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SKFTA will pass – bipartisan support and Obama support

Schneider, Howard, 6/15
The Washington Post, “Deal near on trade agreements, worker aid,” June 20 2011 http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/deal-near-on-trade-agreements-worker-aid/2011/06/15/AGHg3XWH_story.html [Mandarino]

The Obama administration and congressional leaders are nearing consensus on three pending trade agreements and the renewal of support for workers who have been displaced by global trade, ending a standoff that some feared would put U.S. exports at risk, said business, administration and congressional officials close to the discussions. Free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama have become a centerpiece of the Obama administration’s efforts to boost U.S. sales overseas, a foray into trade politics by a president who, as a candidate, expressed skepticism about the benefits of prior free trade pacts. The Korea deal is expected to generate more than $10 billion in additional annual sales for U.S. companies. But the controversy over the U.S. deficit has stalled the deals, with Republicans opposing renewal of the billion-dollar-a-year Trade Adjustment Assistance program. The Obama administration has said it would not submit the trade pacts unless the assistance program is reauthorized to help workers hurt by outsourcing or increased imports. After weeks of talks, however, “they are within striking distance of a deal,” U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas J. Donohue said at a news conference Wednesday morning — an assessment shared by administration and congressional officials familiar with the negotiations. None of those involved would provide details of a possible deal. But support among congressional Democrats and the White House for the trade assistance program has been widespread, and Don​o​hue suggested that Republican opposition to the program was narrower than suspected. He said that a recent Republican Study Committee letter opposing Trade Adjustment Assistance drew only 11 signatures and that dozens in the class of GOP freshmen had endorsed approval of the free trade pacts. The Chamber has been lobbying for approval of the three agreements and also supports the assistance program. Donohue said the Chamber is “optimistic” that the trade agreements can be in place by July 1 — when a separate agreement between the European Union and South Korea takes effect, potentially putting U.S. exporters at a disadvantage. A House subcommittee is expected to begin reviewing the agreements next week. Carole Guthrie, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Trade Representative’s Office, said the administration is “hopeful” that an agreement over the trade adjustment program can be reached “in the near future.” Congressional approval is by no means guaranteed. All three agreements are holdovers from the Bush administration, whose trade policies President Obama criticized on the campaign trail as damaging to U.S. workers. He has tread carefully on the issue, renegotiating provisions of the agreements to, in his administration’s view, make them more beneficial to U.S. companies and employees.
NASA funding unpopular – tight budgets

Mike Pallante Writer 11

Questional, “NASA In Jeopardy: Has Presidential Policy Killed NASA?” http://questional.com/blog/157-nasa-in-jeopardy-has-presidential-policy-killed-nasa/ 2/17/2011 [Lockwood]

Currently limited use of space shuttles will continue; however, for Discovery the end is near. The Discovery is coming apart at the seams and NASA's future is uncertain. Unanswered questions still remain regarding private sector space travel. Will private industry succeed in manned space flight? When? President Obama's plan extends the orbit of the International Space Station until 2020 but potentially leaves us without a means to get there. During the Constellation Program days NASA canceled many contracts for replacement shuttle parts. The wisdom and expense of continual repair on shuttles like Discovery is in question. If President Obama is serious about the future of NASA he will have to do what President Bush did not: Follow through with his vision and create the infrastructure needed to accomplish his goals. That will require allocation of funds, a potentially unpopular move in a budget-heavy political climate. The next year will be an important one for NASA and space travel in general. How it will end remains to be seen.
SKFTA key to the alliance, regional stability, free trade and hegemony 

Hiatt, Editor of the Washington Post, ‘10 

[Washington Post, “Will the U.S. commit to free trade with South Korea?”, 4-11-10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/11/AR2010041102508.html // Lack]

In a world of dangerously failed states and willful challengers to American leadership, South Korea is an astoundingly successful democracy that wants to be friends. But will America say yes? That seemed to be the question perplexing President Lee Myung-bak when I interviewed him here last Wednesday, though he described relations at the moment as excellent. (Excerpts from our conversation are available here.) The two nations have signed a free-trade agreement that Lee believes would -- in addition to bringing obvious economic benefit to both sides -- seal a crucial alliance and promote stability throughout Northeast Asia. But President Obama has yet to submit the agreement to Congress for ratification or say when he might do so. Given the neighborhood, you would think the United States would jump at the opportunity. To Korea's east, Japan's rookie ruling party is driving the Obama administration to distraction as Japan tries to figure out, so far without success, whether to distance itself from the United States. In North Korea, an isolated regime is "facing a transformative moment right now," Lee told me. Recently it "failed dismally in its effort to reform its currency; the state of the North Korean economy is worsening by the day." For the first time, he said, leaders have felt the need to explain themselves to their people. A reminder of the flashpoint the border remains came March 26, when a South Korean corvette sank while cruising near North Korean waters, with 46 sailors lost from its crew of 104. While the incident is being investigated, Lee refused to speculate on its cause, but he told me, "I'm very committed to responding in a firm manner if need be." And then there is what Lee called "the China factor." South Korea now trades more with China than with the United States and Japan combined, he said. Korea values its relationship with China highly, and it is "just a matter of time" before Korea and China open negotiations on a free-trade agreement (FTA) of their own. But, the president said, he is "concerned about the growing dependence of not only Korea but other countries in the region toward China." His desire for an American counterweight is shared by leaders throughout East and Southeast Asia, but few will say so as candidly. "For us, the FTA is not just simply a trade agreement or an economic agreement," he said. "It really is much more than that." Obama has expressed general support for increasing trade with South Korea but hasn't committed to the pact that he and Lee inherited from their predecessors. Every analysis shows it would benefit most American consumers and industries, but it faces opposition from Ford Motor, some union leaders and some Democrats in Congress. "When you look at the FTA from a bits-and-parts point of view, of course there will be opposition," Lee said. "We have certain members of our industry, certain members of our national parliament, who are vehemently opposed." "But you really have to look at the whole, entire FTA," he said, "and if it comes out as a plus, then it's the responsibility, I believe, of each country to really go ahead and try to push this through." He added that "it will all hinge upon" how committed the Obama administration is to winning ratification. "If they are, they are going to do all that they can to convince fellow Democrats to get on board," he said. Lee hoisted himself from an impoverished childhood to become a construction tycoon. (As a businessman two decades ago, he oversaw the renovation of the presidential mansion he moved into two years ago; he now regrets the imposing but energy-inefficient high ceilings, aides told me.) Along the way he earned the sobriquet "Bulldozer"; he is slender and soft-spoken but straightforward. If anything, though, Lee is too restrained, too polite, to point out how short-sighted the United States would be to slight Korea. With U.S. protection and support, South Korea has transformed itself from a Third World military dictatorship to a prosperous democracy that wants to cooperate with the United States in Haiti, Afghanistan and beyond. Would the United States really allow narrow-interest politics to limit such an opportunity? Lee told me he is confident that the United States, with its "entrepreneur spirit" and pioneering science, will bounce back from recession (as Korea, with 3.6 percent unemployment, already has). But he worries, he said, that in the process the United States may waver from its commitment to free trade. "And it must remain a beacon of free trade to be able to lead other countries around the world in other aspects as well," he said. "The benefits reaped from protectionism are very short-term, but the leadership role that you have, the status and prestige of the U.S., in that regard, are timeless."

Korean War triggers multiple impacts – kills the ozone, global agriculture, the economy, & causes prolif

Hayes & Green, Victoria University & Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute, ‘10
[Peter & Michael, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 1-5-10, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf // Lack]

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. 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.
That flips the aff – global nuke & bio war
PANZNER  08  Faculty – New York Institute of Finance.  Specializes in Global Capital Markets.  MA Columbia

[Michael J. Panzner,  Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse, Revised and Updated Edition [Paperback], p. 137-138]

In a world of lockouts and lockdowns, any link that transmits systemic financial pressures across markets through arbitrage or portfolio-based risk management, or that allows diseases to be easily spread from one country to the next by tourists and wildlife, or that otherwise facilitates unwelcome exchanges of any kind will be viewed with suspicion and dealt with accordingly.

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 fullscale 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 scientist 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. 

