summit, Presidents Barack Obama and Lee Myung-bak will discuss a daunting agenda filled with challenges. Though overshadowed by North Korean provocations, a critically important issue for both countries is reviving the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (KORUS FTA).

Although signed in June 2007, the agreement has yet to be ratified--shunned by the Obama Administration, the Democratic leadership in Congress, and the usual purveyors of protectionism. This important agreement, which would help bolster America's economic and strategic relationship with a critical ally, is gathering dust, shelved indefinitely.

A Costly Mistake

Continuing to ignore the KORUS FTA would be a costly mistake. The FTA would add an estimated $10 billion to $12 billion to U.S. GDP annually, promote job growth, and expand market access for American businesses by eliminating 95 percent of bilateral tariffs. The FTA would also usher in a new era for U.S. economic engagement with East Asia and expanded opportunities for the American economy.

The agreement resolves many of the problems currently thwarting the full economic potential of U.S.-South Korea bilateral trade by:

-Giving U.S. businesses an important bridgehead into the Asian market;

-Counterbalancing South Korea's growing trade ties with China;

-Potentially allowing the U.S. to regain its position as Seoul's preeminent trade partner;

-Serving as a powerful statement of Washington's commitment to Asia and broaden the U.S.-South Korea relationship beyond the military alliance; and
-Establishing formal channels through which ongoing trade concerns can be addressed.

Relations stop Korean war and turn every impact

Pritchard 10 (Charles L., Visiting Fellow – Brookings Institution, and Scott Snyder, Director – Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and Senior Associate in the International Relations Program – Asia Foundation, U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula, p. 37)

U.S.-South Korea Relations

Strong alliance coordination with South Korea has ensured peninsular stability for more than five decades, initially in response to North Korea's conventional threat and now in promoting a coordinated response to North Korea's efforts to develop nuclear weapons. While successfully deterring North Korea, the alliance also provided the political stability necessary for South Korea's economic and political transformation into a leading market economy with a vibrant democratic political system. South Korea's democratic transformation has allowed a more robust and enduring partnership with the United States that also applies to a growing list of regional and global security, economic, and political issues beyond North Korea.

Presidents Obama and Lee recognized the potential for such cooperation through the adoption of a Joint Vision Statement at their White House meeting in June 2009.— Citing shared values between the two countries, the statement outlines an agenda for broadened global cooperation on peacekeeping, postconflict stabilization, and development assistance, as well as for addressing a wide range of common challenges to human security, including "terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, piracy, organized crime and narcotics, climate change, poverty, infringement on human rights, energy security, and epidemic disease.

Impact – Asian Heg

SKFTA is key to U.S. leadership in Asia

Hill 7 (Christopher, Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs – U.S. Department of State, “The United States-South Korea FTA: The Foreign Policy Implications”, 6-13, http://merln.ndu.edu/archivepdf/EAP/State/86408 .pdf)

Third, the KORUS FTA will anchor our strategic economic position in East Asia. East Asia and the Pacific region are undergoing a wave of economic integration, with countries binding themselves closer together through steady progress in liberalization of trade and investment. Several plurilateral free trade agreements are in play, and some 19 free trade agreements have gone into force between Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) economies, with at least an equal number of future agreements under negotiation or exploration. The United States has participated as a leader via our gold-standard FTAs with Australia and Singapore. Ratification of the KORUS FTA will further cement U.S. leadership in the dynamic Asian region and debunk critics who falsely complain that we’ve neglected this part of the world. South Korea, like the United States, has taken an aggressive approach toward binding trade liberalization. It has completed FTAs with Chile and the European Free Trade Area (EFTA) and is working on a second phase of negotiations with five of the ten ASEAN countries (having already completed a framework and trade in goods agreement). South Korea is also in the final stages of FTA negotiations with Canada, negotiating an agreement with India, just starting negotiations with the EU, and is studying the feasibility of launching an FTA with China. Negotiations with Japan have been on hold the last two years, but it is possible they could be revived. Thus, by ratifying the KORUS FTA, our firms will enjoy a competitive advantage in South Korea – Asia’s third-largest economy – ahead of others. On the other hand, if we fail to ratify, we will not just stand still, we will move backwards. 

Global nuclear war

Walton 7 (C. Dale, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies – University of Reading, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49)

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As rioted above, however, regardless of what Washington does. China’s success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed. hut geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a “super—threat,” however, the demands on American leaders ill be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington’s gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemony to being “merely” the greatest of time worlds powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

Impact – U.S. Economy

SKFTA key to U.S. exports --- backbone of growth

Gerwin 10 (Edward F., Senior Fellow for Trade and Global Economic Policy – Third Way, “5 Reasons America Needs Korea Free Trade Deal”, Wall Street Journal, 12-16, http://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2010/12/16/guest-contribution-5-reasons-america-needs-korea-free-trade-deal/)

But beyond autos and animals, there are other key reasons why America needs the Korea FTA. Here are five:

1. America Must Export to Grow. Over the next 5 years, an astounding 87% of global growth will take place outside the United States. By 2030, the world is will have some 2 billion new middle class consumers. Meanwhile, America is growing at an anemic 2.5%. To grow, we must export. Of the world’s 12 largest economies, we are dead last in the share that exports add to our economy. The Korea FTA can help to reverse this, by enabling our manufacturers, farmers and service firms to tap into a vibrant Korean market that is growing twice as fast as ours.

2. America’s Exporters and Workers Deserve Fairness. Korea imposes an array of unfair trade barriers on American exports. Harley-Davidson “Fat Boy” motorcycles are subject to 8% duties, varieties of Campbell’s soup face duties of 30% and U.S. farm products face an average applied duty of 52%. Additionally, U .S. manufacturers and farmers are often shut out of Korea’s opaque regulatory process. These and others barriers are unfair to American companies and their workers. But they are often entirely legal under international trade rules. Only a reciprocal trade deal will remove or reduce Korea’s trade barriers on a comprehensive basis, by eliminating or significantly reducing tariffs, opening up Korea’s services and procurement sectors and making Korea’s regulatory and customs rules more transparent. Harleys, for instance, would be duty-free immediately, as would two-thirds of American farm exports.

3. America Gets A Good Deal. Free Trade Agreements work for America. In 2009, our FTAs with 17 countries accounted for 40% of U.S. goods exports and 31% of our goods imports. One reason for the success of FTAs in promoting U.S. exports is that we often have more to gain because other countries must usually eliminate higher trade barriers than the United States. This is certainly true of Korea. Under the FTA, for example, Korea would eliminate duties that effectively average 9%, while America would eliminate duties that average only 3.5%.

