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***Aff Uniqueness***

Won’t Pass – General

SKFTA won’t pass – procedure and TAA debate

Belgum 6/23

[Deborah Belgum Senior Editor, June 23, 2011 http://www.apparelnews.net/news/international/062411-South-Korea-Colombia-Panama-Free-Trade-Agreements-in-Doubt/page3]

Passage of free-trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama had been expected to be approved by Congress before recessing for summer vacation Aug. 8. But now that is in doubt. Several factors are clouding quick passage of the three free-trade pacts, which have been languishing for several years over cantankerous issues that range from beef and auto imports to labor concerns. Even though most of these concerns have been resolved, one major hurdle is passage of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, a $1 billion retraining program for U.S. workers who may lose their jobs because of these new free-trade agreements. The Obama administration is pushing hard to reinstate this retraining program, which expired in February, before the free-trade agreements move forward. But Republicans have shied away from the retraining program’s expensive price tag, especially during a time of pinched budgets and debate over the nation’s debt ceiling. “The only thing that is hanging them up [from] moving everything forward is the TAA [Trade Adjustment Assistance],” said Cass Johnson, president of the National Council of Textile Organizations, a trade group in Washington, D.C. “But reports have been positive in the last week that it is close to being resolved.” Once a retraining program is back on firm ground, the free-trade pacts will be sent to the Senate Committee on Finance and the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade, where final adjustments are to be made in a process called mock markups. These are committee debates, usually taking one week, on any changes that need to be made to the agreements. “If any member of Congress has an idea about what should be tweaked, this is their chance to do it,” said Brenda Jacobs, a trade-law and policy expert at law firm Sidley Austin in Washington, D.C. The free-trade agreements would then be sent to the White House, which would probably introduce them as a package to the House and Senate for an up-or-down vote, meaning there would be no further debate on them. At the earliest, introduction could be made sometime in early July, but the Senate is on break July 4–10, and the House is in recess July 18–24. Still, some are optimistic that something can be done by the end of July. “I think there is enough time to get them passed by the August recess,” noted Nicole Bivens Collinson, president of trade and legislative affairs at the Washington, D.C., office of law firm Sandler, Travis & Rosenberg. “I may be a lone ranger, but I believe it is still possible.”

SKFTA wont Pass – Obama won’t budge on TAA and he need Republican support

JoonAng Daily 6/20

[Jun 20 2011, “[Viewpoint] Is KORUS FTA in Trouble in DC”(http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)TT

TAA, which was introduced in legislation in 1974, essentially amounts to a bribe to labor unions unhappy with free trade deals. It provides workers the opportunity to apply for 156 weeks of financial aid if they can demonstrate that they lost their jobs or some income because of foreign competition. Union workers have always been best organized and instructed on how to collect TAA and the Democratic-controlled Congress put a generous amount of TAA funding in the stimulus package at the request of the union bosses in 2009. That funding runs out in February 2011 and the unions are demanding that more TAA funding be approved before the administration submits the Korus and the other free trade agreements for ratification. Republicans are adamantly opposed to this TAA condition and have now upped the ante by threatening to hold off confirmation hearings for Commerce Secretary-nominee John Bryson until the administration submits Korus and the other two trade pacts without any strings attached. Republicans oppose TAA because they do not believe the government owes extended compensation because of competition in the market place, particularly since the determination of damages is so imprecise and exploitable by the 6.9 percent of private sector workers in unions. More important still is the huge battle between the Republican House and the White House over legislation needed to raise the debt ceiling so that the Treasury Department can borrow more money to keep the government running. Republicans are insisting that there be substantive budget cuts as a condition for approving an increase in the debt ceiling, and an increase in TAA funding runs completely counter to that demand. At the end of the day, as important as Korus is politically in Washington, it pales in comparison with the show-down over the national debt, which will be one of the central issues of the 2012 presidential campaign. The U.S. business community is probably more amenable to accepting TAA as a condition for passing Korus and may prevail on the Republican Congress to accept a token increase. On the other hand, if Obama stands firm on the demand for TAA, he may win the battle of convincing unions to organize for him in the 2012 election, but he will risk losing the larger war with Republicans over who is better able to create new economic growth and jobs. He will also put at risk the White House claim that the United States is “back in Asia” - not to mention the ability of the United States to negotiate future trade agreements. In terms of political, strategic and economic interests, therefore, the burden is on the administration to find a way forward on the Korus FTA

SKFTA won’t pass- Republican opposition 

Tapper 6/7

[Jake Tapper, ABC News Senior White House Correspondent, 6/07/2011, GOP Calls Obama’s Trade Policy "Schizophrenic", http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2011/06/gop-calls-obamas-trade-policy-schizophrenic-.html, 6/25/11 JB]

Senate Republicans continued to press the White House today to send to Congress the trade deals for South Korea, Columbia and Panama, criticizing President Obama’s trade policy as “schizophrenic.” “This schizophrenic trade policy is doing nothing but hurting American workers and undermining our recovery,” U.S. Senator Orrin Hatch, R-Utah, said on the Senate floor today. “Under no circumstance should these trade agreements be held up.” The Obama administration has indicated that they will not submit legislation on these trade agreements until a deal is reached on the TAA – the Trade Adjustment Assistance, a now-retired jobs program for laid-off workers. “At a time when 14 million Americans are looking for work, they actually want to hold off on these known job-creating agreements in exchange for a green light to spend more money," Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell said on the Senate floor, “It's astonishing.” Republicans are calling for these two issues –the trade deals and the TAA -- to be dealt with “separately and independently,” in order to move ahead with the long-stalled trade deals. Republicans warned that the time is of the essence, suggesting that as the 2012 campaign season picks up the desire and ability to tackle these trade agreements will decrease even more. "I'm convinced that the window for the administration to submit these agreements will soon pass," Hatch said,  "Given the upcoming election season, I'm afraid that if these agreements aren't submitted this summer, they never will be."

Won’t pass – public opposition

Bybee 6/3

[Roger Bybee, 6/3/2011, freelance writer and progressive publicity consultant, South Korea ‘Free Trade’ Deal: Another Funnel for Exploitation, http://www.inthesetimes.com/working/entry/7377/south_korea_free_trade_deal_opens_wide_funnel_for_more_exploitation/, 6/24/11 JB

KORUS is based on the NAFTA model, the outstanding achievement of which was managing to lower living conditions for the majority of citizens in three nations (United States, Mexico, and Canada) simultaneiously. KORUS has the enthusiastic support of President Barack Obama despite the fact his winning presidential campaign heavily depended on stirring up anti-NAFTA and anti-"offshoring" sentiment in Midwestern industrial states. Along with South Korea, Obama is also seeking to consummate “free trade” deals with Panama, distinguished by its role as a tax-avoidance haven and money-laundering center, and Colombia, whose elite has presided (see here andhere) over the killings of some 2,100 trade unionists in the past two decades. These trade deals are unlikely to be greeted with enhtusiam by the American public, 44% of whom believe that economic conditions are growing worse, according to an April poll. Continuing job losses to offshore subsidiaries of U.S. firms—the Wall St. Journal reporting that U.S. firms created 2.4 million jobs outside the United States while eliminating 2.9 million American jobs since 2000—have discredited "free trade" with nearly nine out of 10 Americans. 86 percent of Americans are convinced that the offshoring of jobs is a significant factor undermining  America’s economic situation.
SKFTA won’t pass – TAA battles, partisanship, and 2012 elections