***Uniqueness
Will Pass
FTAs will be ratified – lobbies, momentum, consensus, TAA deal

Schneider, 6/15/11 –  Howard, writer (Washington Post with Bloomberg. http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/deal-near-on-trade-agreements-worker-aid/2011/06/15/AGHg3XWH_story.html)

 The Obama administration and congressional leaders are nearing consensus on three pending trade agreements and the renewal of support for workers who have been displaced by global trade, ending a standoff that some feared would put U.S. exports at risk, said business, administration and congressional officials close to the discussions. Free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama have become a centerpiece of the Obama administration’s efforts to boost U.S. sales overseas, a foray into trade politics by a president who, as a candidate, expressed skepticism about the benefits of prior free trade pacts. The Korea deal is expected to generate more than $10 billion in additional annual sales for U.S. companies. But the controversy over the U.S. deficit has stalled the deals, with Republicans opposing renewal of the billion-dollar-a-year Trade Adjustment Assistance program. The Obama administration has said it would not submit the trade pacts unless the assistance program is reauthorized to help workers hurt by outsourcing or increased imports. After weeks of talks, however, “they are within striking distance of a deal,” U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas J. Donohue said at a news conference Wednesday morning — an assessment shared by administration and congressional officials familiar with the negotiations. None of those involved would provide details of a possible deal. But support among congressional Democrats and the White House for the trade assistance program has been widespread, and Don­o­hue suggested that Republican opposition to the program was narrower than suspected. He said that a recent Republican Study Committee letter opposing Trade Adjustment Assistance drew only 11 signatures and that dozens in the class of GOP freshmen had endorsed approval of the free trade pacts. The Chamber has been lobbying for approval of the three agreements and also supports the assistance program. Donohue said the Chamber is “optimistic” that the trade agreements can be in place by July 1 — when a separate agreement between the European Union and South Korea takes effect, potentially putting U.S. exporters at a disadvantage. A House subcommittee is expected to begin reviewing the agreements next week. Carole Guthrie, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Trade Representative’s Office, said the administration is “hopeful” that an agreement over the trade adjustment program can be reached “in the near future.” Congressional approval is by no means guaranteed. All three agreements are holdovers from the Bush administration, whose trade policies President Obama criticized on the campaign trail as damaging to U.S. workers. He has tread carefully on the issue, renegotiating provisions of the agreements to, in his administration’s view, make them more beneficial to U.S. companies and employees. In the case of Korea, the new provisions won critical backing from U.S. auto companies and the United Auto Workers union, who say the renegotiated deal would open South Korea’s homebound auto industry to more U.S. exports.

Will pass – working together

Chi-dong, Lee, Yonhap News, 6/20
Yonhap News, “Trade pact with S. Korea soon to be submitted to Congress: Kirk,” June 20 2011 http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/21/52/0301000000AEN20110621000400315F.HTML [Mandarino]

The top United States trade official said Monday that his government will "fairly soon" send free trade agreements with South Korea, Panama and Colombia to Congress, reiterating that President Barack Obama is committed to passing them this year. "Now as U.S. trade representative, my job is to open up markets and increase opportunities for American producers to sell more of what we make, grow, and provide here in the U.S.A. to the 95 percent of consumers who live beyond our borders," Ron Kirk said at the Conference of Mayors, held in Baltimore. He emphasized the benefits expected from tearing down trade barriers with the three partners. "Combined, Korea, Panama and Colombia can help us add over 70,000 jobs at a time we need them and add almost $12 billion to our GDP. So it's critically important that we get these passed," he said. "Combined, the Korea free trade agreement alone is more economically impactful than the last nine free trade agreements that we did." Kirk added that the government remains firm on a plan to extend Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), designed to provide re-training and health care benefits for workers who have lost jobs due to import competition, despite opposition from some members of Congress. "We have renegotiated and are ready to submit to Congress fairly soon trade agreements with South Korea, Panama and Colombia," he said without giving a specific time frame. Earlier, Carol Guthrie, a spokeswoman for the USTR, said her agency is working with Congress on the ratification process. "We are working daily with our partners in Congress toward the next step in the process, which would be a mock markup of the Korea agreement as well as the other pending deals," she told Yonhap News Agency. "We meet with our Korean counterparts regularly to update them on developments here in Washington."
Will pass 

Green, 6/11/11 – Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Joogang Daily, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)

 For months now senior administration officials have been reassuring the business community and Asia experts in Washington that the administration will be able to pass the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement in Congress this year. There is broad consensus among the internationalists in the administration that the Korus FTA is critical to U.S. Asia strategy. Strategically the agreement would further cement the U.S.-Korea alliance and ensure that Asia’s emerging economic architecture remains firmly linked to trans-Pacific trade rather than a Sino-centric bloc within East Asia. Economically, the agreement would set the standard for high quality trade liberalization needed to reduce tariff and nontariff barriers to U.S. goods and services (and of course to Korean goods and services coming to the United States). Politically, the Korus FTA is a litmus test of President Barack Obama’s pledge to double U.S. exports and create more jobs in the United States.
Talks mean SKFTA will pass

Needham 6-19 [Vicki 6/19/11, The Hill, “Lawmakers, White House look to cut deal on free trade bills,” Holden Choi]

Congressional lawmakers and White House officials are engaged in nearly non-stop talks on the details that could lead to an agreement on a trade package that would move three pending accords with Colombia, Panama and South Korea and include a reauthorization of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program (TAA), a program that helps U.S workers who've lost their jobs because of foreign trade. The House Ways and Means Committee would take the next step with a mock markup, a non-binding meeting that gives lawmakers a chance to discuss the trade agreements and offer amendments. President Obama is free to accept or reject any amendments before sending the final agreements to Congress. Once on Capitol Hill, those deals will likely move under fast-track authority and can't be amended. 
Will Pass – recent decisions

Needham 6-16 [Vicki 6/16/11, The Hill, June 16th, 2011, “Trade deals could be ready next week,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/166997-trade-deals-could-be-ready-next-week]

Congressional lawmakers and the White House are closing in on agreement that could bring three pending trade agreements to a House panel for consideration next week. "We continue to move to a [mock markup] schedule for next week," Rep. Kevin Brady (R-Texas) told The Hill on Thursday night. The trade package under negotiation would include all three pending free trade agreements with South Korea, Panama and Colombia, reauthorization of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), which expired in December, the Andean Trade Preferences Act (ATPA) and the Trade Adjustment Assistance program (TAA), which helps U.S workers who've lost their jobs because of foreign trade, Brady said. "It's my understanding that discussions are occurring very frequently," he said. \

SKFTA will pass – Business leaders

The Korea Times Oldest of three English-language newspapers in South Korea 11

“US business leaders call for early ratification of Korea FTA” 2/19/2011 http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/biz/2011/02/123_81684.html [Lockwood]


WASHINGTON -- A leading U.S. business organization Friday called on Congress to ratify the pending free trade deal with South Korea as soon as possible so as not to lag behind the European Union in the South Korean market. Business Roundtable, an association of chief executive officers of leading U.S. companies with nearly $6 trillion in annual revenues and more than 13 million employees, made the call in a statement issued to coincide with the European parliament's approval of a similar free trade agreement with South Korea Thursday. South Korea's National Assembly is moving to approve the free trade deal with the EU so it could take effect on July 1 as scheduled. "Yesterday's passage of one of the largest trade deals in history should serve as an urgent wake-up call to American policymakers," the statement said. "Countries around the world are taking notice of and exploiting our inaction on trade, to the detriment of America's economy and job creation. We need to pass the U.S.-Korea, Colombia and Panama free trade agreements as soon as possible." Some Congressional Republicans want to consider the three FTAs concurrently, but U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk has dismissed that as "a huge mistake." USTR is still negotiating with Panama and Colombia to discuss U.S. concerns over labor rights, alleged abuse of union leaders and some other issues so they cannot hinder the deals' passage through Congress. Kirk said last week that the Obama administration will present the revised Korea FTA first to lawmakers within weeks, hoping Congress will be able to approve it "this spring." Seoul and Washington last week exchanged a supplemental agreement reached in December to address U.S. concerns over lopsided auto trade, which has served as the biggest hurdle to getting congressional approval of the Korea FTA since it was signed in 2007 under the Bush administration. The revised deal calls for a delayed phaseout of auto tariffs, among other things, in return for Washington's concessions on pork and medicine. The Korea FTA was negotiated under the Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002, which mandates Congress to vote yes or no without any amendments within 90 days of the deal's submission. "Initial negotiations on our own agreement with Korea concluded nearly four years ago," the CEOs said in the statement. "We should be talking today about new and better trade deals that can boost growth and jobs in America. Yet, we're stuck in neutral. The President says we need to pass the U.S.-Korea FTA. Republicans say we should pass it. Democrats say we should pass it. The time for action is now. If we do not pass our agreement in time for a July 1 enactment, it will be the European Union and not the United States that reaps the greatest benefits of the Korean market." In a message to Congress attached to his budget for the 2012 fiscal year, Obama on Monday stressed the need for early ratification of the deal with South Korea as a means of creating jobs by doubling exports within five years. (Yonhap)\