4. America Must Compete for Trade Deals — or Fall Behind. America can get back in the game by implementing the Korea FTA. While we have been on the sidelines, competitors like China, the European Union, India and Japan have aggressively pursued new trade deals to win fairer treatment for their exports. Asia-Pacific countries have been particularly active, and are now considering or negotiating over 75 new trade deals. The EU-Korea FTA should take effect next year and would ultimately provide EU products with a price advantage in Korea averaging 9% over non-FTA products. America must secure similar benefits to assure that our companies can gain new business and keep current sales to Korea. For example, without an FTA, U.S. pork would be priced out of South Korea within a decade, and American pork producers would lose their sixth largest export market and sales of $215 million.

Impact – Global Trade

SKFTA jump-starts global trade liberalization

Hill 7 (Christopher, Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs – U.S. Department of State, “The United States-South Korea FTA: The Foreign Policy Implications”, 6-13, http://merln.ndu.edu/archivepdf/EAP/State/86408 .pdf)

Fourth, and finally, the KORUS FTA will give impetus to global trade liberalization: By demonstrating that two large, advanced economies can conclude a highquality agreement eliminating both tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade and investment, the KORUS FTA could help spur further trade liberalization both within the Asia- Pacific region and globally. It will send a signal to our other trading partners, encouraging them to open their economies and creating a competitive dynamic that would spur more rapid progress on the multilateral trade liberalization front. Conclusion The impact of this FTA will go far beyond bilateral commercial benefits. It is a powerful symbol of the U.S.-South Korea partnership, augmenting our longstanding bilateral security alliance and the robust ties between the South Korean and American people. It will create a new dynamic, reflecting both the growing sophistication of our bilateral relationship and the Republic of Korea’s increasingly positive role in the world.

Extinction

Pazner 8 (Michael J., Faculty – New York Institute of Finance, Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse, p. 137-138)

The rise in isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-than-friendly nations. Whether involving raw materials used in strategic industries or basic necessities such as food, water, and energy, efforts to secure adequate supplies will take increasing precedence in a world where demand seems constantly out of kilter with supply. Disputes over the misuse, overuse, and pollution of the environment and natural resources will become more commonplace. Around the world, such tensions will give rise to full-scale military encounters, often with minimal provocation. In some instances, economic conditions will serve as a convenient pretext for conflicts that stem from cultural and religious differences. Alternatively, nations may look to divert attention away from domestic problems by channeling frustration and populist sentiment toward other countries and cultures. Enabled by cheap technology and the waning threat of American retribution, terrorist groups will likely boost the frequency and scale of their horrifying attacks, bringing the threat of random violence to a whole new level. Turbulent conditions will encourage aggressive saber rattling and interdictions by rogue nations running amok. Age-old clashes will also take on a new, more heated sense of urgency. China will likely assume an increasingly belligerent posture toward Taiwan, while Iran may embark on overt colonization of its neighbors in the Mideast. Israel, for its part, may look to draw a dwindling list of allies from around the world into a growing number of conflicts. Some observers, like John Mearsheimer, a political scientists at the University of Chicago, have even speculated that an “intense confrontation” between the United States and China is “inevitable” at some point. More than a few disputes will turn out to be almost wholly ideological. Growing cultural and religious differences will be transformed from wars of words to battles soaked in blood. Long-simmering resentments could also degenerate quickly, spurring the basest of human instincts and triggering genocidal acts. Terrorists employing biological or nuclear weapons will vie with conventional forces using jets, cruise missiles, and bunker-busting bombs to cause widespread destruction. Many will interpret stepped-up conflicts between Muslims and Western societies as the beginnings of a new world war. 

Impact – Clean Tech
Deal is key to U.S. clean tech leadership

Kim 10 (Anthony, Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics – Heritage Foundation, “Time to Build a Clean Energy Future through the KORUS FTA”, Heritage WebMemo #2943, 6-28, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/06/Time-to-Build-a-Clean-Energy-Future-through-the-KORUS-FTA)

“Clean energy” has become a political and economic buzzword for the broad policy debate on how to deal with energy challenges and achieve green growth in the future. Indeed, the global clean energy industry presents a critical market opportunity for the United States, one that could lead to dynamic exports and job creation. In order to capitalize on such economic opportunities, America’s clean energy strategy must be driven by practical policy actions that, at their core, all promote free trade. 

The pending Korea–U.S. Free Trade Agreement, known as the KORUS FTA, is a ready-made vehicle for pioneering a clean energy future and ensuring greater prosperity in the two nations. If President Obama is genuinely serious about clean energy and successfully expanding markets for American entrepreneurs, he should submit the KORUS FTA for congressional ratification without further delay, according to the November 2010 timetable he indicated during the recent G-20 summit in Toronto.

Freer Trade Is Key to Clean Energy and Protecting the Environment 

When a country lowers its barriers to trade, it opens its economy to competitive opportunities for greater efficiency and dynamic economic growth. Competition spurs the movement of labor and capital from industries that cannot compete to those that can, enabling a nation to both produce more efficiently and attract new investment.

The need to adhere to such a strategy is no less important today than in previous eras. Free trade expands the base for vibrant innovation and growth. In countries around the world, trade has been shown to be one of the greatest drivers of technological change. Clean energy technology is no exception.

Indeed, the most practical improvements in clean energy technology efficiency and environmental protection over the past decades have not stemmed from government mandates, but by freer trade and economic freedom.

The KORUS FTA: Compelling Case for Advancing Green Growth 

In 2007, the U.S. and South Korea concluded a free trade pact that in part reflects and in part encourages a virtuous economic relationship between the two nations. The agreement has been characterized as “strong and balanced” and as “an agreement for the 21st century.” 

Key features of the agreed trade deal include reducing tariff rates on 95 percent of all consumer and industrial products, improving transparency and intellectual property rights protection, and addressing standards and regulations. Indeed, if timely ratified, America firmly stands to gain from the KORUS FTA, particularly given its competitive edge in innovation, commercialization, and deployment of advanced technologies. 

South Korea has been heralded as a leader in crafting green growth strategies in recent years. Since 2008, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak’s long-term vision of “Low Carbon, Green Growth” has driven policy to dramatically expand clean energy usage.

Significant components of the plan aim to attract international partners and foreign technologies. This presents a tremendous market opportunity for American entrepreneurs. According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, most if not all of the targeted economic sectors under the “green growth vision” are in sectors of U.S. competitive strength. Key U.S. exports to those sectors include industrial electronic machinery, auto parts, power generation equipment, and scientific equipment. These exports are all directly or indirectly related to clean energy technology. 

Time for Action 

As America has a comparative advantage over South Korea in commercializing and deploying clean energy technology such as solar, wind, nuclear, and smart grids, the trade pact would capitalize on an existing strength. The U.S. need not fear clean energy competition from South Korea. Business and workers in both countries would benefit. 

Unfortunately, the final step for the KORUS FTA has been stymied by U.S. politics. Bowing to domestic labor union pressure, President Obama has not moved the agreement forward for congressional ratification, a decision that is costing America jobs and technological advancement. If America wants to tap into the multi-billion-dollar market opportunity for its entrepreneurs and workers, the time to act is now. Specifically:

President Obama should firmly abide by his timeline for the passage of the KORUS FTA as that he announced at the G 20 summit in Toronto; and 

Congress should not allow domestic political considerations to trump the tremendous market opportunities available in the KORUS FTA. 