Wall Street Journal 5/28 
(Elizabeth Williamson is a staff writer for WSJ, 5/28/11, “Dispute Threatens Key Deals on Trade” accessed 6/10/11 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 – vote count

Drajem 5/26

[MARK DRAJEM, 5/26/11, is a reporter for Bloomberg News, Trade Votes Needed in U.S. Congress by August, Hatch Says, http://interamericansecuritywatch.com/trade-votes-needed-in-u-s-congress-by-august-hatch-says/]

Pending free-trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Koreamust be voted on in Congress quickly, or risk never being approved, said Senator Orrin Hatch, a Utah Republican. “If we do not have an opportunity to vote on these agreements this summer, I am afraid we never will,” Hatch, the top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee, said today at a hearing on the Korean deal. Hatch and Senator Max Baucus, a Montana Democrat, are split on the issue now delaying these pacts: renewing trade adjustment assistance for workers who lose their jobs because of overseas competition. Baucus said aid for service workers, which was put in place in 2009 and expired in February, must be extended as part of a package of measures to approve the trade pacts. “Either they all pass, or none of them pass,” Baucus, the panel’s chairman, said today. SenatorRon Wyden, an Oregon Democrat, said he wants the worker aid approved by Congress and signed into law before any votes on the free-trade pacts. Hatch questioned the worker aid, adding that the merits aside, “we don’t have the votes to do this.” “One of the reasons I don’t think this will pass, is they want $7.2 billion at a time when this country is basically broke,” Hatch said. “Why hold up three agreements that are beneficial to the American worker?” Meanwhile, senators such as Massachusetts Democrat John Kerry said that delaying approval of the South Korean accord may give competitors on Europe a leg up on U.S. exporters. “The longer we delay the harder it is to retain our competitive advantage,” Deputy U.S. Trade Representative Demetrios Marantis said. 

Won’t Pass – TAA

SKFTA won’t pass— TAA debate fractures GOP support

Green 6/25

(Michael Green, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C., 6/20/11, “Is Korus FTA in trouble in D.C.?,” 6/25/11, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745, MLK)

The Republicans easily have the votes to pass the Korus FTA even if the White House cannot muster a majority of Democrats in the House. That is essentially how Bill Clinton passed Nafta in 1993 - with Republican help. But now the White House is balking at submitting Korus for ratification. Why? Because its Democratic allies in Congress are insisting that the Republicans also agree to Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) as a condition for moving forward with KORUS.

TAA fight kills the agreement

Southerton May 28, 2011

[Don Southerton,CEO Bridging Culture Worldwide Korea coach at Hyundai MOBIS Korea coach at Kia Motors America CEO at Bridging Culture Worldwide, May 28, 2011, June 24, 2011,AR.]

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.

Won’t Pass – Korea

Won’t pass in Korea

Ramstad 6/21

[Evan Ramstad, Evan Ramstad is the Korean correspondent for The Wall Street Journal, Song’s Change Shows KORUS FTA’s Hurdle, 6/21/11, 6/25/11, AR]

Song Min-soon, a National Assembly member who is one of the most senior and respected lawmakers in the Democratic Party, was minister of foreign affairs and trade in 2007 when South Korea made its free trade agreement with the United States. As the deal nears a ratification vote in the assembly, Mr. Song says he’s now against it. And his explanation for the change shows the difficulty that President Lee Myung-bak and the ruling Grand National Party will have winning a consensus from the DP and other parties for ratification. Increasingly, it appears that opposition parties want to force the GNP to unilaterally ratify the FTA, meaning passing it without any support from them. Possibly, the opposition parties will resort to the theatrics of boycotting the vote. That happened when the Korea FTA with the European Union was ratified earlier this year and with several other controversial bills in recent years, such as media-industry reform measures in 2009.

Wont Pass In Korea – DNP opposes

JoonAng Daily 6/23 

[“Guess who didn’t come to lunch with Lee Democratic Party lawmakers boycott event meant to promote FTA with U.S.”(http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/print.asp)TT

After signing the FTA in 2007, Seoul and Washington concluded additional negotiations in December to meet U.S. concerns over auto trade, the biggest hurdle to approval. Calling the pact the United States’ most commercially significant trade agreement in more than 16 years, the Obama administration has stepped up its pressure on Congress to ratify the deal. The political timetable of the two countries’ legislatures indicates that passage in August is crucial. The September session of the National Assembly will be devoted to budget reviews, and lawmakers are unlikely to make an attempt to ratify the agreement during that sensitive session. The opposition Democratic Party has complained that the revised FTA is unfavorable to Korean businesses and have demanded another round of negotiation. U.S. trade representative Ron Kirk reiterated earlier this week the Obama administration’s commitment to send the agreement to Congress “fairly soon,” but the White House said it requires time to resolve one last step before sending the FTA to Congress. The U.S. still needs to secure the legislature’s support of trade adjustment assistance intended to provide assistance to workers who have lost jobs as a result of increased imports or shifts in production outside the U.S. the White House said Monday.

Won’t Pass In Korea – DNP Boycotted Meeting for Ratification

JoonAng Daily 6/23 

[“Guess who didn’t come to lunch with Lee Democratic Party lawmakers boycott event meant to promote FTA with U.S.”(http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/print.asp)TT

Opposition lawmakers yesterday boycotted a Blue House luncheon designed to urge the legislature’s approval of the Korea-U.S. FTA, while President Lee Myung-bak dined with the ruling party lawmakers and his aides and discussed the issue. Lee invited lawmakers on the National Assembly’s Foreign Affairs and Trade Committee and senior government officials, but representatives of the Democratic Party and Liberty Forward Party were a no-show. The committee has 28 members and 18 of them, including its head, Nam Kyung-pil, are Grand Nationals. Sixteen GNP lawmakers attended the luncheon. Trade Minister Kim Jong-hoon, Blue House chief of staff Yim Tae-hee and Lee’s political, foreign, economic and public affairs senior secretaries accompanied the president at the luncheon. According to DP spokesman Lee Yong-sup, DP lawmakers decided to turn down Lee’s invitation because they thought the meeting was unnecessary since the president will meet with their leader, Sohn Hak-kyu, on Monday. The passage of the Korea-U.S. FTA was one of the main agendas to be discussed at the summit. The DP said its lawmakers will also turn down Lee’s other invitation for a luncheon with members of the National Assembly’s National Defense Committee, scheduled for today. The meeting is intended to push defense reform measures. 

SKFTA won’t pass in korea – the DP will demand renegotiation.

Bernama.com 6-13

[Ruling Party To Introduce South Korea-US Free, Trade Agreement Before Parliament In June http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsindex.php?id=593602]

The ruling Grand National Party (GNP) will try to introduce the long-pending free trade agreement (FTA) with the United States to the National Assembly this month to seek parliamentary approval of the deal, a lawmaker said Monday. The move will set in motion what is expected to be a contentious process to ratify the trade pact that was signed in 2007 and supplemented last December. Opposition parties are against endorsing the accord, claiming it favours the US, Yonhap News Agency reported. The US Congress has not yet ratified the pact either. "There are many opinions that an FTA ratification bill should be introduced during this extraordinary session," Rep Yoo Ki-june, a GNP leader on the parliamentary foreign affairs and trade committee, told Yonhap. "We will push actively to bring up the bill in this extraordinary session," he said. The parliamentary committee plans to hold a public hearing session on Thursday to discuss safeguard measures for local industries before approving the pact, Yoo said. The GNP will also form a consultation body composed of ruling and opposition party legislators as well as government officials, including ministers of foreign affairs, trade and finance, to discuss further measures, party officials said. The planned bill is expected to encounter tough resistance, as the main opposition Democratic Party (DP) and other opposition groups claim that the pact is unbalanced in favor of the U.S. The DP has been calling for a renegotiation of the agreement. "There should first be a renegotiation" before bringing the pact before parliament, said Rep Kim Dong-chul, who is the DP's leader on the parliamentary committee.