Obama can make deals on the SKFTA to get opposition on board

Mark Drajem and Peter Cook political analyst 11
Bloomberg, “Kirk Says South Korea Pact Will Win Strong Support in Congress,” 3/29/2011, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-03-29/kirk-says-south-korea-pact-will-win-strong-support-in-congress.html [Lockwood]

Congress is likely to pass a long- stalled free-trade agreement with South Korea with strong backing, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk said. “Korea has more broad-based support than any free-trade agreement we have done in recent years,” Kirk said today in an interview with Bloomberg Television in Washington. “We are confident it should get very strong support when Congress moves that forward.” President Barack Obama’s administration reworked provisions in the pact in response to the concerns of automaker Ford Motor Co. (F) and the United Auto Workers union. The changes picked up support for the deal from previous critics, such as Representative Sander Levin, a Michigan Democrat. The Korea deal is forecast by the U.S. International Trade Commission to boost U.S. goods exports by $11 billion a year, making it the biggest U.S. free-trade pact since the North American Free Trade Agreement in 1994. Obama hasn’t sent the legislation implementing the South Korea accord to Congress for approval yet, and Levin today in Washington called on the administration to do so “immediately.”
Will Pass – Baucus 
KORUS will pass – Baucus’s beef with beef resolved

High Plains/Midwest Ag Journal, 5/25

High Plains/Midwest Ag Journal, “NCBA welcomes trade developments with Korea,” May 25 2011  http://www.hpj.com/archives/2011/jun11/jun13/0505NCBAonBaucusandKoreasr.cfm?title=NCBA%20welcomes%20trade%20developments%20with%20Korea [Mandarino]
The National Cattlemen's Beef Association welcomes news from U.S. government officials regarding progress made on the long awaited trade agreement between the United States and South Korea (KORUS FTA). In a letter to Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-MT), U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk indicated that once the KORUS FTA has been implemented, the United States will request consultations with South Korea to discuss the beef protocol's full application. Subsequent to the letter, Baucus announced his support for the trade pact. Bill Donald, NCBA president and Montana rancher, said Baucus served as a "powerful and committed" advocate for U.S. cattle ranchers throughout the negotiations with Korea. "As a Montana rancher, it was an honor to hear Sen. Baucus voice his support for this trade agreement, which could be the most impactful trade agreement the United States has entered into in decades. Sen. Baucus has been very instrumental in providing access for U.S. beef into very critical Asian markets," said Donald. "We stand behind Sen. Baucus 100 percent and fully support all members of Congress who understand the importance of free trade to the overall success of rural America and the entire U.S. economy." When implemented, the KORUS FTA would reduce Korea's current tariff on U.S. beef from 40 percent to zero over the next 15 years. The U.S. beef industry would see $15 million in new tariff benefits in the first year alone, with about $325 million in tariff reductions annually once fully implemented. In 2003, U.S. beef producers sold $815 million in beef, beef variety meats and processed beef products to Korea. Once KORUS FTA enters into force, Korea could eventually be a $1 billion market for U.S. beef producers, according to Donald. "NCBA has been an outspoken proponent of this trade agreement from the very beginning. We will continue to urge members of Congress to ratify this trade pact as soon as President Obama sends it to them," said Donald. "The month of May is beef month and this news coming out of Washington is an excellent way to celebrate the importance of safe and affordable beef to all consumers in the United States and abroad."

Baucus key to KORUS – he’s the finance chairman 

Murray, Shailagh, Washington Post Staff Writer, 2011

The Washington Post, “White House, key senator in standoff over South Korean trade deal,” Feburary 3 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/02/02/AR2011020206574.html [Mandarino]

But Baucus, whose committee oversees trade issues, is siding with cattle ranchers from his home state who were shut out of the deal. He has pledged opposition until South Korea reconsiders restrictions on the many U.S. beef exports it has barred. Baucus's stand is a major obstacle to the White House and Republicans who are eager to bring the long-delayed pact to the Senate floor.  "I don't support Korea until Korea opens up its market," Baucus said in an interview Wednesday. By failing to resolve the beef dispute, he said, "they didn't help at all, the administration or the Koreans." Baucus has not said whether he will merely vote against the agreement or will use the full force of his authority as finance chairman to block it indefinitely. The senator said he is working behind the scenes with U.S. trade officials to tweak the agreement to ensure Montana ranchers get a better deal
Will pass – AT: TAA
Business lobbies solve
Green, 6/11/11 – Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Joogang Daily, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)

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. 

Compromise coming – momentum

WSJ, 6/20/11 – (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304070104576397564205709294.html)

 Mr. Kirk said in an interview that the administration would still prefer to complete talks on the job retraining program before preliminary work begins on trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. But he said growing momentum toward a deal to restore funding for the Trade-Adjustment Assistance program means the administration "is in a good place" to work with Congress on draft legislation that provides Congress with an opportunity for input before the trade deals are formally submitted for an up-or-down vote. Following continued negotiations over the weekend, differences between the Obama administration and Republican lawmakers have "narrowed substantially" on Trade-Adjustment Assistance, which lost significant resources when some benefits were allowed to expire in February. "We're making good progress. Hopefully we can resolve the few outstanding differences," Mr. Kirk said before giving a speech to the annual Conference of Mayors. Rep. Kevin Brady (R., Texas), who chairs the Ways and Means trade subcommittee, said last week that the panel would start debating the trade deals this week, suggesting that a broad agreement on trade agenda could be near. However, no debates have been scheduled yet, as the two sides continue to try to hash out a compromise. While the committee doesn't need the administration's blessing to begin the informal discussions, trade officials are expected to participate in the process. 
Compromises solve TAA nonsense

Lee Chi-Dong 6-20-11

Yonhap News Agency, June 20, 2011, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/21/52/0301000000AEN20110621000400315F.HTML, Holden Choi

"We are working daily with our partners in Congress toward the next step in the process, which would be a mock markup of the Korea agreement as well as the other pending deals," she told Yonhap News Agency. "We meet with our Korean counterparts regularly to update them on developments here in Washington."   The White House said, however, it has yet to secure congressional support for TAA before forwarding the trade pacts to Capitol Hill.   “We are still working closely with leaders in the House and the Senate to reach an agreement on TAA,” a White House spokesman said in response to the Colombian president's recent comments that the Republicans and Democrats have already struck an agreement on the issue, according to World Trade Online, which specializes in trade news. 
Deals solve TAA dispute

Schneider, Howard 6/15/11

The Washington Post, “Deal near on trade agreements, worker aid”, June 15th, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/deal-near-on-trade-agreements-worker-aid/2011/06/15/AGHg3XWH_story.html, Holden Choi 

The Obama administration and congressional leaders are nearing consensus on three pending trade agreements and the renewal of support for workers who have been displaced by global trade, ending a standoff that some feared would put U.S. exports at risk, said business, administration and congressional officials close to the discussions. Free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama have become a centerpiece of the Obama administration’s efforts to boost U.S. sales overseas, a foray into trade politics by a president who, as a candidate, expressed skepticism about the benefits of prior free trade pacts. The Korea deal is expected to generate more than $10 billion in additional annual sales for U.S. companies. But the controversy over the U.S. deficit has stalled the deals, with Republicans opposing renewal of the billion-dollar-a-year Trade Adjustment Assistance program. The Obama administration has said it would not submit the trade pacts unless the assistance program is reauthorized to help workers hurt by outsourcing or increased imports. After weeks of talks, however, “they are within striking distance of a deal,” U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas J. Donohue said at a news conference Wednesday morning — an assessment shared by administration and congressional officials familiar with the negotiations. None of those involved would provide details of a possible deal. But support among congressional Democrats and the White House for the trade assistance program has been widespread, and Don­o­hue suggested that Republican opposition to the program was narrower than suspected. 
TAA is NBD