South Korea has been actively moving forward free trade deals with other countries. For example, South Korea is poised to ratify a landmark free trade agreement with the European Union, a move that could undermine U.S. competitiveness in various sectors, including clean energy technology. As the Department of Commerce correctly predicts, “U.S. companies would be clearly disadvantaged” if South Korea’s other pending free trade agreements become effective without action on the KORUS FTA. 

Liberalizing Trade: A Fundamental Part of Clean Energy 

This year marks the 60th anniversary of the Korean War, a conflict in which America and South Korea fought together in defense of freedom and democracy. There could be no more appropriate time to implement the KORUS FTA.

Accelerating U.S. clean energy innovation and production has become an economic necessity for America’s future. Liberalizing trade should be a fundamental part of any U.S. strategy to promote clean energy technology. The KORUS FTA poses a practical policy choice to achieve that goal. Now is the time for President Obama to act.

Impact – Clean Tech 

Prevents extinction from resource wars, great power competition, and warming

Klarevas 9 (Louis, Professor at the Center for Global Affairs – New York University, “Securing American Primacy While Tackling Climate Change: Toward a National Strategy of Greengemony”, Huffington Post, 12-15, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/louis-klarevas/securing-american-primacy_b_393223.html)

By not addressing climate change more aggressively and creatively, the United States is squandering an opportunity to secure its global primacy for the next few generations to come. To do this, though, the U.S. must rely on innovation to help the world escape the coming environmental meltdown. Developing the key technologies that will save the planet from global warming will allow the U.S. to outmaneuver potential great power rivals seeking to replace it as the international system's hegemon. But the greening of American strategy must occur soon.

The U.S., however, seems to be stuck in time, unable to move beyond oil-centric geo-politics in any meaningful way.

Often, the gridlock is portrayed as a partisan difference, with Republicans resisting action and Democrats pleading for action.

This, though, is an unfair characterization as there are numerous proactive Republicans and quite a few reticent Democrats.

The real divide is instead one between realists and liberals.

Students of realpolitik, which still heavily guides American foreign policy, largely discount environmental issues as they are not seen as advancing national interests in a way that generates relative power advantages vis-à-vis the other major powers in the system: Russia, China, Japan, India, and the European Union.

Liberals, on the other hand, have recognized that global warming might very well become the greatest challenge ever faced by mankind. As such, their thinking often eschews narrowly defined national interests for the greater global good. This, though, ruffles elected officials whose sworn obligation is, above all, to protect and promote American national interests. 

What both sides need to understand is that by becoming a lean, mean, green fighting machine, the U.S. can actually bring together liberals and realists to advance a collective interest which benefits every nation, while at the same time, securing America's global primacy well into the future.

To do so, the U.S. must re-invent itself as not just your traditional hegemon, but as history's first ever green hegemon.

Hegemons are countries that dominate the international system - bailing out other countries in times of global crisis, establishing and maintaining the most important international institutions, and covering the costs that result from free-riding and cheating global obligations. Since 1945, that role has been the purview of the United States.

Immediately after World War II, Europe and Asia laid in ruin, the global economy required resuscitation, the countries of the free world needed security guarantees, and the entire system longed for a multilateral forum where global concerns could be addressed. The U.S., emerging the least scathed by the systemic crisis of fascism's rise, stepped up to the challenge and established the postwar (and current) liberal order.

But don't let the world "liberal" fool you. While many nations benefited from America's new-found hegemony, the U.S. was driven largely by "realist" selfish national interests. The liberal order first and foremost benefited the U.S.

With the U.S. becoming bogged down in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, running a record national debt, and failing to shore up the dollar, the future of American hegemony now seems to be facing a serious contest: potential rivals - acting like sharks smelling blood in the water - wish to challenge the U.S. on a variety of fronts. This has led numerous commentators to forecast the U.S.'s imminent fall from grace.

Not all hope is lost however. 

With the impending systemic crisis of global warming on the horizon, the U.S. again finds itself in a position to address a transnational problem in a way that will benefit both the international community collectively and the U.S. selfishly. 

The current problem is two-fold. First, the competition for oil is fueling animosities between the major powers. The geopolitics of oil has already emboldened Russia in its 'near abroad' and China in far-off places like Africa and Latin America. As oil is a limited natural resource, a nasty zero-sum contest could be looming on the horizon for the U.S. and its major power rivals - a contest which threatens American primacy and global stability.

Second, converting fossil fuels like oil to run national economies is producing irreversible harm in the form of carbon dioxide emissions. So long as the global economy remains oil-dependent, greenhouse gases will continue to rise. Experts are predicting as much as a 60% increase in carbon dioxide emissions in the next twenty-five years. That likely means more devastating water shortages, droughts, forest fires, floods, and storms.

In other words, if global competition for access to energy resources does not undermine international security, global warming will. And in either case, oil will be a culprit for the instability.

Oil arguably has been the most precious energy resource of the last half-century. But "black gold" is so 20th century. The key resource for this century will be green gold - clean, environmentally-friendly energy like wind, solar, and hydrogen power. Climate change leaves no alternative. And the sooner we realize this, the better off we will be.

What Washington must do in order to avoid the traps of petropolitics is to convert the U.S. into the world's first-ever green hegemon.

For starters, the federal government must drastically increase investment in energy and environmental research and development (E&E R&D). This will require a serious sacrifice, committing upwards of $40 billion annually to E&E R&D - a far cry from the few billion dollars currently being spent.

By promoting a new national project, the U.S. could develop new technologies that will assure it does not drown in a pool of oil. Some solutions are already well known, such as raising fuel standards for automobiles; improving public transportation networks; and expanding nuclear and wind power sources. Others, however, have not progressed much beyond the drawing board: batteries that can store massive amounts of solar (and possibly even wind) power; efficient and cost-effective photovoltaic cells, crop-fuels, and hydrogen-based fuels; and even fusion.

Such innovations will not only provide alternatives to oil, they will also give the U.S. an edge in the global competition for hegemony. If the U.S. is able to produce technologies that allow modern, globalized societies to escape the oil trap, those nations will eventually have no choice but to adopt such technologies. And this will give the U.S. a tremendous economic boom, while simultaneously providing it with means of leverage that can be employed to keep potential foes in check.