Won’t Pass – Obama Not Pushing

Obama is not pushing SKFTA to appease big labor.

Manning 6/8

[Rick Manning 6-8-11 http://thehill.com/blogs/pundits-blog/labor/165329-is-obama-sacrificing-us-workers-on-big-labors-altar]

On Dec. 5, 2010, USA Today quoted President Obama as urging congressional approval of the trade deal with South Korea by saying, "We have to do more to accelerate the economic recovery and create jobs for the millions of Americans who are still looking for work." One problem: It is now June 8, 2011, and the South Korea trade deal has not even been submitted by President Obama to Congress. That’s December, January, February, March, April, May and now June — six full months — half a year — since Obama made his bold statement. For some reason, the president has not gotten around to sending the agreement to the U.S. Senate for approval. Is it because the employment situation has improved so dramatically in the U.S. that we don’t need the new jobs that the president claims will be created? Is it because our economic recovery is so astoundingly out of control that the Federal Reserve is raising interest rates to cool it off? No? The only reason that the president is not submitting HIS free trade agreement with South Korea is because his labor union allies are demanding the expansion of a government program to provide billions of dollars to their members for retraining. Either the agreement that Obama negotiated and signed is good for the economy or it isn’t. His failure to submit the South Korea Free Trade Agreement to the U.S. Senate for ratification is either an indication that he was not telling the truth when he boldly proclaimed that the trade pact was good for American jobs, or we have to conclude that he cares more about his labor union campaign funders than the American worker.

Obama Isn’t Pushing – Afraid to spend Political Capital

Trust About Trade Tech. 3/23

[“Will or won’t the administration lead on trade”(http://www.truthabouttrade.org/blog/22-blog/17586-will-or-wont-the-administration-lead-on-trade) TT]

When referring to the pending free trade deals, the administration deftly keeps using language to make is sound like the deals are or haven’t been finished, need more time, and perhaps aren’t ready.  Aside from some items the current administration says they wanted renegotiated, the deals were completed years ago and have simply been aging in the bureaucratic world of DC.  That’s what so many have found frustrating - the political stall tactics, which is due in great part to labor unions dislike of trade agreements and the “e-word”...elections. As Oppenheimer said, until Obama is ready to spend political capital the deals will remain in political purgatory.

***Internal Links**
Winners Win
Winners – win – only a loss costs capital, the lame duck proves that Obama needs to keep winning. 
Robinson 2010
Gordon Robison, 12-29-10  Special to Gulf News Obama returns to winning ways http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/obama-returns-to-winning-ways-1.737442

Two months ago, in the immediate aftermath of the midterm elections, President Barack Obama and his administration were pronounced politically dead. Last week, Senator Lindsey Graham, a prominent South Carolina Republican, grumbled that the Democrats had spent December enacting one liberal agenda item after another despite protests from the GOP. This led the pundit class to spend the closing days of the year marvelling at Obama's political strength and prowess. In doing so they tended to ignore their own confident predictions of a few weeks earlier: the ones in which they had written off Obama as inept and ineffective. What changed? The short answer is winning. In America's hyper-competitive capital nothing succeeds like success. The Obama of November 3 was a politician who had just been clobbered at the polls. The Obama who jetted off to join his family in Hawaii for Christmas was a politician who had just closed out a string of wins on issues ranging from homosexuals in the military to a nuclear arms treaty with Russia, even as he put down a revolt in his own party led by liberals objecting to the president's compromise with Senate Republicans over taxes. If there is a single lesson for the president to take away from the last few weeks it is not to make the mistake of paying much attention to the praise: those in the media who are smitten by him today will go back to calling him incompetent and out of touch the moment something goes wrong, as it inevitably will.

Legislative victories key to Obama comeback.

Conroy 2010
(http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/11/16/seeking_a_big_win_obama_turns_to_tax_cuts_and_start__107967.html)

According to Bruce Buchanan, a professor of presidential and American politics at the University of Texas, Obama is at a critical point of his term, in which he is especially in need of the kind of major accomplishment that a tax cuts compromise or arms treaty ratification could provide. "It's definitely the case that when presidents are starting to have stories written about them that start to count them out or downgrade their political skills, some kind of victory is important, and that's definitely true for Obama right now," Buchanan said. "Presidents who make comebacks from dire straits do so often after midterm setbacks, like Clinton, who's probably the best example. Right after the midterms he was counted out after the shellacking he took, and what he did was kind of strategize out of it. It turned on legislative victories."

No Spillover

No spillover - Obama arm twisting doesn’t move the Senate. Once the agenda is set, it doesn’t matter what he does
Dickenson 2009
Matthew Dickinson, Professor of political science at Middlebury College. He taught previously at Harvard University, where he also received his Ph.D., working under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt, 5/29/2009, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/
Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

***Impact Turns***
Alliance 2AC
Passing SKFTA causes protectionist backlash – destroys the alliance and rolls back the FTA 

Kim 2010

Sung Eun Kim, 2010 Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University, 2010.  “Ties That Bind: Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances,” http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf

Despite its wide acceptance, however, few scholars have systematically evaluated this conventional view that commerce and alliance cohesion are positively associated in East Asia. Few studies offer a thorough logical analysis, and even fewer draw upon credible evidence from a comprehensive examination of regional alliances. Such a dearth of rigorous evaluation, which contrasts sharply with frequent applications of the proposition, is highly problematic. This unproven assumption, if false, could lead scholars down unproductive paths of inquiry, thereby hindering scholarly progress. The policy impact of this assumption might include costly miscalculations and blunders. For example, overstressing the impact of trade on the alliance may lead to an overestimation of the KORUS FTA’s value in general, while exposing the agreement unnecessarily to attack from anti-alliance groups. Conversely, the security alliance could draw fire from opponents of free trade, if strengthening the alliance is used as a major rationale for the KORUS FTA. In the worst case scenario, a powerful political coalition could emerge in both countries aiming to destroy the alliance and the FTA, thereby critically damaging the bilateral relationship. In any case, misunderstanding the security implications of the FTA could lead to unwise security policies by generating overconfidence in the strength of the alliance` 

Troops check alliance collapse now – SKFTA undermines military dominance which underpins the alliance 

Williford 2010

Sam Williford, 10 former page in the South Carolina State Senate for Senator Robert Ford and United States Congress for Congressman John Spratt, writer for Economy in Crisis, 12/15/2010.  “Perils of Geopolitics with the South Korean FTA,” http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/perils-geopolitics-south-korean-fta
Many claim that not only will the South Korean Free Trade Agreement help improve the economy, but that it will strengthen ties between the two nations. This assumption is ill-conceived. Not only will the FTA make our economy worse, but it will weaken us as an ally. Our strength as a nation is tied to our economy, which continues to suffer at the hands of past trade agreements. The Korean FTA would be the largest trade deal since NAFTA. “When I ran the statistics with Ross before the 1992 Presidential Debate, I thought NAFTA would cost us 5.9 million jobs in the next 15 years,” Choate said. “I was wrong, as it has since cost us 6.4 million.” While the agreement will boost gross exports, it will widen our trade deficit, as the amount of imports from South Korea will increase more than exports, according to a report issued by the U.S. International Trade Commission. This trade deficit has crippled our economy by forcing us to rely on foreign producers for the vast majority of necessary goods in the nation. Even critical military supplies (such as bullets) are imported. Because of this deficit, foreign nations now own trillions of dollars of U.S. debt and have threatened to use the 'nuclear option' of dumping it to influence our foreign policy. As we sacrifice our economy, we sacrifice our sovereignty in ways that undermine our ability to aid and defend key allies and areas. There are far better ways to strengthen an alliance, if the 28,000 U.S. soldiers already in South Korea are not considered enough. We don't need another job-killing free trade agreement when millions of Americans are already out of work. 