Barkley, Tom 6/20/11

The Wall Street Journal, “Differences Narrow in Job-Aid Talks Tied to Trade Pacts,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304070104576397564205709294.html, Holden Choi 

BALTIMORE—Democrats and Republicans have "substantially" narrowed differences over restoring benefits for trade-related job losses, as both sides work toward beginning informal debate on free-trade agreements, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk said Monday. Mr. Kirk said in an interview that the administration would still prefer to complete talks on the job retraining program before preliminary work begins on trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. But he said growing momentum toward a deal to restore funding for the Trade-Adjustment Assistance program means the administration "is in a good place" to work with Congress on draft legislation that provides Congress with an opportunity for input before the trade deals are formally submitted for an up-or-down vote. Following continued negotiations over the weekend, differences between the Obama administration and Republican lawmakers have "narrowed substantially" on Trade-Adjustment Assistance, which lost significant resources when some benefits were allowed to expire in February. "We're making good progress. Hopefully we can resolve the few outstanding differences," Mr. Kirk said before giving a speech to the annual Conference of Mayors. Rep. Kevin Brady (R., Texas), who chairs the Ways and Means trade subcommittee, said last week that the panel would start debating the trade deals this week, suggesting that a broad agreement on trade agenda could be near. 
Won’t pass –  TAA

Green, 6/11/11 – Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Joogang Daily, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)

 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, 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. 

TAA standoff

Needham, 6/14/11 – Michael A.,  chief executive officer of Heritage Action for America. (Daily Caller. http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/14/killing-jobs-obama-holds-ftas-hostage/)

 Experts in the art of negotiation will tell you never to take a hostage you are not willing to shoot. And it appears President Obama has identified his latest legislative hostage — the pending free trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. In a call with reporters, the White House’s top economist, Gene Sperling, explained that the administration would “not submit implementing legislation on the three pending [free trade agreements] until we have a deal with Congress on the renewal of a robust TAA program consistent with the objectives” of the 2009 stimulus expansion. In non-Washington speak, President Obama is holding three job-creating free trade agreements hostage and demanding a stimulus-type funding increase of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program as his ransom. This legislative maneuver, which could ultimately kill the free trade agreements, says a lot about the president’s priorities.

Will pass – AT: tea party

Tea Party will support SKFTA – has enough votes

Green, 6/11/11 – Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Joogang Daily, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)

 All of a sudden the debate on the agreement in Washington seems to have shifted. The Republican-controlled House of Representatives has asked Obama to submit the Korus FTA together with the Panama and Columbia free trade agreements. While some pundits worried that the new Tea Party Republicans who came to office in 2011 might be protectionist because they are populist, this turns out not to be the case. 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.
Will pass – Korea
Will pass in Korea – compromise

Korea Times, 6/14/11 (http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2011/06/116_88891.html)

The country’s free trade agreement (FTA) with the United States is emerging as the main topic for discussion at a proposed meeting between President Lee Myung-bak and main opposition Democratic Party (DP) Chairman Rep. Sohn Hak-kyu, which may take place as early as this month. The trade pact, signed in 2007 and supplemented last December, has been awaiting approval from the legislatures of both countries. The Lee administration has been calling for an early ratification of the deal, but the main opposition party has demanded a renegotiation, saying the accord favors the U.S. The fate of the Korea-U.S. FTA has become more uncertain since the new leadership of the ruling Grand National Party (GNP) said there won’t be “unconditional support” for the deal in what appears to be a power game with the presidential office. Rep. Hwang Woo-yea, elected as GNP’s floor leader and acting chairman following the party’s defeat in April’s by-elections, has proposed some reform measures, such as college tuition cuts and the withdrawal of a plan to reduce corporate and income taxes, causing concerns among Lee’s aides and the GNP faction which sides with the President. Observers say Lee’s uneasy relations with the new GNP stakeholders could remain an obstacle for the conservative leader in seeking fresh momentum for his disputed projects, such as the refurbishment of four major rivers. Lee’s aides hope the planned meeting with the opposition leader will be an opportunity for Lee to create a turnaround and overcome such political difficulties. In that sense, there could be a compromise between Lee and Sohn regarding the Korea-U.S. FTA. “Despite DP’s opposition to the deal, there is a general consensus among lawmakers that there is no viable alternative,” a presidential aide said on condition of anonymity. “The deal could be a symbolic item that can bring the two sides closer together and initiate discussions on other sticky issues, such as college tuition cuts, when Lee meets Sohn,” he added. The meeting also has significant meaning for the DP chairman. Sohn, the leading opposition candidate for the next presidency, has called for “strategic flexibility” and stronger communication with political opponents in handling issues of conflicting interests. From a strategic perspective, Sohn needs to improve relations with Lee in preparing for next year’s general elections and the presidential race, observers say. “I want to have sincere dialogue about challenges facing our society, our people,” he said Monday, proposing the face-to-face meeting with Lee. Sohn said he aims to discuss the endorsing of the FTA, creating jobs, growing household debt and other issues that are related to people’s livelihood. Lee welcomed his offer, saying he has no reason not to meet with him. The DP and Cheong Wa Dae said they will hold preparatory discussions to set the agenda and timing for the proposed session. 
Korea will ratify – Prime Minister supports and cabinent approved KORUS for ratification

Yonhap News Agency, 6/3

Yonhap News Agency, “Cabinent approves new version of KORUS FTA ratification bill,” June 3 2011 http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/03/82/0301000000AEN20110603001400315F.HTML [ Mandarino]

The Cabinet approved a new ratification bill for the South Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (FTA) on Friday after fixing translation errors in the Korean text of the deal, the government said. The previous bill was submitted to the parliament in October 2008, about a year after the two countries signed the FTA. But the parliamentary committee on foreign affairs and trade retracted the bill last month after multiple translation errors were discovered in the Korean text of the agreement. The new ratification motion includes the corrected version of the text as well as terms of a supplementary deal reached last December to reflect U.S. demands that South Korea soften its automotive safety and environmental standards, the government said. The deal, known as the KORUS FTA, has yet to be ratified by parliaments of both countries. Prime Minister Kim Hwang-sik urged Cabinet ministers to do their best to win an early parliamentary passage of the deal. "The KORUS FTA is an inevitable choice for our country's economic growth and reform, and is a win-win strategy designed to boost cooperative ties between the two countries," Kim said during a special Cabinet meeting called to approve the new ratification bill. "The government should do its best to fully explain economic and security benefits of the deal to the people and persuade some opponents, including opposition parties, so the bill can pass the National Assembly quickly," he said.

A2 – Korean Labor Blocks
Korean labor not big enough to block SKFTA

Bruce Ramsey Seattle Times editorial columnist 11
Seattle Times “Outdated Korean labor gripes shouldn't block Korea-U.S. trade pact” 1/18/2011 http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/opinion/2013969903_bruce19.html?prmid=op_ed [Lockwood]

The trade agreement with South Korea is coming up for ratification in Congress. There will be a fight about it, and it will pass. The fight is much more intense in Korea. A partisan in that battle, Kim Kyung-ran, was in Seattle last week to see her allies at the Washington Fair Trade Coalition. She speaks for the Korean Confederation of Trade Unions, which opposes the agreement. She said U.S. companies want the agreement in order to invest in Korea. Why would Korean labor oppose that? She answered that the jobs created by U.S. corporations won't be any good. They will be in services only and will have no guarantee of lifetime employment. She had just described the sort of job millions of Americans have, and are used to. But until a decade ago, the Korean worker was in a different system. His pay was much lower than the American's, but he had a lifetime job guarantee. Kim's union confederation wants to go back to that world — at least, to the guarantee. But that world is gone. Clark Sorensen, chairman of the Center for Korea Studies at the University of Washington, says the job guarantee was part of a social contract in which the big Korean corporations were financed by state banks. The state guaranteed the company and the company guaranteed the worker. That system, which was built up during conservative governments, collapsed in the Asian financial crisis of 1998, and was swept away by Korea's liberal reformer, President Kim Dae Jung. His policies worked. The Korean economy was the first to pull out of the Asian crisis, and in the recent recession it has suffered less than the United States. "The Korean economy is really changed," Sorensen says. But many Koreans still associate the companies with favoritism, he says, "and they don't believe the government." Maybe they shouldn't believe their televisions. Three years ago, Korean TV ran a documentary on the fatal dangers of U.S. beef, warning darkly of mad-cow disease. People responded with a huge candlelight demonstration against American food — a protest that fed right into the campaign against the trade agreement. Kim's group, the Korean Confederation of Trade Unions, does not speak for all of Korean labor, most of which is not organized and some of which is represented by a confederation more moderate on business issues. In a country of 49 million, Kim's group does speak for about half a million workers, and, says Yong-Sung Jonathan Kang, professor at the UW School of Law, it is "a big player on the left in Korea." It has helped to make the trade agreement a big political issue against President Lee Myung-bak, who, says Kang, has "expended a lot of his political capital" to support it. Such a fight seems odd for a country already made rich through a half-century of investment and trade. Since the Korean War ended in 1953, South Korea has pushed up its output per worker to 60 percent of the U.S. level. Life expectancy for men and women is now greater than in the United States. Korea is one of the most wired countries on the planet; its youth are the online fanatics of the video game "World of Warcraft." The recent history of trade agreements strongly suggests that the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement will be ratified. The business and political elites of both countries want it, and they will get it. And on this issue they will be right.