***AFF ANSWERS

Won’t Pass – 2AC

KORUS won’t pass -- 

A) Partisanship and TAA differences

Stangarone 5-16 (Troy, Director of Congressional Affairs and Trade – Korea Economic Institute “Passing FTA may take longer,” Korea JoongAng Daily, 2011, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2936209)

With the recent announcement that the Obama administration will begin technical discussions on the three pending Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) with Congress, it might be natural to conclude that the United States will approve the Korus FTA in short order. In fact, some press stories have even speculated that Congress could vote on the Korus FTA as soon as next month. While the beginning of technical discussions to prepare the FTAs for submission is undoubtedly a positive step forward for the long-stalled agreements, continued patience may be required.  As trade politics have become more partisan over the last two decades in the United States, a divided Congress has made it more complex. The issue largely revolves around Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). During the financial and economic crisis, the program was expanded to cover service workers as well as workers in manufacturing effected by trade. The portion of the program that covers service workers expired at the beginning of this year, while the main program expires at the end of the year. The Obama administration would like to see discussions on the program’s extension take place in parallel with the talks on the FTAs.  However, Republicans and Democrats share distinctly different views of the role and timing of any vote on TAA in relation to the broader trade agenda. For Republicans, TAA is a price for trade liberalization that they have already paid in the initial negotiating authorization, the May 10, 2007, agreement and the 2009 stimulus bill to expand the program to service workers. In fact, the House leadership tried unsuccessfully to pass an extension of TAA earlier this year and received push back from rank-and-file members.   For Democrats, the idea of passing the FTAs without knowing that TAA will be extended for a significant period of time might be a non-starter. By providing assistance to those who are impacted by trade, the program is one of the ways that the government can help those effected by trade transition into new opportunities.   In essence, the United States might face a situation where Republicans end up calling for a vote on the FTAs prior to any vote on TAA, while Democrats seek a vote on TAA prior to a vote on the FTAs. This could lead to a standoff between the two sides.

B) Debt ceiling debate derails momentum

Stangarone 5-16 (Troy, Director of Congressional Affairs and Trade – Korea Economic Institute “Passing FTA may take longer,” Korea JoongAng Daily, 2011, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2936209)

Further complicating the picture is the debate over raising the debt ceiling in the United States. Unlike most countries, the United States has a statutory limit on its borrowing and is expected to reach that limit this August. Earlier this year, there were contentious talks over the budget that dominated the time and attention of the administration and Congressional leaders as they worked to avoid a government shutdown. The debt ceiling talks have the potential to do the same.   This could remove much of the capacity available for the White House and the Congressional leadership to hash out their differing positions on timing and sequencing of the FTAs, which is largely tied to continued progress by Colombia on reaching benchmarks set in a recent agreement to address concerns about labor rights and violence against union members in Colombia.  All this means that we should not expect the Korus FTA to be voted on before late summer or the fall. While the recent decision to move forward on the drafting of the legislation for the pending FTAs should be viewed as the positive development that it is, the domestic debates over TAA and the debt ceiling are likely to drag out the process.   There are real differences over how the trade agenda should work that Democrats and Republicans still must resolve and reaching an agreement that is acceptable will take time.

Won’t Pass – Ext – TAA Fight

TAA fights kill Republican support and derail passage

Liebert 6-2 (Larry, Editor, “Obama Said to Consider Adding Worker Aid to Free-Trade Measures,” San Francisco Chronicle, 2011, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/06/02/bloomberg1376-LM6O8B0YHQ0X01-0ASUR3B8CK338MGHPARQ6P7D4E.DTL)

President Barack Obama's administration is weighing whether to add provisions renewing aid for unemployed workers to legislation for free-trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama, according to people familiar with the matter.  Republicans in Congress have objected to renewing an expansion of Trade Adjustment Assistance and said Obama shouldn't link the trade deals to that aid. Inserting the provisions in implementing legislation for one or more trade accords would force Congress to extend the aid or reject the agreements under fast-track procedures that guarantee an up-or- down vote on such trade measures.  "The administration would rather work out a deal, but this is a possibility," Greg Mastel, a former Democratic trade counsel to the Senate Finance Committee who is a lobbyist at Dutko Worldwide in Washington, said in an interview yesterday. Lawmakers would "have the choice of accepting it or effectively killing the bill."  A decision on whether to include the aid depends on negotiations between administration officials and congressional staff members over the next two weeks, according to the people, who spoke on the condition of anonymity in order to describe private conversations with legislative aides and U.S. trade officials.  The U.S. Trade Representative's office had no comment, spokeswoman Carol Guthrie said.  Health, Unemployment Aid  The trade-assistance program augments health and unemployment benefits to workers who lose their jobs because of competition from overseas competition. As part of the stimulus bill in 2009, it was expanded to include service workers such as call-center employees, who accounted for more than half of the 280,000 people helped in 2009, according to data from the Labor Department. Those added benefits expired in February.  Obama reworked free-trade agreements his predecessor, George W. Bush, made with South Korea, Panama and Colombia to respond to concerns among Democrats about matters such as labor rights.  Now the administration says it wants the deals approved by Congress in the next few months. Before it will submit the free- trade agreements, it wants Republicans in Congress to agree to reinstate the broad worker aid program.  "We want to make it clear that movement forward on the pending FTAs must be accompanied by a robust renewal of trade adjustment assistance," U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told reporters on May 16. Democrats such as Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus of Montana say they agree.  Hatch's Opposition  Senator Orrin Hatch, the top Republican on that committee, and colleagues in his party say they oppose the expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance because the $7 billion price over the next decade is too high.  "Senator Hatch believes TAA should be dealt with on its own merits," Julia Lawless, his spokeswoman, said yesterday when asked about its possible insertion in the free-trade agreements.  Legislation to implement the three trade bills is covered by fast-track protection, which guarantees that once they are submitted to Congress by the president they can't be amended and must receive up-or-down votes.  Only items that are "necessary and appropriate" to carry out the trade agreements can be included in that legislation, which may give Republicans grounds to challenge inclusion of the trade assistance program.

It also causes a delay that kills passage

WSJ 5-28 (Wall Street Journal, “Dispute Threatens Key Deals on Trade,” 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304066504576349832361669832.html)

The centerpiece of the American trade agenda—a trio of international trade pacts worth $13 billion in new U.S. exports—is in peril as Democrats and Republicans battle over a program that provides aid to U.S. workers.  The dispute over the future of the 50-year-old Trade Adjustment Assistance program, which provides benefits to American workers displaced by foreign competition, is putting pending free-trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama in jeopardy by pulling them into the contentious debate over federal spending.  The Obama administration and Democrats in Congress want the TAA program renewed. Some Republicans question its value and say it should be scaled back to narrow the deficit.  The delay caused by the congressional sparring means it is now virtually impossible to pass the South Korea agreement before a trade pact between Korea and the European Union takes effect July 1. That will put a wide range of U.S. industries at a competitive disadvantage.  Just a few weeks ago, the administration saw the TAA battle as surmountable. Now, unless lawmakers reach consensus soon, the trade pacts won't pass before the August recess, congressional aides say. After that, chances of passage grow slimmer as the 2012 election nears and lawmakers avoid controversial votes.  "We're fighting like hell because if the vote doesn't happen by the recess, we risk it not happening in the fall," said Christopher Wenk, senior director for international policy at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. On Thursday, scores of business leaders visited all 100 senators to lobby for the agreements, and they plan to call on each House member in coming days.