Economic ties trade off with military support – causes alliance breakdown and entrapment
Kim 2010
Sung Eun Kim, 2010 Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University, 2010.  “Ties That Bind: Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances,” http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf

Economic interdependence can add to the lesser state’s dependence on its greatpower partner, thereby raising the latter’s political influence further. Economic interdependence between a great power and a lesser state tends to be asymmetrical: bilateral trade usually accounts for a significantly larger share of the latter’s economic activities, since the size of the former’s economy is bigger. According to notable studies, such unbalanced economic interdependence could result in a less dependent state exploiting its partner’s heavy reliance on trade and extracting political concessions. 19 Therefore, as economic interdependence increases, the major ally can have an even greater political influence over its minor partner. The junior partner (which is already wary of security dependence) might find its senior partner’s growing influence unbearable. Such a heavily dependent state could have a strong sense of subordination and vulnerability, and might pursue greater autonomy in response. 20 For the powerful ally, however, any reduced influence would diminish the benefit of an alliance while increasing the risk of entrapment. Consequently, the major ally might respond to its minor partner’s claims for autonomy by reducing its security support. Such interactions would undercut alliance cooperation. 21 These negative consequences of economic interdependence may cancel out any positive effects hypothesized by advocates of the conventional view. In the case that economic interdependence decreases, the negative impacts produced by asymmetric dependence are reduced, but so are any security benefits according to the liberalist logic. In light of this trade-off, we can conclude that economic interdependence does not markedly affect asymmetrical alliances. This hypothesis implies that the conventional view about East Asian alliances will have little empirical support, given that they are asymmetrical in nature 

Alliance – SKFTA Kills
Failure of KORUS will motivate the US and South Korea to expand strategic ties, strengthening the alliance more than the FTA

Manyin & Cooper 2009 
Congressional Research Service, 2009, CAN THE UNITED STATES AND SOUTH KOREA SING WITHOUT KORUS? THE ECONOMIC AND STRATEGIC EFFECTS OF THE KORUS FTA, [Mark; William], p. http://www.keia.org/Publications/JointAcademicStudies/2009/Cooper.pdf

Thus, if the KORUS FTA is rejected or delayed, U.S. and South Korean policymakers may want to take concrete steps to either deepen or reorient aspects of their strategic relationship to mitigate the negative symbolic effects on the alliance. A number of options are available: • Accelerate efforts on existing bilateral moves to adjust the alliance structure, such as pushing forward construction at Pyongtaek, which now appears headed toward another postponement; • Elevate the U.S.-ROK alliance to the level of other alliances, such as by creating a “two-plus-two forum” (an annual meeting of the defense and foreign ministers) as takes place in the U.S.-Japan alliance; • Deepen bilateral discussions on planning for various North Korean contingencies, such as a sudden collapse or change in regime; • Open high-level discussions between the two militaries about post reunification roles and responsibilities; • Reconstitute the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group (TCOG) meetings with Japan to coordinate North Korea policy among the three countries; and • Continue to discuss ways to globalize the alliance; for example, how South Korea could contribute to efforts of the U.S. allies in Afghanistan, to the Proliferation Security Initiative, and to coordination of policies for official development assistance. These items have been proposed or discussed for years and could be undertaken regardless of the KORUS FTA’s fate, an argument that the FTA’s opponents might make if the agreement is submitted to Congress. Arguably, taking these steps would do more to transform the alliance than would the passage of the FTA. The point is that the KORUS FTA need not be seen as a necessary, let alone sufficient, condition for repositioning the alliance for the changing situation in Northeast Asia. After the feelings of shock and betrayal from the failure of the KORUS FTA wear off, leadership in both countries could reveal an appetite among policymakers to take some of these steps anyway. Many members of Congress might be interested in burnishing their national security credentials by showing that their qualms about the FTA were about trade, not security. In the National Assembly, many members of the ruling Grand National Party likely would have an interest in compensating for the demise of the KORUS FTA. In this rosy scenario, a failure of the FTA to pass could be used as an opportunity to work on the strategic side of the relationship, much as the adversity of the 1995 rape of an Okinawan teenager by U.S. soldiers was used to galvanize support for the “Nye initiative” that helped modernize the U.S.-Japan alliance. The key would be leadership, particularly on the Korean side, where the hard feelings and budgetary costs would be felt much more keenly. (p. 152-3)
SKFTA kills the alliance 

Lee and Kim 2009 
Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association

IR theory suggests that the FTA could in fact undermine the U.S.-ROK alliance. Some notable studies argue that economic interactions can damage political relations. Economic contacts can potentially give birth to frictions and tensions, breeding mistrust and poisoning diplomatic relations. 19 Therefore, a higher level of economic interdependence could bring greater bilateral frictions and uncertainty about the alliance’s future. The U.S.-Japan alliance during the late 1980s and the early 1990s is a case in point: the expanding bilateral trade in this period led to heated debates over trade imbalances and threatened to destabilize their strategic partnership. 20 There is no guarantee that the U.S.-ROK alliance would meet a different fate. The alliance sporadically has come under stress and strain since the late 1970s as the result of growing trade volume and commercial disputes. 21 The economic frictions have generated resentment on both sides of the Pacific, chipping away at public support for the alliance
South Korea FTA kills the alliance – arguments to the contrary are unsupported hyperbole 

Lee and Kim 2009 
Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association

This article critically evaluates the prevalent view that a free trade agreement (FTA) between Seoul and Washington would markedly strengthen their security alliance. For that purpose, we examine the impact of economic ties on U.S. alliances with Australia, Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, as well as South Korea, over the past quarter-century, while drawing relevant insights from the theoretical literature on international commerce and alliance cohesion. The research finds that the conventional wisdom has questionable theoretical and empirical foundations. There are several logical reasons for rejecting the prevalent view. First, the FTA would not markedly increase mutual dependence between the U.S. and Korean economies. Second, expanding economic ties with potential adversaries such as North Korea and China may cancel out any marginal alliance-enhancing effect of the agreement. Third, the FTA could adversely affect the vested interests of influential societal actors, which might blame their economic losses on the alliance and turn against it. Fourth, the alliance could become more asymmetrical and further lose its public appeal. Also, the empirical analysis shows no clear positive association between the level of economic interdependence and the strength of alliance

No Alliance – Ev Comparison
Prefer our ev – it’s based on rigorous empirical research 

Lee and Kim 2009 
Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association

In an attempt to fill this void in the literature, this article reassesses the security implications of United States-Korea FTA (KORUS FTA), combining relevant insights from historical experiences as well as international relations (IR) theory. For empirical analysis, we examine the impact of bilateral trade on the U.S. alliances with Japan, Australia, Taiwan, the Philippines, as well as South Korea, over the past quarter-century. For a theoretical assessment, we apply insights from studies on the relationship between international commerce and alliance cohesion to the KORUS FTA case.