Top of the Docket/AT: Thumpers 
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.

AT: Space Funding/Debates now 

US funding will stay the same 

Pulham Chief Executive Officer of the United States Space Foundation 5/18/11

Elliot, “SPACE PROGRAM AND NATIONAL IMPERATIVES; COMMITTEE: SENATE COMMERCE, SCIENCE AND TRANSPORTATION; 

SUBCOMMITTEE: SCIENCE AND SPACE,” LexisNexisCongressional, Holden Choi 

The U.S. government space budget, which accounted for 74% of worldwide governmental space spending, was flat at $64.63 billion. Numerous governments announced their intent to expand their national space programs in 2010, including Canada, Germany, Israel, Japan and India. As these policies translate into budgets and program activities, they will increase total government spending on space globally; to the extent that funding for U.S. federal space programs remains flat, both inflation and increased spending by other nations will erode U.S. leadership. The degree to which U.S. national investments in space have proven to be high-impact investments of tremendous national benefit cannot be overstated. 
***Internal Link
IL – GOP Key
GOP key – politics outweighs pragmatism

Miami Herald 6/8/11

June 8th, 2011, “Reneging on a deal OUR OPINION: Expanded trade with Colombia, Panama, South Korea deserves nod in Senate,” http://www.miamiherald.com/2011/06/06/2257455/reneging-on-a-deal.html

If the road map to ratification of the Colombia, Panama and South Korea free trade pacts were an obstacle course, it would resemble a minefield where new devices are planted as soon as old ones are cleared. The latest blow-up involves conditions and priorities preceding a vote, which only a few weeks ago seemed a sure thing. The dispute has absolutely nothing to do with the agreements themselves. The devil is in the politics, not in the details. The Obama administration spent two years holding the initiative back from Capitol Hill while it sought to win support from labor’s Democratic allies by toughening the terms of trade with the other countries. To soften the labor movement’s customary opposition to free-trade deals, the White House coupled them with an extension of unemployment insurance and retraining assistance for workers supplanted by foreign competition. It seemed like a done deal until Sen. Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., the minority leader, threatened to block President Obama’s nominee for secretary of the Commerce Department unless he submits the trade deals without the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, saying it was too expensive. It was not the first time the GOP leader threatened to kill the hostage unless he got his way. Last December, he insisted that the Senate would not ratify the Korea pact — which had no significant opposition within his own party — until all three pacts were submitted for approval as a package. Ultimately, Mr. Obama did so. What is particularly frustrating about the latest hang-up is that practically everyone agrees the trade pacts are a no-brainer. They would support tens of thousands of jobs in this country at a time when unemployment remains stubbornly high. The deal with Colombia alone is expected to boost U.S. exports by $1 billion, improving the U.S. trade balance, and increase business and commerce at the Port of Miami by a significant measure. It also has a national security dimension, helping to cement a U.S. commercial presence in a part of South America where the United States is losing influence. It makes no sense to throw a monkey wrench into the deal at this point. Extending the Trade Adjustment Act is a fair swap. As written, the program would be renewed for 10 years for a total of $7.2 billion. That’s a lot of money, but this kind of help has always been a necessary part of the bargain with U.S. workers over globalization. If their jobs are going overseas to improve the reach of the U.S. economy, they should receive help adapting to the modernized domestic workforce. Mr. Obama and Democrats have made compromises to get this far. Now it’s Sen. McConnell’s turn. Last week, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, after meeting with Colombian Foreign Minister Maria Angela Holguin, offered her counterpart reassurances that the free trade pact would win approval. “I am absolutely sure we’re going to get it passed,” she declared. We wish we could share her optimism. Absent a breakthrough in this impasse, the legislation could remain in limbo forever. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the business community must help put a stop to this nonsense by telling their Republican allies to clear the way for passage. Republicans say they favor free trade. It’s time to prove it.
IL – Bipart Key
Bipart key to SKFTA

Alexander 5-27-11 
(Lamar, U.S. Senator, “Collequy of U.S. Sens. Lamar Alexander, Rob Portman, John Hoeven, John Barrasso, John Cornyn — Right-to-work Law,” http://www.canadaviews.ca/2011/05/27/collequy-of-u-s-sens-lamar-alexander-rob-portman-john-hoeven-john-barrasso-john-cornyn-right-to-work-law/, Holden Choi) 
That is what this is about, creating the right environment. By the same token, we are looking at three different trade agreements: the South Korea Free Trade Agreement, the Colombia Free Trade Agreement, and the Panama Free Trade Agreement. These would create more economic activity. The Korea agreement alone is expected to increase U.S. exports to South Korea by $10 billion a year. We are talking hundreds of thousands of jobs. We need to be working on those free-trade agreements right now, today, to approve them. I urge our leadership and the administration to work with us to get those trade agreements to the floor and get them approved as part of this comprehensive jobs plan. I thank my esteemed colleagues again, and I commend Senator Portman for his outstanding work on this plan. I thank all of the members of our caucus for the contributions they have made to this plan. Also, again, I express our desire to go to work with our friends across the aisle on all of these provisions for the benefit of all of those who are looking for work, for the benefit of our economy, and for the important role that economic growth, along with spending restraint, will play in helping us get on top of our debt and deficit. With that, I turn the colloquy back over to Senator Portman for his additional remarks. Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I thank my colleague from North Dakota. He makes great points about the need for us to use our resources at home on energy and for us to expand exports because that immediately creates jobs in this country. He has done it. As a Governor, he rolled up his sleeves and got directly involved in economic development. He knows what it takes. The fact that he has been a champion of this plan and helped put it together gives me confidence that this is going to work. We need to work on a bipartisan basis. We are reaching out to our colleagues on the other side of the aisle and the administration. So much of this is common sense. These are things we should do now. 
Bipartisanship key to passing SKFTA – David Dreier

David Dreier R-Calif. is chairman of the House Rules Committee 11
Politico “Bipartisanship can revive economy” 1/5/2011 http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0111/47044.html [Lockwood]