Won’t Pass – Ext – Debt Ceiling

Debt ceiling costs political capital

US News 6-2 (“Republicans Disrespect Obama on Debt Ceiling,” http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/Jamie-Stiehm/2011/06/02/republicans-disrespect-obama-on-debt-ceiling)

So yesterday a gaggle of House Republican leaders went to see President Obama in the White House, where he lives as the elected leader of our American democracy, but they did not pay their respects. Nor did they listen to sweet reason on the economy's quiet desperation.  Right now, House Republicans are leading a Pickett's Charge—the last act of the three-day Battle of Gettysburg by General Robert E. Lee's men in Confederate gray uniform. Their rebellious charge against Obama is also against the republic, meaning us, especially the less fortunate and the 9 percent unemployed. Even the well-off, with their George W. Bush tax cuts extended, are watching their dimes. Doomed though it was, the Confederate brigade soldiers shed a lot of blood on both sides in an ultimately losing battle and Civil War. The 1863 denouement still goes down in some histories and novels as grand and noble, but not in my book.

No Political Capital – 2AC
Obama has no political capital – multiple reasons

Goodman 6-3 (Peter S., Executive Business Editor – Huffington Post, “No Jobs, No Leadership: Obama's Big Fail,” 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/03/obama-jobs-leadership-fail_n_870946.html)

You can parse the numbers however you like, but the latest snapshot of the labor market released by the government on Friday tells a dismal story that is already familiar beyond the realm of professional economists and policymakers: The American economy is in grave trouble.  We have no engine for growth, no good reason for businesses to believe that actual human beings will soon have more money to spend, which means employers are inclined to hunker down and keep their costs low by limiting their writing of paychecks. In short, a feedback loop of declining fortunes.  The worst part is what most Americans know in their bones, not from government reports and the abstract musings of economists, but from the everyday fears that accompany glancing at their checkbooks and their latest credit card bills: There is no relief in sight. No one in a position to influence this depressing picture is expending real energy to improve it, and least of all inside the White House, where leadership is imperative.  It would be disingenuous to pin the blame for the chronically lean job market on the Obama administration. The blame goes back over more than a quarter-century: to Ronald Reagan, who turned tax-cut pandering into high art, thus making it politically impossible for his successors to tax the wealthy, thereby accelerating the economic inequality that has left so many Americans unable to spend; to Bill Clinton, who helped turn Wall Street into a wild-west casino, laying the ground for the worst financial disaster since the 1930s; to George W. Bush, who continued both of these projects while wasting our treasure on a pair of ill-conceived wars.  But we have every right to demand that the president of the moment lay out a serious and ambitious plan to dig ourselves out of this hole. On that score, Barack Obama -- who came into office with such grand plans and such a capacity to instill hope -- has proved a disappointing failure.  His task was no less than finding a way to engineer an economic transformation, one that would restore the traditional promise of middle-class American life: ample reward to finance the necessities of life -- housing, food, health care -- for anyone willing to work for them. The disaster he inherited had rendered that promise inoperative. The economy had become dependent on the next fix from the fantasy dealer. First, the technology bubble of the 1990s, which juiced job growth through the willingness of investors to pour money into anything connected to the Internet. Then, the housing bubble, which unleashed a lucrative orgy on Wall Street while handing paper riches to anyone willing to buy a home -- all premised on the crackpot notion that housing prices could only rise.  Obama had to help us back to reality, forging a sustainable form of commerce. That was never going to be easy. It would require investments into education and national infrastructure, and into potentially productive emerging industries, such as clean energy and the life sciences. Yet time and again, faced with the need to reach for something dramatic and game-changing, Obama started out in compromise mode, quickly settling for initiatives that satisfied little more than the ability to declare progress on one front or another. Early on, he delivered the $800 billion stimulus spending plan, which certainly made things less awful than they would have been absent that government largess, but fell well short of injecting the economy with lasting vigor. And virtually everything he has engineered since has been weak, ineffectual and -- worst of all -- seemingly calculated for political benefit more than appreciable economic impact.  The administration’s housing rescue plan, which failed to grapple with the financial incentives guiding the mortgage industry, handed out modest payment relief to people patient enough and lucky enough to navigate the process, but it was really an attempt to kick the can down the road: Persuade the markets that help was on the way, and hope that, meanwhile, the economy would heal itself, enabling more people to make their monthly payments.  The bailouts of the financial system, which staved off a feared slide into the abyss, were calculated to buy time while health returned, spurring bankers to start lending anew to businesses hungry for capital. The bailouts restored order in a fashion: fat banking profits are back, along with bonuses for the people with the corner offices. But none of this has translated into healthy flows of capital to productive parts of the economy.  The bankers don’t feel like lending, because they have no confidence there are good loans to be made in a weak economy. Worst of all, the would-be customers – even the creditworthy ones – don’t feel like borrowing, because they don’t see many productive ways to invest money, not in an economy with permanently elevated unemployment.  We do not live in an autocracy, of course. Obama must contend with another branch of government known as the Congress, where political posturing and stagecraft always seems to trump the actual needs of the regular people. Anyone who thinks Obama could have easily prescribed and administered the proper medicine is in cosmic denial about the extent to which dysfunction grips Washington.  That said, this White House has aided and abetted its adversaries through a strategically foolish attempt to carve out a position of seeming responsibility on the federal budget deficit. Back in 2009, just as he stepped into office, Obama could have told us that all options were bad (not to mention inherited from his predecessor): We could add to our debts, accepting the long-term risks, while investing in a meaningful future that holds the promise of putting Americans back to work; or we could obsess about the deficits, listen to Republicans who delivered it (via wars, reckless tax cuts, and the Great Recession) and start hacking away at spending. Instead, Obama began talking like a deficit hawk, even as he unleashed the stimulus spending package, thereby handing the Republicans the club they have been using to beat him with (along with the national interest) ever since.
Korea War Defense – 2AC

No risk of Korean war

Edwards 10 (Michael, Reporter – ABC News, “Full-scale War on Korean Peninsula 'Unlikely'”, ABC News, 11-25, http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/11/24/3075727.htm)

Experts say full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula is unlikely. But they do say that it remains an alarming possibility.

An expert on North Korea, Professor Peter Hayes from RMIT University, says yesterday's attack is evidence there is a new sense of confidence in Pyongyang.

"I think the reason, at least in part, is that [North Korea] feels it has a both compellent and deterrent capacity," he said.

"A compellent capacity in the sense that it can undertake conventional and nuclear operations to force South Korea to change its policies of hostility towards North Korea, which have come about in the last few years under the current president in South Korea, and deterrent in respect to the United States. 

"In other words it can put a lid on any escalation that might come about because of its use of conventional force, because it is simply too dangerous to escalate for everyone, because you might end up in a nuclear war and now they have nuclear weapons which they didn't have."