No Alliance – Realism Proves 

Realism proves SKFTA won’t increase the alliance 

Lee and Kim 2009 Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association

The proposition that economic ties affect alliances has not received universal acceptance, however. Most notably, realist scholars deny that economic interest is an important determinant for security alliances. For them, the primary purpose of an alliance is to preserve security by pooling military resources against a threatening state. 7 Economic interactions rarely decide the course of politics—e.g., security affairs—in a crucial way, realists argue. 8 Quite the contrary: “Politics, as usual, prevails over economics.” 9 Therefore, commercial partners do not necessarily turn into strategic allies. For example, South Korea and Japan have held strong economic ties but have avoided forming a security alliance. 10 To the extent that trade and security are interconnected, realists argue that the latter is in the driver’s seat: allies tend to trade more with each other than with neutral or hostile states. 11 One reason is that commercial exchanges between allied nations benefit their security by increasing their wealth—the foundation of military strength. Also, the uneven distribution of trade benefits is a lesser concern among allies, since they are unlikely to exploit any relative gain for the purpose of harming each other. Moreover, firms are more likely to establish trading relationships with the firms of an allied nation, anticipating less political risk. 12 This line of argument implies that an FTA between the U.S. and South Korea would not significantly affect their alliance

No Alliance – AT Economics Key
Economic ties don’t strengthen the alliance – rigorous empirical studies prove 

Sung Eun Kim, 2010 Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University, 2010.  “Ties That Bind: Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances,” http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf

Table 1 summarizes the findings of the case studies presented above. The result of the analysis is straightforward: there is no strong empirical support for the proposition that economic interdependence is a powerful cause for alliance cohesion. None of the 11 periods examined present any clear-cut support, while only two provide mixed evidence. Even those periods of a decade or longer (which are more likely to produce supportive evidence) offer no support. These findings in turn confirm our own hypothesis that economic ties do not markedly shape asymmetrical alliances. Conclusion So far we have assessed the conventional view that increasing economic interdependence markedly strengthens East Asian security alliances. Our critical scrutiny has revealed that there is a compelling logic for questioning this view. The empirical analysis has produced little supportive evidence: none of the examined cases offer any clear-cut support. These findings have significant implications. For the academic community, our research suggests that a more rigorous empirical assessment, combining detailed case studies offering direct evidence of causation with statistical analysis that controls for potential confounding factors, be conducted. In addition, analysts should critically review those previous studies that accept the conventional view as their bedrock assumption. Particularly necessary is a precise estimation of the effect of trade on asymmetrical alliances, and a broader investigation on how intra-alliance power structures shape alliance politics. Our research also warns the policy community against jumping to the conclusion that the FTA between Washington and Seoul would reinforce their security alliance to a marked extent. For it seems that the popular claim is based on a questionable assumption. Despite its limitations, our present research suffices to establish that the conventional view about East Asian alliances is debatable and requires a more thorough examination prior to acceptance. It also highlights the need for evaluating other key assumptions that underpin the high expectation that the FTA would strengthen the U.S.-ROK alliance. While our research cannot offer the final words on the FTA’s security effects, it encourages experts to reinvigorate the currently stale debate on the important subject 

Security alliance drives economic cooperation not the other way around. 

Manyin &  Cooper, 2009 Congressional Research Service, 2009, CAN THE UNITED STATES AND SOUTH KOREA SING WITHOUT KORUS? THE ECONOMIC AND STRATEGIC EFFECTS OF THE KORUS FTA, [Mark; William], p. http://www.keia.org/Publications/JointAcademicStudies/2009/Cooper.pdf

In addition to commercial and other economic factors, some political and national security interests have driven the economic relationship. The United States and South Korea have built a strong alliance rooted in the experiences of the Korean confl ict and in mutual security needs in East Asia. During the 1980s, trade disputes frequently erupted between the two countries, especially over South Korea’s practices and policies that the United States alleged were denying market access to U.S. exports. While the United States threatened to impose sanctions against South Korea, many analysts have argued the importance of maintaining the health of the overall alliance helped to temper the tensions. Some U.S. exporters complained, though, that too often U.S. policymakers sacrifi ced their interests in the name of the alliance.

Overconfidence 2AC
SKFTA causes overconfidence – this makes collapse inevitable and causes South Korean adventurism and entrapment in Korean conflict 

Kim 2010

Sung Eun, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University, 2010.  “Ties That Bind: Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances,” http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf

In the long run, however, Seoul and Washington might be better off breaking the linkage between the FTA and the alliance. To the extent that this linkage is accepted, ratification of the FTA could provide a short-term psychological boost for the alliance. However, this potential benefit (which is bound to be ephemeral) may not be worth the longterm risks associated with allowing the linkage to persist. The unsubstantiated conviction that the FTA would strengthen the alliance will produce excessive expectations about alliance commitment. In the nearly inevitable event that actual support fails to satisfy these high hopes, such disillusionment could generate distrust and bitterness, thereby jeopardizing the alliance. Moreover, the overly high expectations might embolden the allies to adopt a risky foreign policy, thereby increasing the chance of entrapment in unnecessary international conflicts. Also, breaking the linkage would insulate the alliance from opposition to the FTA motivated by perceptions of its unfairness or grievances against its adverse sectoral effects. The current economic hardship in both countries threaten to activate these latent opponents to the FTA by elevating the priority of economic issues and diminishing both sides’ patience and willingness to make concessions. By legitimizing the FTA on the grounds of its alleged strategic value, the two governments could be exposing the alliance to economically-motivated attacks. By delinking the FTA and the alliance, Seoul and Washington could minimize these risks to its long enduring security alliance 