There are no higher priorities for our country right now than job creation and economic growth. As the new Congress begins, every decision we make must be tied directly to those goals. If we are going to get our economy back on track, we need to take several key steps. These include making the current tax rates permanent, repealing the job-killing health care law and dramatically reducing federal spending. Some of these efforts will divide Congress politically. But they are all a part of what House Republicans pledged we would do — and of what the American people expect us to do. At the same time, there are areas in which both parties can work together. A strong trade agenda presents a unique opportunity to promote economic growth, global partnerships and bipartisan cooperation. Unfortunately, the trade agenda has been allowed to languish for the past four years and, in some cases, has been thwarted. In the meantime, our economy and our global prestige have suffered. There’s never been a more important time to re-engage on trade. Trade is often blamed for every manner of society’s ills. Globally connected commerce has been accused of having a hand in everything from terrorism to pandemics. In December, Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez blamed it for the tragic mudslides that claimed dozens of lives in his nation and in Colombia. Setting aside the disservice that such a claim does for addressing the true root causes of the great challenges we face, the reality of the role of trade is precisely the opposite of what this viewpoint presents. International trade plays an important part in improving a nation’s circumstances — far beyond the immediate scope of exports and imports. Given the current climate, the direct economic impact is the most urgent. Opening up new markets for U.S. producers, farmers, service providers and investors is essential for spurring growth and creating new job opportunities for both union and nonunion workers here at home. The three markets with which we have pending free-trade agreements — Colombia, Panama and South Korea — represent 96 million consumers and $1.8 trillion in economic activity. The opportunity for U.S. job creators is enormous, so the delay in the agreements’ consideration is unjustifiable. The benefits of trade, however, extend considerably beyond job creation and economic growth. Economic engagement across borders builds the strong global partnerships that are necessary to address the challenges of the 21st century. Whether the issue is tariffs or nuclear proliferation, the trust and spirit of collaboration forged through economic ties help the United States advance its interests and spread its values around the globe. Enhancing prosperity through international trade also creates the resources necessary for essential efforts like improving environmental quality, protecting human rights and building democratic institutions. Raising living standards, in fact, helps alleviate many of society’s ills, including terrorism, pandemics and, yes, even the ability to respond to natural disasters in South America. Reviving the trade agenda also helps with another challenge: partisan politics. Trade once enjoyed a strong bipartisan consensus. The last time there was a new Republican majority, we were enthusiastic about working with then-President Bill Clinton on the trade agenda. That collaboration produced some of the biggest bipartisan achievements of the 1990s. We are eager, again, to join with a Democratic president in revitalizing America’s global leadership role in trade liberalization. President Barack Obama has demonstrated a commitment to expanding trade by finalizing negotiations on a side agreement with South Korea, as well as through his National Export Initiative. Republicans stand ready as committed partners in these efforts to create new opportunities for Americans through greater international trade. By working together to pass our three pending free-trade agreements and re-engaging in the bilateral, regional and multilateral negotiations that have languished, we can revive our stagnant job market and sluggish economy. We can re-energize our relationships with key international partners. What’s more, we can demonstrate that Republicans and Democrats can come together for the sake of our economy and our country. Though many of the issues the 112th Congress faces will inevitably lead to a clash of ideas, both parties can and should work together with a renewed commitment to economic growth and global leadership through trade.
IL – PC Key

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.

Obama has to push to maintain momentum for passage
Reuters, 5/5
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."

Obama key to pass SKFTA

Vicki Needham Political Analyst 11
The Hill “Obama urges Congress to pass South Korean free trade agreement” 1/25/2011 http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/140211-obama-urges-congress-to-pass-south-korean-free-trade-agreement [Lockwood]

President Obama called on Congress to pass the South Korea free trade agreement in his State of the Union address, but didn't set a timetable. Obama also did not call for two other stalled deals with Colombia and Panama to be approved, though he did mention them by name. "Last month, we finalized a trade agreement with South Korea that will support at least 70,000 American jobs," Obama 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." Earlier on Tuesday, Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.) asked the president to provide a detailed timetable for votes on the pending Colombia and Panama free trade agreements in addition to a vote on the renegotiated trade pact with South Korea. "I strongly believe that we should consider all three agreements in the next six months," Camp said. U.S. negotiators secured new concessions from South Korea at the end of last year that have won the pact support from the administration. Opposition to the pacts with Colombia and Panama, however, remains particularly intense, and Obama said he merely intended to pursue those two deals in his address. "Before I took office, I made it clear that we would enforce our trade agreements, and that I would only sign deals that keep faith with American workers, and promote American jobs," he said. "That’s what we did with Korea, and that’s what I intend to do as we pursue agreements with Panama and Colombia, and continue our Asia Pacific and global trade talks." Obama reiterated his goal of doubling exports by 2014, saying, "because the more we export, the more jobs we create at home." "Already, our exports are up," he says. "Recently, we signed agreements with India and China that will support more than 250,000 jobs in the United States." Ways and Means Committee ranking member Rep. Sander Levin (D-Mich.) laid out Democratic objections to the other two deals but hinted that problems could be resolved soon. He said Panama’s National Assembly is considering important labor law changes and that during a fact-finding trip this month to Colombia, he saw improvements in the human rights climate there. Panama cleared a major hurdle to having its deal considered when it agreed to a Tax Information Exchange Agreement with the U.S. in November, he said. In Colombia, "there seemed to be wide agreement that the new Colombian government was expressing a different approach than its predecessor" on issues like anti-union violence, he said. "I believe there is now an opportunity for the two governments to work together mutually to achieve real progress on the ground," he said.
IL – Now Key
Bipart consensus exists now – 2012 elections make now key

Reuters 6-7-11

(Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/07/usa-trade-deals-idUSN0712665220110607, Holden Choi)

"This schizophrenic trade policy is doing nothing but hurting American workers and undermining our recovery," Hatch said, adding he believed each pact would pass with bipartisan support if Obama submitted them. He said he feared the 2012 elections could doom the trade agreements if Obama does not send them to Congress soon for a vote. "I'm afraid that if these agreements aren't submitted this summer, they never will be," Hatch said. 
***Impact
Korean War Impacts

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. 

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. 

SKFTA Good – Korean War

KORUS solves nuclear Korean war

Star Tribune, 6/12/11 (http://www.startribune.com/opinion/editorials/123662409.html)

There is no singular path out of the jobs morass. But one certain contributor to job creation would be to realize President Obama's goal of doubling U.S. exports over a five-year period. This ambitious goal would have a much better chance if Congress passed free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. The usual partisan positioning has left these deals languishing, which hurts America's economy, businesses and workers. In particular, the United States risks being left behind in realizing trade opportunities in South Korea. Already the seventh-largest U.S. trading partner and the fifth-largest market for agricultural goods, according to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, South Korea's dynamic economy is ideally suited for Minnesota's mix of medical, manufacturing and agricultural products. Already last year, Minnesota manufactured exports to South Korea -- our state's sixth-largest trading partner -- were up 20 percent to a total of $605 million, according to the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development. The reduction and eventual elimination of tariffs would undoubtedly raise that figure. It's already taken too long to ratify the agreement, which is putting U.S. firms at risk in falling behind their European Union counterparts, said Han Duk-soo, the South Korean ambassador to the United States, who met with a Star Tribune editorial writer last week. "If [Congress] does not act by July 1, our first E.U. agreements will begin to be implemented, which will put U.S. companies at a very disadvantageous position," he said. Beyond improving America's economic security, the South Korean Free Trade Agreement would strengthen our military security. While much U.S. attention has focused on Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya and, increasingly, Yemen, the Korean Peninsula remains one of the most dangerous places in the world. Twice last year North Korea, which has nuclear weapons, attacked South Korea. The unstable, inscrutable regime may become even more unpredictable as North Korean leader Kim Jong Il tries to pass leadership on to his son. The United States has more than 28,000 troops in South Korea, according to the State Department, and would be immediately drawn into any broader armed conflict between the two nations. The best way to avoid such a tragedy, and denuclearize North Korea, would be through the so-called six-party peace talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, China and Russia. North Korea has long sought direct peace talks with the United States, which we have rightly rejected. Now sealing a trade deal that solidifies our stalwart ally would send a message to North Korea that the bond between our two countries will not be broken. Now is the time to act on free trade, for all three countries. America can compete with the rest of the world, and with the stakes so high, there's no time to waste. 
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.
KORUS key to stop Korean war

Wharton, UPenn News Writer, ’11 [UPenn News, “U.S.-South Korea Trade Pact: A Turning Point for American Exports?”, 1-12-11, http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2671 // Lack] 
Since taking office the previous year, he had turned his back, the critics maintained, on opportunities to push through Congress the Bush-era trade pacts that the United States had earlier signed with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. Those deals were simply too unpopular with Congressional Democrats, according to the naysayers, and Obama wasn't going to risk his political capital pursuing an agenda fostered by his predecessor. The critics remained unimpressed after the United States posted a 22% growth rate for exports for January through September 2010. Sure, those numbers looked good, they said, but only in comparison with the dismal results of 2009. In November, the criticism seemed to be confirmed at the G20 Summit in Seoul, when the United States and South Korea failed to announce a revised, politically acceptable version of their 2007 pact. 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. In This Special Section 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
SKFTA Good – Free Trade