Professor Hayes says North Korea's unveiling of its uranium enrichment plant has changed the dynamic on the Korean peninsula.

He says war could happen, but South Korea is likely to resist a full-scale military response for the time being.

"I actually think that they can absorb a lot of provocation because the risk of war," he said.

"Given that Seoul, which represents roughly 80 per cent of their economy, is within striking distance of artillery and rockets from North Korea means that we would have to see a lot more violence at this point before the South will be willing to actually conduct military operations against the North."

Professor Hayes does expect North Korea's main ally China to intervene.

Doesn’t escalate – no retaliation

Lankov 12-19 (Andrei, Professor – Kookmin University (Seoul), “How to stop the next Korean war,” 2010, East Asia Forum, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/12/19/how-to-stop-the-next-korean-war/)

In the past, the South Korean public and government have demonstrated almost inhuman patience every time they faced a North Korean provocation — and they have had to face such provocations regularly. Over the last few decades, North Korean agents bombed one civilian airliner and hijacked another, assaulted the presidential palace, blew up the half of the cabinet of ministers, and arranged at least two assassination attempts against South Korean presidents — not counting numerous kidnappings, commandos raids (with an occasional slaughter of civilians), and the sinking of boats. How did South Korea react to all these acts? In the same, time-tested way: by doing nothing.  This unusual restraint reflects the grim reality of the South Korean situation. Half the country’s entire population, some 24 million people, lives in the capital Seoul and its vicinity, well within the range of North Korean artillery. The country’s infrastructure is highly developed and hence highly vulnerable. Since the late 1950s, war has simply not been an option; as Seoul’s frustrated strategists assumed that a retaliatory strike would lead to war — or else prove useless. This assumption was probably correct.  North Korea watchers often describe its provocative actions as either irrational or driven by succession politics. This time, Kim Jong Il’s drive to install his son as his heir does seem involved, but on balance Pyongyang’s recent attacks are rational acts — essentially diplomatic demarches, albeit undertaken in somewhat unusual form.  In the late 1990s, under the ‘sunshine policy,’ South Korea began providing the North with unconditional aid, but in 2008 the newly elected right-wing administration dramatically reduced the amount. After the second nuclear test in May 2009, the United States halted its aid programs, switching to a policy of ‘strategic patience’ — in other words, ignoring North Korea. None of this drove the North to economic collapse, as many U.S. policymakers hoped, but it did achieve one thing: It made Pyongyang highly dependent on Beijing’s financial and diplomatic largesse.  This was not a development North Korean leaders welcomed, mind you — they despise and distrust China (suspicions likely only confirmed by the recent WikiLeaks disclosures). The North Korean regime would like to revive its old strategy of having two or three competing sponsors who can be easily played against one another.  So, Pyongyang decided to teach Seoul and Washington a lesson, to show that North Korea is too troublesome to be simply ignored. To the Americans, this message was delivered when Siegfried Hecker, the former director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, was shown a new state-of-the-art plant producing enriched uranium. For the South, the same message was delivered by artillery shells.  North Korean strategists wanted to demonstrate that they can hit a South Korean government — even a hawkish one like that of current President Lee Myung-bak — hard. While Kim Jong Il’s regime revels in its international isolation, it knows that such military incidents are bad for the South, whose lifeblood is global trade.  Potential business partners blanche at newspaper headlines about ‘Korea on the brink of war’: Economic performance is the single most important thing the average South Korean voter cares about. South Koreans do not like living in a constant state of siege. Even if the current government remains stubborn, North Korean planners figure, chances are that economic troubles and a general sense of unease will contribute to Lee’s eventual defeat at the polls.  The ongoing succession adds another wrinkle. Kim Jong Un, the world’s youngest four-star general, wants to show his toughness — much like his father did when he began preparing to take over in the 1970s and 80s. We shouldn’t overestimate the succession process’s importance, however: Pyongyang would do something along this line anyway — and since the South Korean government is not giving in, another attack is likely to follow soon, in the next few months.  South Koreans expect that this time their government will retaliate, and it seems that military leaders — especially after Lee’s recent shakeup of the top ranks — share this mood. It’s an understandable reaction, no doubt. But it is also dangerous and counterproductive.  To start with, even if a massive South Korean counterstrike were successful, it would exercise no impact on Pyongyang’s political behavior. For instance, with its impressive technological superiority, the South Korean military could probably sink half the North Korean navy in about an hour. In most places, that sort of defeat would have serious political consequences — but not in North Korea.  The lives of the common soldiers and sailors are of no political significance there. The tiny North Korean elite has demonstrated that it is ready to sacrifice as many of the common people as necessary to stay in control (during the famine of the late 1990s, as many as 1 million people perished, with no discernable political repercussions for the government).  The death of a few hundred soldiers will be seen as a sorry but fully acceptable price — and will not even deter Pyongyang from planning a new round of provocations.  Some argue that such a military disaster would damage the regime, which has staked its reputation on Kim Jong Il’s ‘military first’ doctrine. But Kim’s regime controls the media so completely that even the most humiliating defeat would be presented as a great victory, a spectacular triumph of North Korean arms.  Only a handful of generals will know the truth, and these generals understand that they would have no future without the current regime, so they are unlikely to protest.  So, nothing can be gained from a massive retaliatory strike. But much can be lost. It may be true that neither side wants war, but there is a danger that a South Korean counterstrike would be seen as excessive in Pyongyang.

A2: Relations Impact

SKFTA not key

Lim 6 (Wonhyuk, Fellow – Korea Development Institute and Nonresident Fellow – Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies – Brookings Institution, “KORUS FTA: A MYSTERIOUS BEGINNING AND AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE,” Asian Perspective, 30(4), pp. 175-187, http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v30n4-i.pdf)

Despite these problems, many people seem to presume that the KORUS FTA will be a new glue that holds the alliance together, a quick fix for the strained relationship between the two countries. However, as long as the two countries fail to craft a common strategic vision for the Korean peninsula and East Asia, the extent to which the FTA can compensate for strains in the security alliance is likely to be limited. Moreover, the process leading to such an agreement will be far from smooth. Most importantly, the bilateral nature of negotiations may create the impression that the United States is to blame for heavy adjustment costs that Korea’s “vulnerable” sectors must bear. For multilateral negotiations, anti-liberalization forces stage a protest against globalization, whereas for bilateral negotiations, they can target a particular country. In other words, negotiations for the KORUS FTA actually run the risk of fueling anti-American sentiment in Korea and anti-Korean sentiment in the United States— exactly the opposite of what its proponents intended. This would be a shame, especially in light of the fact that bilateral trade and investment have been the saving grace of ROK-U.S. relations in recent years.

US-South Korea relations resilient.