South Korean aggression causes rapid escalation and nuclear war 

Raska 2010

Michael Raska, 10 Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of Singapore, 11/25/2010.  The Statesman, “Why Can’t South Korea Retaliate?” p. Lexis 
In addition to conventional threats (that is, scenarios and contingencies-linked high intensity conventional wars), South Korea has increasingly faced a hybrid conflict spectrum ~ the amalgamation of asymmetric, low-intensity, and non-linear security challenges. These include two extreme threats on a threat scale ~ on one end is North Koreas continuously advancing ballistic missile programme coupled with its WMD (nuclear, chemical, and biological) capabilities that provide economic leverage and serve as a force multiplier. On the other end of the threat spectrum is North Koreas spectre of a failed state.  North Koreas persisting economic and structural decay coupled with prolonged international diplomatic isolation broadens the risks of potential instability and volatility ~ scenarios ranging from implosion to explosion. The resulting hybrid conflict spectrum essentially mitigates the effectiveness of South Koreas traditional deterrence and defence strategies. Amid the transformation in the nature and character of North Korean security challenges, South Korean defence planners are increasingly constrained by the risks and costs of a potential confrontations, spillovers, or crises. In a hybrid conflict spectrum, any type of a retaliatory action or military initiative by South Korea aimed at North Korean force concentrations entails even greater risks of conflict escalation. First, there are traditional geo-strategic constraints. South Korea lacks strategic depth, which essentially precludes any type of elastic defence (that is, defence in depth that trades space for time) and limits early-warning options. In geographical terms, the distance between the DMZ and Seoul ~ the political, business, and cultural center of South Korea ~ is only approximately 40 km, making the densely populated capital city with over 11 million inhabitants highly vulnerable to a North Korean ground or artillery attack. In this setting, the extremely small, but highly populated combat radius around Seoul amplifies the risks of high collateral damage and major socio-economic disruptions in any type of crises or conflict scenarios. Any limited operations by either side could effectively trigger uncontrollable or unintended escalation. The second factor is the quantitative asymmetry, disposition, and doctrinal orientation of North and South Koreas armed forces. North Koreas conventional forces have a numerical superiority over South Korea in terms of manpower, armour and artillery equipment. Notwithstanding its prolonged economic hardships, supply shortages and lack of new equipment, North Korea has been able to sustain and even expand its conventional forces to the fourth largest in the world. In terms of equipment categories, for example, North Koreas artillery forces (that is, towed and self-propelled cannons, rocket launchers, mortars) are twice the size of the artillery forces in the South. While the age and obsolescence of many North Korean combat systems coupled with the lower training hours of their crews cannot match US-ROK capabilities, the potential to inflict significant damage or launch selective or massive conventional attacks against South Korea should not be discarded.The third and perhaps most important risk factor is political.  The difficulties in ascertaining North Koreas intentions and politico-military strategies amplify security uncertainties and risks of potential miscalculation and superpower involvement. The divided Korean peninsula is at the centre of complex power constellations in north-east Asia that includes historical fault lines of prolonged hostilities, mutual suspicions, territorial disputes, and geostrategic competition between the US, Soviet Union, China and Japan. Any escalation of conflict on the Korean peninsula may rapidly spill over into a broader regional crisis. With the absence of a permanent peace treaty, robust military deployments on both sides and continued regional and superpower involvement, security on the Korean peninsula remains an elusive concept bound by a number of uncertainties; a deeply embedded predicament that continues nearly two decades after the end of the Cold War
Trade Deficits 2AC
SKFTA will create massive trade deficits. 
Lawrence 2011
Christopher Lawrence 1-30-11 http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2011/jan/30/korea-pact-risky-for-us/2

 The Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (FTA) will lose U.S. jobs and further damage the economy. This a bad deal for working Americans, and our state’s congressional delegation should oppose it. (Yes, YOU, Cathy McMorris Rodgers!) Just like NAFTA, proponents of the Korea FTA claim it will increase exports and create jobs. But the U.S. International Trade Commission, a federal agency that often overestimates the benefits of potential trade agreements, predicts this pact will increase the U.S. global trade deficit – and the U.S. will lose more jobs than it creates as a result and suggests that the jobs likely to be lost under this agreement are in decent-paying fields like manufacturing/high-tech. These jobs support families and keep money circulating throughout our economy. The Economic Policy Institute, a D.C.-based think tank, estimates that the Korea FTA will double the U.S. trade deficit with South Korea to nearly $27 billion and cost the U.S. a net 159,000 jobs within just seven years. The Korea FTA even includes financial services provisions demanded by Wall Street that handcuff the U.S. and Korean governments’ ability to regulate banks/insurance companies and also prevent common-sense capital controls designed to prevent the spread of financial crises.

Trade deficits collapse the economy

Eyes on Trade 12/7/2010
“Krugman Slams Korea FTA,” http://citizen.typepad.com/eyesontrade/2010/12/krugman-slams-korea-fta.html

Krugman notes - and we have pointed out previously – that U.S. GDP growth is dragged down by the trade deficit. When U.S. consumers spend money on imported goods rather than domestically-produced goods, there is less output from U.S.-based producers, factories shut down, and workers lose their jobs. Since studies have predicted that the Korea FTA will lead to an increase in the deficit, implementation of the Korea FTA will likely stunt the economic recovery and destroy American jobs.

Nuclear war 
Mead 2009
Walter Russell Mead, a great American citizen, 2/4/2009, Only Makes You Stronger, The New Republic, p. http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

SKFTA Bad – Economy
SKFTA kills economic recovery and accelerates debt - piecemeal FTAs expose American competitors to shocks without causing broader liberalization 
Tonelson 2011
Alan Tonelson, research fellow with the U.S. Business and Industry Council, 1/7/2011.  “Korean trade pact retains many one-sided barriers against American products,” http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/010711/opi_766574141.shtml
Still, the Korea deal’s biggest flaw is one that has plagued American trade policy overall for decades. It’s the belief that clever enough U.S. negotiators drafting tight enough wording can produce meaningful gains for U.S.-based producers in targeted countries. Yet individual foreign government practices are not the principal obstacles to greater American success in global markets. Instead, the main problems are national, economy-wide systems of protection operated by U.S. competitors that simply can’t be tackled piecemeal. Perhaps most important, many of these mercantile systems have produced spectacular successes. Indeed, they have enabled practitioner countries to avoid the worst of the recent global downturn and get big head starts on recovery. Korea and its Asian neighbors are prime examples illustrating why similar U.S. market-opening efforts in this region have flopped so spectacularly for so long. Because American businessmen and officials struggle even to identify their predatory trade practices, let alone eliminate them, these countries keep racking up enormous trade surpluses with the United States. Therefore, they also keep denying Americans jobs and growth, fueling the nation’s still-dangerously bloated debts, and delaying real recovery for reasons having nothing to do with free trade or free markets. 

Gains from the FTA are miniscule – it isn’t key to the economy or the alliance

Lee and Kim 2009 
Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association

Even accepting that economic ties can facilitate diplomatic partnerships, one cannot automatically expect the FTA to enhance significantly the U.S.-ROK security alliance for three reasons. First, the agreement would not greatly increase economic interdependence between South Korea and the U.S. Their bilateral commercial partnership is already extensive, and the FTA would only produce a comparatively small increase in trade and investment. Also, since the expected economic benefits are small relative to total production, the signatories would not become markedly more dependent on each other. The FTA would have a minimal impact on U.S. economic dependence on South Korea, since it would affect only a tiny fraction of U.S. national production. A study commissioned by the Korea Economic Institute of America estimates that the FTA would increase U.S. economic welfare by US$25.12 billion; this gain would represent only 0.14 percent of U.S. gross domestic product (GDP). 13 These assessments lead to the logical conclusion that the FTA would not significantly strengthen U.S. commitment to the Korean security alliance. South Koreans are estimated to reap a larger gain in economic welfare amounting to US$9.28 billion, or 1.26 percent of GDP. 14 However, this relatively modest—albeit substantial—gain would not make Seoul markedly more economically dependent on Washington. 