KORUS key to overall US trade
Cooper, William H.; Jurenas, Remy; Manyin, Mark; AND Platzer, Michaela D., specialist in international trade and finance; specialist in asian affairs; specialist in agricultural policy, and specialist in industrial organization and business (respectively), 2011
Congressional Research Service, “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,” Mar 24 2011 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [Mandarino]
The fate of the KORUS FTA could affect U.S. efforts to institutionalize its economic presence in East Asia, a goal the Bush Administration pursued in part through FTAs. In addition to the KORUS FTA, the United States has an FTA with Singapore. The Bush Administration initiated FTA negotiations with Malaysia and Thailand, but they ultimately stalled. In November 2009, President Obama announced the United States would enter into negotiations on a Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) trade agreement, a trade liberalization negotiation among Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore and Vietnam. Some observers worry that the TPP negotiations, which began in March 2010, could assume a higher priority for the Administration than the economically more significant KORUS FTA.157 Since the early 2000s, U.S. use of FTAs in Asia also has been a proposed response to the plethora of bilateral and multilateral FTAs that are being negotiated in the region. None of the actual or proposed multilateral agreements include the United States. Failure of the KORUS FTA could be viewed as a serious blow to the U.S. “competitive liberalization” strategy. With FTAs throughout East Asia proliferating, a failure of the KORUS FTA to be implemented would also likely mean that the United States would be shut out of regional economic groupings in East Asia. In contrast, the implementation of the KORUS FTA could spark interest of other East Asian countries, such as Japan, to negotiate FTAs with the United States in order not to lose their share of the huge U.S. market to South Korea. Thus, if the proponents of the “competitive liberalization” argument are correct, the fate of the KORUS FTA could play an important role in accelerating or decelerating the move to open market regionalism in East Asia. Similarly, the fate of the KORUS FTA is likely to be seen as a bellwether for broader U.S. trade policy, which is now in a period of re-evaluation. In addition to the KORUS FTA, U.S. FTAs with Colombia and Panama are pending. The Doha Development Agenda round in the WTO is, for all intent and purposes, on life support. This raises questions in the minds of U.S. policymakers and other experts, regarding the future role of the WTO and multilateral negotiations in shaping the international trading framework. The KORUS FTA will likely play a role in this reassessment. For better or worse, its rejection or indefinite delay might call into question the viability of FTAs as a serious U.S. tool to strengthen economic ties with major trading partners.
KORUS key to free trade – creates a model and strengthens ties with South Korea

Kelly, Mike, republican who represents Pennsylvania’s Third District in the U.S. House of Representatives, 6/12
The Foundry: Conservative Policy News Blog from the Hertitage Foundation, “Guest Blog: Rep. Mike Kelly on the Korea-United States Free Trade Agreement,” June 12 2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/12/guest-blog-rep-mike-kelly-on-the-korea-united-states-free-trade-agreement/ [Mandarino]
In April, I visited South Korea and met with government and military leaders to promote vital U.S. interests in East Asia. Among those priorities is the long overdue passage of the South Korea-United States Free Trade Agreement (KORUS), which has been stalled in typical Washington fashion since 2007. If ratified, KORUS will stimulate America’s economic recovery – without government spending – by increasing U.S. exports and creating jobs in the U.S. According to analysts in the Democrat-led Senate Finance Committee, data taken from the independent, nonpartisan U.S. International Trade Commission (ITC) suggest that KORUS could create up to 280,000 jobs in the United States. While conservative estimates from the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative show a more modest increase of 70,000 jobs, either way you cut it, KORUS means more jobs for Americans, and that’s great news for a nation that’s suffered one of the longest periods of high unemployment rates since the Great Depression. Yet KORUS isn’t only about job creation—it’s about free and fair trade. Right now, American workers and farmers, and the products they produce, are currently at a disadvantage against Korean-made products. The average Korean tariff for U.S. exporters is more than four times the average tariff that Korean products face in the U.S. market. While South Korea has been and will continue to be one of America’s strongest allies, we simply cannot continue this unjustifiable and unfair trade imbalance. In order to level the playing field for American businesses and manufacturers, KORUS would quickly reduce Korean tariffs on U.S. exports. ITC estimates that by addressing this trade imbalance, full implementation of KORUS would increase U.S. exports to Korea by nearly 30 percent more than imports from Korea would increase in the U.S., an amount equaling more than $10 billion. In plain English: America would gain, not lose, from this trade agreement. Unfortunately, time is not on our side. While Washington sits on the sidelines, our global competitors have thrown their hats in the ring, working to ensure increased access to South Korea’s $1 trillion economy – the twelfth largest in the world –and reap the many benefits that this important market has to offer. In fact, just last month, South Korea gave the green light on its trade agreement with the European Union, which is set to take effect on July 1. This agreement is one of many other agreements, including one with Australia, that are in the works, tightening an already competitive global trade field with South Korea. Since KORUS upholds key U.S. laws, such as our strong protection of property rights and labor rights, it is a model for free trade that is also fair. In addition, our nations share a strong economic partnership, a vital strategic alliance, and a close friendship based on mutual democratic values. KORUS only strengthens these bonds that unite us. We have nothing to lose in advancing trade relations with South Korea and everything to gain. Throughout our fragile economic recovery, U.S. exports have been one of the strongest drivers of economic growth and job creation. KORUS’ implementation is critical to our continued recovery, and any efforts toward its further delay should be seen as nothing less than economic self-sabotage.
SKFTA Good – Economy

SKFTA key to the economic recovery 

Dreier, Chairman of the U.S. House Rules Committee, ’11
[Politico, “Bipartisanship can revive economy”, 1-5-11, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0111/47044.html]
At the same time, there are areas in which both parties can work together. A strong trade agenda presents a unique opportunity to promote economic growth, global partnerships and bipartisan cooperation. Unfortunately, the trade agenda has been allowed to languish for the past four years and, in some cases, has been thwarted. In the meantime, our economy and our global prestige have suffered. There’s never been a more important time to re-engage on trade. Trade is often blamed for every manner of society’s ills. Globally connected commerce has been accused of having a hand in everything from terrorism to pandemics. In December, Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez blamed it for the tragic mudslides that claimed dozens of lives in his nation and in Colombia. Setting aside the disservice that such a claim does for addressing the true root causes of the great challenges we face, the reality of the role of trade is precisely the opposite of what this viewpoint presents. International trade plays an important part in improving a nation’s circumstances — far beyond the immediate scope of exports and imports. Given the current climate, the direct economic impact is the most urgent. Opening up new markets for U.S. producers, farmers, service providers and investors is essential for spurring growth and creating new job opportunities for both union and nonunion workers here at home. The three markets with which we have pending free-trade agreements — Colombia, Panama and South Korea — represent 96 million consumers and $1.8 trillion in economic activity. The opportunity for U.S. job creators is enormous, so the delay in the agreements’ consideration is unjustifiable. The benefits of trade, however, extend considerably beyond job creation and economic growth. Economic engagement across borders builds the strong global partnerships that are necessary to address the challenges of the 21st century. Whether the issue is tariffs or nuclear proliferation, the trust and spirit of collaboration forged through economic ties help the United States advance its interests and spread its values around the globe. Enhancing prosperity through international trade also creates the resources necessary for essential efforts like improving environmental quality, protecting human rights and building democratic institutions. Raising living standards, in fact, helps alleviate many of society’s ills, including terrorism, pandemics and, yes, even the ability to respond to natural disasters in South America. Reviving the trade agenda also helps with another challenge: partisan politics. Trade once enjoyed a strong bipartisan consensus. The last time there was a new Republican majority, we were enthusiastic about working with then-President Bill Clinton on the trade agenda. That collaboration produced some of the biggest bipartisan achievements of the 1990s. We are eager, again, to join with a Democratic president in revitalizing America’s global leadership role in trade liberalization.
Economic Collapse risk global nuclear wars
Harris and Burrows 09 PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) & member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit
Mathew, and Jennifer “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf
 
Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so,history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on thesustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran couldlead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivalscombined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertaintyof Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for thesecountries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes.With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
Economy Exts
KORUS solves the economy

Star Tribune, 6/12/11 (http://www.startribune.com/opinion/editorials/123662409.html)