Ireland 9 (Corydon, Harvard News Office, 9/14, http://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2009/09/firm-allies-past-and-present/#)

In a conversation in front of a capacity crowd at the forum, the two diplomats reflected on the historical strength of the alliance and what issues might put it at risk. Both agreed it would take a lot to shake a political relationship that dates back to the 19th century, and one that was forged in steel by the Korean War. It is an alliance “less brittle and far more resilient than it ever has been,” said Stephens. Han, who in 1984 earned a Harvard Ph.D. in economics, called the U.S.-South Korea alliance the foundation of his nation’s “economic growth, prosperity, and security.” It remains so firm and mutual today, he added, that it could be an international model of cooperation — “the exemplar alliance relationship of the future.” Moderating the public conversation between ambassadors was Graham Allison, a terrorism scholar who has studied the threat posed by a nuclear-armed North Korea. He is Douglas Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard Kennedy School (HKS) and director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. Skeptical and probing, Allison prompted the two diplomats to imagine a near future in which the traditional alliance enjoyed by the United States and South Korea goes sour. In sum, he asked, what could go wrong and what issues need attending to? Neither of the ambassadors budged much. In fact, said Han, “there is a very, very fundamental notion that U.S.-Korea relations cannot be swayed by one or two events.” It is and has been an alliance, he said, that has never been “underestimated or disregarded. It was always central.” But it is true, Han added, that the two nations share a set of 21st century problems — global issues that include terrorism, piracy, climate change, and the challenges of development and trade. U.S.-South Korea relations are resilient and strong, said Stephens, but three areas deserve a measure of vigilance: economic crisis, North Korea, and the continued presence of 26,000 American military personnel on Korean soil. “We need to be good neighbors, good friends” on the issue of that presence, she said.

A2: Economy Impact

SKFTA doesn’t cause job growth

Chan 10 (Sewell, Washington Correspondent – New York Times, “Few New Jobs Expected Soon From Free-Trade Agreement With South Korea,” New York Times, 12-7, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/08/business/global/08korea.html)

The revised free-trade agreement with South Korea announced on Friday by the Obama administration has gotten acclaim from corporate leaders and Congressional Republicans.  Praising the deal reached by his trade negotiators, President Obama said on Monday that the accord would “boost our annual exports to South Korea by $11 billion” and “support at least 70,000 American jobs.”  The Obama administration has been careful to use the verb “support,” not “create.”  In fact, the effect of the agreement on aggregate output and employment in the United States “would likely be negligible,” according to a federal study, largely because the United States economy is so much larger than that of South Korea. Indeed, the study found, the country’s overall trade deficit with the rest of the world is likely to grow slightly as a result of the agreement.

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Miller 00 (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that
exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
A2: Asian Leadership Impact

-- SKFTA not key to soft power – presence is more important, their Mandel evidence is clearly talking about Colombia FTA, not South Korea

-- Asian leadership is high – and ASEAN solves

Siirila 10 (Aaron, Projects & Outreach Coordinator – East-West Center, “Clinton: “Renewed American leadership in Asia”,” 11-4, http://aseanmattersforamerica.org/clinton-renewed-american-leadership-in-asia/456)

US Secretary of State Hilary Rodham Clinton called ASEAN a “fulcrum for the region’s emerging regional architecture” and declared US intentions to “sustain and strengthen America’s leadership in the Asia-Pacific region” in a speech co-hosted by the East-West Center on October 28 in Hawaii. Full video of the speech is available.  One main theme of the speech was a defense of America’s record and continuing commitment to US allies, partners and regional institutions in Asia. It was in the context of the third category – regional institutions – that Clinton singled out ASEAN as a leader:  And let me simply state the principle that will guide America’s role in Asian institutions. If consequential security, political, and economic issues are being discussed, and if they involve [US] interests, then we will seek a seat at the table. That’s why we view ASEAN as a fulcrum for the region’s emerging regional architecture. And we see it as indispensable on a host of political, economic, and strategic matters.  The speech comes as Clinton departs for a seven-country tour of Asia and just two weeks before President Barack Obama visits Asia for the longest international trip of his presidency. ASEAN features heavily in both itineraries; between them, Clinton and Obama will visit four of the ten ASEAN countries.  Clinton went on to describe the many ways the US has engaged with ASEAN over the past two years, including: accession to the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, opening a US mission to ASEAN, engaging in the ASEAN Defense Ministerial Meeting, two US-ASEAN summits attended by President Obama, and a “leading role” in the ASEAN regional forum. Other regional institutions of importance to the United States included APEC and the East Asia Summit (EAS).  Clinton also detailed the many strides in bilateral relations between the US and countries in Southeast Asia. In Thailand, she held out the Creative Partnership Agreement, which brings Thais and Americans together to develop sectors of the Thai economy. In the Philippines, the upcoming 2+2 Strategic Dialogue meeting will bring together US and Filipino defense and foreign secretaries. The US has engaged with both countries to increase their skills in counterterrorism and response to humanitarian disaster.  Clinton praised Indonesia for “playing a leading role in the region and especially in regional institutions.” The US is looking forward to launching the new Comprehensive Partnership Agreement this month, during Obama’s visit, and is also placing high hopes on Indonesia’s hosting of the East Asia Summit in 2011.  In Vietnam, the US is “cultivating a level of cooperation that would have been unimaginable just 10 years ago.” US-Vietnamese ties are moving forward diplomatically, economically, and in defense-related issues.  And the US is working with Singapore to promote economic growth and integration through ASEAN and the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). The US has also increased its naval presence in Singapore.
-- Asian leadership collapse inevitable – economic crisis and defense spending

Zakheim 9 (Dov, Trustee – Foreign Policy Research Institute, “Security Challenged for the Crisis”, 3-11, 

http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9-E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=98001)

The economic crisis is likely to further diminish the already weak appetite of allies and friends both to increase or even maintain their current levels of defense expenditure, and to contribute to coalition operations in Afghanistan. Few of our major allies and friends spend as much as 3 percent. of their GDP on defense. Their GDPs, like ours, are in decline and in several cases, such as Japan, are declining at a far faster rate than ours. Korea and Taiwan, like Japan, are suffering from a drop in exports, notably in the automobile sector. Iceland’s financial collapse has received widespread attention. Economic constraints have at times been an excuse for allies not to do more for the common defense of the West; today, that excuse is being buttressed by reality. Whether excuse or reality, the net result will be exactly the same: the United States will be forced to bear an even heavier burden to defend western interests, at a time when it will have fewer resources enabling it to do so. The case of the F-35 provides a distinct example of the interplay between pressures on the US defense budget and alliance relationships. The F-35 program could be one of those affected by the redistribution of defense spending priorities. There are eight countries that currently are co-developing this aircraft, including key allies Britain, Canada and Australia, and many more planning to purchase it, among them Israel, Singapore, and many of the European allies that currently fly F-16s. Any slowdown of the program will increase its costs, and could put it beyond the purchasing power of several F-35 partners. It could also could embitter states that have contributed to its development, furnishing them with yet another reason to be even less inclined to contribute to coalition efforts if Afghanistan, and potentially elsewhere, than they are today.