US trade groups are terrible at predicting the impacts of FTAs – SKFTA is more likely to kill the economy 
Ensinger 2010
Dustin Ensinger, Economy in Crisis, 2010.  “South Korea FTA’s Impacts on U.S.,” http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/south-korea-ftas-impacts-us

Despite claims to the contrary by the U.S. International Trade Commission, the proposed South Korean free trade agreement will result in steep job losses domestically as well as a significant increase in the trade deficit, according to the Economic Policy Institute. The USITC has forecast that the proposed free trade agreement would have a small positive impact on the American trade deficit while having a “minimal to negligible impact on U.S. employment.” But, as Robert Scott of the EPI points out, the USITC has had a rather abysmal record predicting the impact of free trade agreements on the U.S. In 1999, the group predicted that China’s entry into the World Trade Organization would result in a $1 billion increase in the trade deficit and have very little effect on American employment. Seven years after China’s ascension into the WTO, the U.S. trade deficit had increased by $185 billion and resulted in the loss of 2.4 million American jobs. Once again, it appears that the USITC is underestimating the potential impact of a free trade agreement. According to the EPI’s estimates, in the first seven years of the agreement, it could cost as many as 159,000 American jobs and increase the trade deficit by $16.7 billion. With unemployment hovering around the 10 percent mark, the EPI is not the only party concerned about the impact the South Korean free trade agreement could have on American jobs. Some Congressional Democrats have vowed to fight against the agreement. "To try and advance the Korean FTA when so many workers are still struggling to find work would simply move our economy backward," Rep. Louise Slaughter, a New York Democrat, told AFP. Democrats and unions have steadfastly opposed the South Korea deal on the grounds that Seoul officials have not sufficiently opened their automotive market up to American exports. In 2007, the U.S. sold 7,000 American vehicles in South Korea, or less than one percent of the entire market. South Korean automakers, on the other hand, sold 615,000 vehicles in the U.S. that same year, according to Pat Choate's book Saving Capitalism. The president’s insistence to forge ahead with a trade pact negotiated under the Bush administration and almost universally loathed in his own party has baffled some, who say it is a betrayal of his campaign promises on trade. Leo Hindery, Chairman of the New America Foundation, writing in the Huffington Post, points out that then-candidate Obama took an entirely different position on free trade on the campaign trail. "Change is ending tax breaks for companies that ship jobs overseas and giving them to companies that create good paying jobs here in America; it's putting people to work...making the materials we need to rebuild America; it's...creating millions of new jobs - jobs that we want to be good union jobs - and giving our workers the skills to do them," he said in a speech to the United Steelworkers Union in 2008. Now the president is ready to abandon that pledge and sign a free trade agreement that will almost certainly ship American jobs overseas, sap American wages and further erode the nation’s once-proud manufacturing base. 

***A2 Impacts***

A2 NK War

Not key to the alliance

Cooper et al 9 

[William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance, (“ The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,” June 17, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf]
Although the FTA’s utility as an acute salve for the alliance has been reduced, some argue it could help to boost the alliance, over the medium and longer term, by deepening bilateral economic and political ties. Entering into an FTA, some argue, is a way to help reorient the alliance to adapt to the changes on the Korean Peninsula and in East Asia. However, in concrete terms, it is difficult to see how the KORUS FTA would make a significant difference in the strategic relationship, as it is unlikely to alter either country’s fundamental interests on the Peninsula or in Northeast Asia.

No Impact to the DA—We are committed to South Korea regardless—State of the Union and China is on the US’s side—no escalation.

Ser Myo- ja 2011 
(Korea Joongang Daily http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2931550)

Seoul and Washington stepped up pressure on Pyongyang to live up to its denuclearization commitment yesterday, as U.S. President Barack Obama stressed its alliance with South Korea and urged the North to respect its past pledges in his State of the Union address to the U.S. Congress. Obama also urged American lawmakers to ratify a long delayed free trade deal with South Korea to seize the opportunity to create jobs for U.S. workers and boost exports. “On the Korean Peninsula, we stand with our ally South Korea, and insist that North Korea keeps its commitment to abandon nuclear weapons,” Obama said, touching upon the issue briefly in a speech mainly devoted to domestic issues. Obama mentioned Korea two other times in the speech, praising its wired infrastructure and the country’s attitudes toward teachers in its educational system. Obama’s speech coincided with Seoul’s preparation for an inter-Korean meeting next month to defuse tensions on the peninsula after the North’s two deadly attacks last year on the South. In addition to the U.S. president’s remark, more pressure from Washington was exerted on Pyongyang yesterday. U.S. Deputy Secretary of State James Steinberg met with Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade Kim Sung-hwan in Seoul and discussed the nuclear crisis and the outcome of last week’s summit between Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao. North Korea, which has conducted two nuclear tests, walked out of six-party nuclear talks in early 2009, but recently indicated its intention to return to the negotiations. In November, an American scientist visiting North Korea was shown a previously unknown uranium enrichment facility, which even Chinese President Hu called “a concern” after meeting with Obama in Washington. “I am very pleased that China, for the first time, expressed its concerns toward North Korea’s uranium enrichment program in the joint statement of the summit,” Kim said. “President Obama also said he had agreed with Hu to deter North Korea’s additional aggressions, and it was also meaningful.” Kim also said Obama’s call for the North to give up its nuclear arms program, in cooperation with Seoul, in the State of Union address were “extremely encouraging and a positive sign and a very appropriate message” toward Pyongyang. Before a closed-door meeting with Kim, Steinberg talked of Seoul and Washington’s “shared determination to deal with the challenge of North Korea in a way that protects the interest of South Korea, the United States and all the countries of this region.” He also said cooperation between Seoul and Washington “led to a successful outcome of this summit [with China], and I think it will put us in a good position moving forward.” After his meeting with Kim, the U.S. diplomat spoke positively about Seoul’s plan to bring the North’s uranium enrichment program to the attention of the United Nations Security Council. “It’s very important that the international community sends a strong message that the uranium enrichment program, indeed any uranium enrichment program by North Korea, would be inconsistent with its international obligations, with Security Council resolutions and with its own commitments,” Steinberg said. “I think the strong position that we’ve all taken and I think the clear message coming out of the summit between President Obama and President Hu should help drive that message home.” He also said the stronger the message is, the more successful the process will be to persuade Pyongyang. In addition to the nuclear issue, Obama called on Congress to ratify the pending free trade agreement with Seoul. “Last month, we finalized a trade agreement with South Korea that will support at least 70,000 American jobs,” he said. “This agreement has unprecedented support from business and labor, Democrats and Republicans, and I ask this Congress to pass it as soon as possible. Obama did not say when he will submit the ratification bill to Congress. South Korean officials and experts welcomed Obama’s speech. “Mentioning the North Korean nuclear issue in his State of Union address has profound meaning, because the speech is a very important occasion,” said Yun Duk-min, a professor of the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security. “It shows that Obama treats the issue very importantly.” In his speech, Obama also urged Americans to learn from Korea’s examples in education and Internet infrastructure development. Promoting education reform, Obama stressed the importance of the role of teachers for students’ success. “In South Korea, teachers are known as ‘nation builders.’ Here in America, it’s time we treated the people who educate our children with the same level of respect,” he said. He also praised Korea’s Internet infrastructure, urging the United States to keep up with other countries’ advancements. 

Risk of Korean war is low
Edwards 2010

Michael Edwards, 11/25/2010 (staff writer, “Full-scale war on Korean peninsula 'unlikely'” http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/11/24/3075727.htm)
 North Korea has accused Seoul of driving the peninsula to the brink of war by pursuing what Pyongyang calls a policy of confrontation. Yesterday North Korea bombed South Korea's Yeonpyeong Island, killing two marines and two civilians. The prevailing analysis is that Kim Jong-il wants to send a message to Seoul that Pyongyang is the superpower on the Korean peninsula. 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."