A2: Trade Impact

-- Globalization is increasing – no evidence that collapse of free trade is coming, just evidence that SKFTA boosts trade

-- South Korea isn’t key 

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 126)

America's cultural and economic ties with South Korea are valuable, but not critical. For instance, two-way trade in 2003 exceeded $60 billion (it peaked at almost $67 billion in 2000), real money but small change for Amer​ica's $10 trillion economy.26 Moreover, notes Stephen W. Bosworth, dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University, "The relative weights of the United States and South Korea in the increasingly global economic interests of the other are shrinking in relative terms."27 

-- No war impact

Barbieri 96 (Katherine, Professor of Political Science – University of North Texas, Journal of Peace Research, February, p. 42-43)

This study provides little empirical support for the liberal proposition that trade provides a path to interstate peace. Even after controlling for the influence of conti​guity, joint democracy, alliance ties, and relative capabilities, the evidence suggests that in most instances trade fails to deter conflict. Instead, extensive economic inter​dependence increases the likelihood that dyads engage in militarized dispute; how​ever, it appears to have little influence on the incidence of war. The greatest hope for peace appears to arise from symmetrical trading relationships. However, the dampening effect of symmetry is offset by the expansion of interstate linkages. That is, extensive economic linkages, be they sym​metrical or asymmetrical, appear to pose the greatest hindrance to peace through trade. Although this article focuses exclusively on the pre-WWII period, elsewhere I provide evidence that the relationships revealed here are also observed in the post​WWII period and more extended period, 1870—1985 (Barbieri, 1995). Why do the findings differ from those presented in related studies of the trade—conflict re​lationship, which reveal an inverse relation​ship between trade and conflict? Several explanations, other than the temporal domain, can be offered. First, researchers differ in the phenomena they seek to explain, with many studies incorporating both conflictual and cooperative interstate behavior (e.g., Gasiorowski, 1986a, b; Gasiorowski & Polachek, 1982; Polachek, 1980, 1992; Polachek & McDonald, 1992). Studies that focus exclusively on extreme forms of conflict behavior, including dis​putes and wars, differ in their spatial and temporal domains, their level of analysis, and their measurement of central con​structs. Preliminary tests reveal that the composition of dyads in a given sample may have a more dramatic impact on the empiri​cal findings than variations in measurement. For example, the decision to focus exclusively on ‘politically relevant dyads’ may be one source of difference (Oneal et al., 19%). Perhaps the primary component missing from this and related research is the inclusion of a more adequate assessment of the costs and benefits derived from interdepen​dence. I have repeatedly argued that the conflictual or pacific elements of interdepen​dence are directly related to perceptions about trade’s costs and benefits. Yet, a more comprehensive evaluation of these costs and benefits is needed to see whether a link truly exists between the benefits enjoyed in a given trading relationship and the inhibition of conflict in that relationship, or con​versely, the presence of net costs for at least one trading partner and the presence of con​flict in that relationship. For example, are trading relationships that contain two partners believed to benefit from trade less conflict-prone than those containing at least one partner perceived to be worse off from trade? I have merely outlined the types of relationships believed to confer the greatest benefits, but such benefits and costs require a more rigorous investigation.
-- Trade is resilient – no collapse

Perroni and Whally 96 (Carlo, University of Warwick and John, University of Western Ontario, American Economic Review, 86(2), May, p. 60)

Furthermore, trade performance in the period since the late 1940’s also clearly stands in sharp contrast to the events of the 1930’s. The largest players, the United States and the EU have consistently displayed a determination to mediate their trade disputes in the 1980’s, triggered by EU enlargement. And today’s global economy is much more interdependent than it was in the 1930’s. Firms and industries have become more reliant on export markets, and there is more interindustry trade. There is also the major difference of the presence of the GATT/WTO, accompanied by bindings on tariffs achieved in eight rounds of negotiations; and, despite its weaknesses, a GATT/WTO dispute-settlement procedure has continued to function. 

-- Trade conflicts won’t escalate

Nye 96 (Joseph, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government – Harvard University, Washington Quarterly, Winter)

The low likelihood of direct great power clashes does not mean that there will be no tensions between them. Disagreements are likely to continue over regional conflicts, like those that have arisen over how to deal with the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. Efforts to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and means of their delivery are another source of friction, as is the case over Russian and Chinese nuclear cooperation with Iran, which the United States steadfastly opposes. The sharing of burdens and responsibilities for maintaining international security and protecting the natural environment are a further subject of debate among the great powers. Furthermore, in contrast to the views of classical Liberals, increased trade and economic interdependence can increase as well as decrease conflict and competition among trading partners. The main point, however, is that such disagreements are very unlikely to escalate to military conflicts. 

A2: Clean Tech Impact

-- Doesn’t solve – need to get China on board

-- US is already leading in clean tech – no one is close

Walsh 11 (Bryan, Staff Writer, Cites Eric Levi, Energy Expert – Council on Foreign Relations, “Tilting at Wind Turbines,” Time, 1-21, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2011/01/21/politics-should-we-stop-freaking-out-about-china-and-clean-tech/)

But nothing is ever that simple between China and the U.S. Even as he is arranging research partnerships in Beijing, Chu is warning that the U.S. faces a "Sputnik moment" on clean tech, with China investing heavily in solar, wind and other renewables with an eye towards cornering the market for what could be the next big global industry. The United Steelworkers union has accused China of illegally subsidizing its clean tech industry at the expense of American workers, and according to the AFL-CIO, the American trade deficit with China on clean energy products cost the U.S. 8,000 jobs in 2010. It's rare to find anything that most Americans appear to agree on any longer—the NFL playoffs, maybe—but it seems to be a fairly universal opinion that China is eating our lunch when it comes to clean tech. Michael Levi, though, has his doubts. The energy expert at the Council on Foreign Relations has a piece in Foreign Policy questioning whether China really is leaping past the U.S. on clean tech. He doubts it, arguing that the perception is fueled by a misunderstanding of the way the Chinese economic and research system really works—and by an underappreciation of American strengths: Yes, China spent more money buying wind turbines and solar panels than any other country last year. But consumption does not necessarily translate into technological leadership -- if it did, the United States would have little to worry about in most product categories. Massive deployment of clean energy will give the Chinese government leverage with foreign firms (because Beijing will be able to demand concessions in exchange for market access) and provide opportunities for incremental innovation. But the cutting edge is, in most cases, far away: The Chinese innovation system still has enormous difficulty moving ideas from the laboratory to commercial application... The purported Chinese dominance in high-tech exports, meanwhile, is the product of statistical sleight of hand. Chu's figures describe the total value of Chinese exports. That gives China credit for the full price tag of every product it exports -- even if it's only responsible for its final assembly. (If China imported a Mercedes and painted it green, it would rack up tens of thousands of export dollars.) A careful analysis would focus instead on value added, which is what drives profits and wages. And on that score, the United States is still firmly in the lead.