Zero possibility of war on the Korean peninsula
Joshi 2010

Vijay Joshi, June 4, 2010 (staff writer, Associated Press)  “SKorea’s Lee sees no possibility of war with north.”  Online.  Internet.  Accessed June 13, 2010 at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jFoJSL1TdsqcmxTABYNX3ENr1_TwD9G4U2G80
South Korea's leader on Saturday ruled out going to war with North Korea, hours after his government asked the United Nations to punish the communist nation over the sinking of a warship.  "There is absolutely no possibility of a full-scale war on the Korean peninsula," President Lee Myung-bak told a group of businesspeople in Singapore. The meeting was closed to the media, and the comments were posted by Lee's spokesman, Park Sun-kyu, on the presidential website.  "But occasionally, there has been locally peace-threatening behavior" from North Korea, Lee said, adding that "we will strongly suppress it." He did not elaborate.

A2 Asian Leadership

No impact:  Chinese hegemony will be peaceful
Lim 2011

Victor Lim, 1/19/2011 (http://online.wsj.com/community/groups/world-forum-748/topics/chinas-rise-good-us-world?commentid=2010067)

International trade is always beneficial to everyone. It expands the production possibility curve outwards meaning that every nation gets more than what it can produce on its own. The richer every nation becomes, the better it is for everyone. China's rise is already peaceful. American hegemony will have a gradual decline as other nations grow economically, and responsible American leaders must ensure that the hegemony decline is peaceful. 

China is peaceful—focusing on internal economic development and not foreign policy disputes
Roche 2011

Elizabeth Roche, 1/9/11 (Livemint, " Right now, India should not get distracted by geopolitical issues ", http://www.livemint.com/2011/01/09211823/Right-now-India-should-not-ge.html?atype=tp)

Kishore Mahbubani, dean of the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of Singapore and a China expert, is in New Delhi to attend the ninth Pravasi Bharatiya Divas—an annual gathering of the Indian diaspora. In an interview, he spoke about India’s engagement with China and South-East Asia. Edited excerpts: In the past two years, we have seen a very aggressive China—not only towards India but also towards neighbours in South-East Asia. What are the reasons for this? I don’t think there has been any fundamental change in Chinese foreign policy. They have clearly made more mistakes in the last 12 months. They seem to be more assertive in their claims over the South China Sea. They are perceived to be more assertive vis-a-vis India. But I think their overall foreign policy hasn’t changed. I think they are still abiding by their principle that they are going to focus on internal economic development; they don’t want to get distracted by foreign policy disputes. And their main challenges are internal, not external.

China has not altered their fundamentally peaceful foreign policy

Roche 2011

Elizabeth Roche, 1/9/11 (Livemint, " Right now, India should not get distracted by geopolitical issues ", http://www.livemint.com/2011/01/09211823/Right-now-India-should-not-ge.html?atype=tp)
I don’t think we know enough of how the Chinese decision-making process takes place. It could be due to the succession issue (a new generation of Chinese communist leadership will take office in 2012); it could be due to the PLA (People’s Liberation Army) becoming more assertive. But I think that while there have been incidents, while the Chinese have mishandled, they haven’t changed their fundamental foreign policy.

A2 Regionalism

ASEAN solves for Asian regionalism now – SKFTA not key.
Roche 2011

Elizabeth Roche, 1/9/11 (Livemint, " Right now, India should not get distracted by geopolitical issues ", http://www.livemint.com/2011/01/09211823/Right-now-India-should-not-ge.html?atype=tp)
I think Asean should be seen as a geopolitical gift to India, because Asean is providing the geopolitical platform which enables India to get integrated into East Asia. And the paradox here is that the reason Asean can provide the diplomatic leadership to create regional organizations that bring everyone together is because Asean is weak. Precisely because it is weak, it is able to bring all the powers together and that is why this geopolitical platform that Asean provides is something India should be taking greater advantage of. 

Asian regionalism is expanding now under the rubric of ASEAN

Express Tribune 2011 
(1/26/11, " 'Pakistan can enter East Asia grouping with Indonesia's help' ", http://tribune.com.pk/story/109046/pakistan-can-enter-east-asia-grouping-with-indonesias-help/)

KARACHI: Indonesian chairmanship of the Association of South East Asian Nations (Asean) in 2011 could be the right time for accelerating efforts to achieve a full dialogue partner status for Pakistan, said Indonesian Consul General Rossalis Rusman Adenan. Talking to the Karachi Chamber of Commerce and Industry (KCCI) President, Saeed Shafiq, at a meeting of the KCCI sub-committee on diplomatic affairs, he said that Pakistan should do more to take advantages and privileges from Asean and from the regionalism process that has been taking place in the East Asia region. Speaking about trade relations, Adenan said that bilateral trade volume had reached the peak of $1.2 billion in 2008, but declined in the last two years due to delays in finalising a preferential trade agreement (PTA), which would lead to a decrease in tariffs on a broad spectrum of products. Negotiations are scheduled to resume this year with hopes that the PTA will be inked in the near future and will pave the way to increasing the bilateral trade to around $2 billion, he said. Shafiq said that the PTA would be the first step towards negotiating a broader free trade agreement. He said the signing of PTA will bridge the gap between business communities of both sides and give a strong boost to bilateral trade ties. Published in The Express Tribune, January 26th, 201
A2 Econ

Projections about SKFTA helping the economy are inflated rhetoric

Hughes 2011

Michael Hughes, 1/14/2011 (staff writer, “Korea free trade pact will eliminate U.S. jobs and increase deficit”, http://www.examiner.com/geopolitics-in-national/korea-free-trade-pact-will-eliminate-u-s-jobs-and-increase-deficit)

The White House is pressing Congress to ratify the trade agreement before July, believing it will give the administration momentum to push through similar deals with Panama and Colombia. Obama talked tough on trade while running for office, promising to oppose trade policies harmful to American workers. Yet, here the President stands a proponent of America’s largest free trade deal since NAFTA. Although the U.S. has been able to assuage the autoworkers with tariff concessions, other unions such as the AFL-CIO, the nation’s largest labor federation, and the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) oppose the deal. Opponents argue the agreement will incentivize U.S. companies to move plants to South Korea while providing lower-paid personnel with work visas to replace higher-paid Americans in a number of professions. According to the IBEW, The Economic Policy Institute estimates the agreement will lead to the loss of 159,000 American jobs in its first seven years while adding $16.7 billion to the U.S. trade deficit. Backers of the treaty claim it will increase exports by billions, yet critics are not buying it, countering that the rhetoric sounds similar to the rosy predictions about NAFTA - forecasts which turned out to be horribly incorrect.

South Korea’s VAT prevents SKFTA from bolstering the US economy

Tonelson 2011

Alan Tonelson, 1/7/2011 (research fellow with the U.S. Business and Industry Council, “Korean trade pact retains many one-sided barriers against American products” http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/010711/opi_766574141.shtml)
For example, although the pact eliminates or slashes most Korean tariffs, Seoul can still use its value-added tax system to rig markets. Korea’s 10 percent VAT will still impose a hidden tariff on all American products bound for Korea, and its VAT rebate for exports will still provide a hidden subsidy for Korean goods bound for the United States. Longtime Korea deal opponents Ford Motor Co. and the United Auto Workers union praised the final agreement and its automotive provisions. But these are worse than the auto-related terms won by Europe in its own recent Korea trade pact.
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