There is no singular path out of the jobs morass. But one certain contributor to job creation would be to realize President Obama's goal of doubling U.S. exports over a five-year period. This ambitious goal would have a much better chance if Congress passed free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. The usual partisan positioning has left these deals languishing, which hurts America's economy, businesses and workers. In particular, the United States risks being left behind in realizing trade opportunities in South Korea. Already the seventh-largest U.S. trading partner and the fifth-largest market for agricultural goods, according to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, South Korea's dynamic economy is ideally suited for Minnesota's mix of medical, manufacturing and agricultural products. Already last year, Minnesota manufactured exports to South Korea -- our state's sixth-largest trading partner -- were up 20 percent to a total of $605 million, according to the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development. The reduction and eventual elimination of tariffs would undoubtedly raise that figure. It's already taken too long to ratify the agreement, which is putting U.S. firms at risk in falling behind their European Union counterparts, said Han Duk-soo, the South Korean ambassador to the United States, who met with a Star Tribune editorial writer last week. "If [Congress] does not act by July 1, our first E.U. agreements will begin to be implemented, which will put U.S. companies at a very disadvantageous position," he said. Beyond improving America's economic security, the South Korean Free Trade Agreement would strengthen our military security. While much U.S. attention has focused on Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya and, increasingly, Yemen, the Korean Peninsula remains one of the most dangerous places in the world. Twice last year North Korea, which has nuclear weapons, attacked South Korea. The unstable, inscrutable regime may become even more unpredictable as North Korean leader Kim Jong Il tries to pass leadership on to his son. The United States has more than 28,000 troops in South Korea, according to the State Department, and would be immediately drawn into any broader armed conflict between the two nations. The best way to avoid such a tragedy, and denuclearize North Korea, would be through the so-called six-party peace talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, China and Russia. North Korea has long sought direct peace talks with the United States, which we have rightly rejected. Now sealing a trade deal that solidifies our stalwart ally would send a message to North Korea that the bond between our two countries will not be broken. Now is the time to act on free trade, for all three countries. America can compete with the rest of the world, and with the stakes so high, there's no time to waste. 
SKFTA is key to the economy. 

(Vicki Needham - 04/20/11;  http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/157113-report-korean-trade-agreement-will-help-us-economy)
A free trade agreement with South Korea will break down trade barriers that will result in economic growth and more jobs in the United States, as well as helping American companies to better compete globally, according to a new report released Wednesday. The pending U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS) will have positive effects across the U.S. economy, helping agricultural sectors such as pork producers along with insurance companies such as MetLife to expand, according to the report released by centrist think tank Third Way. The report details how U.S. exporters would benefit, making the nation's economy more competitive with the European Union and China by selling products to Korea's 49 million consumers in a "fast-growing trillion-dollar market," the report said. “KORUS and other smart U.S. trade deals are vital to American growth and jobs,” said Jon Cowan, president of Third Way. For example, Cowan said the trade agreement would immediately cut the Korean supermarket price of a six-pack of Florida orange juice concentrate from $22.32 to $14.49, "creating more export sales for Florida growers and their processors and shippers.” Third Way’s report notes that the reduction or elimination of tariffs will help farmers and U.S. services firms tap into Korea’s $560 billion services market. Congress and the Obama administration are in technical discussions about the FTA as U.S. trade officials move forward with agreements with Panama and Colombia. President Obama has asked for the agreements to be completed by the end of June. Congressional supporters welcomed the report. “By opening up access to the expanding market in Korea, KORUS will support growth in a number of U.S. sectors, an important element in the effort to meet President Obama's goal of doubling our exports and maintaining America’s competitiveness in the global marketplace,” said Rep. Joseph Crowley (D-N.Y.) in a Third Way statement.Third Way also emphasized that while KORUS and other trade deals are vital, they must also be part of a comprehensive trade strategy, similar to the agenda being pushed by U.S. trade officials that includes the reauthorization of trade adjustment assistance to ensure more American workers can benefit from the global economy.  “Ratifying KORUS would send an important signal to the world that America is fully back in the game and ready to aggressively seek fairness for our exporters in global markets,” Cowan said. “And fairness for our exporters will translate into faster growth for America’s economy and more good jobs for American workers.” On Tuesday, five Republican senators met with South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to promote congressional approval the accord. Lee and Foreign Minister Kim Sung-hwan told the senators — Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (Ky.), Mike Johanns (Neb.), John Hoeven (N.D.), Rob Portman (Ohio) and Jerry Moran (Kan.) — during a lunch meeting in Seoul that the trade deal is economically essential and will strengthen their partnership."Bringing down the trade barriers with South Korea — the world's 12th largest economy — is one step we can take toward bringing this country out of its financial hole and creating jobs," Johanns told The Hill. "It was very insightful to meet with President Lee this week and see firsthand the importance of the trade agreement I have long advocated on the Senate floor."On Monday, Lee met with Sen. Jim Webb (D-Va.) to discuss the accord, while Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on Sunday was in Seoul to reassure the South Korean president of President Obama's "firm support for the trade pact." Next week, several lawmakers will travel with Commerce Secretary Gary Locke to South Korea. The delegation includes Crowely and Reps. Charles Rangel (D-N.Y.), Jim McDermott (D-Wash.), Dave Reichert (R-Wash.) and Gary Peters (D-Mich.), four out of five of whom sit on the House Ways and Means Committee, along with other Commerce Department officials.KORUS, first signed in 2007 and then changed in December, has been stalled in both countries.

SKFTA key to massive job growth---key to overall economy

Bruce Klingner 10 is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation "KORUS FTA: A Good Deal Unnecessarily Delayed" Dec 7 2010 heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/12/KORUS-FTA-A-Good-Deal-Unnecessarily-Delayed

As impressive as those numbers are, they surely underestimate the total benefit of the agreement to the U.S. economy. In a 2009 study, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce estimated the costs to the U.S. of failure to implement the agreement while Korea implemented a similar agreement with the European Union to be more than $40 billion per year in GDP and about 345,000 American jobs.[1] Yet U.S. companies and consumers were deprived of these benefits for three years due to the demands of the auto and beef lobbies. During these trying economic times, an additional $30 billion in U.S. exports would have been extremely useful. Moreover, the commensurate increase in American jobs would have occurred without any additional federal stimulus spending.
SKFTA Good – Hegemony

SKFTA key to hegemony – trade leadership is a vital internal link

Cha, Korea Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, ‘9 

[Center for Strategic & International Studies, “America’s Most Important Agreement Today”, 6-15-09, http://csis.org/files/publication/090615_korea_fta.pdf // Lack]

President Obama’s meeting with President Lee Myung-bak of South Korea on Tuesday will address many recent headlines: North Korea, UN Security Council actions, and the fate of Americans sentenced by Pyongyang to hard labor. Yet how KORUS is dealt with—whether it merely merits broad statements about finding ways forward or instead establishes concrete actions and timelines for resolution—will say a great deal about U.S. commitments to Korea and the world’s most dynamic region. Just as critically, it could signal an America at risk of abdicating the international leadership role it has played since the 1940s in advancing the open markets vital to economic recovery. KORUS—the United States’ largest FTA since NAFTA—dwarfs most recent agreements and could help restore critical U.S. jobs and exports to a Korean economy expected to be among the first to recover from the global crisis. The nonpartisan International Trade Commission estimates that enacting KORUS could boost U.S. GDP by as much as $11.9 billion and merchandise exports as much as $10.9 billion—a free economic stimulus without driving up U.S. debt. Moreover, KORUS’s importance to visions of larger free-trade areas in the Asia-Pacific and beyond should not be underestimated. As World Trade Organization (WTO) negotiations stall, one scenario for advancing trade is uniting scattered bilateral FTAs into multilateral arrangements. KORUS is both a strong model and—with provisions that allow other nations to join—a potentially powerful draw for building multilateral efforts in Asia and globally. When America launched KORUS negotiations, countries like Japan watched politely but dismissively. After it was negotiated, there was quiet but palpable interest by Tokyo in exploring FTA talks—a testament to KORUS’s influence on one of the world’s largest economies. Perhaps even more important than its economics are KORUS’s strategic ramifications. KORUS helps elevate the U.S.-ROK alliance to a higher plane beyond its traditional military focus to the broader exchanges of a mature partnership. Koreans seek to strengthen bilateral ties and “trust” in the relationship—and there could be no more important way of advancing this than KORUS. Delaying KORUS would be an undeniable setback in the alliance’s growth. Granted, it would not end an alliance based on shared values and interests. Yet it could drive Seoul to look beyond America for strategic partners. Korea is moving forward with FTAs with the European Union and across Asia while U.S. trade with Korea has already fallen behind that of China, Japan, and Europe.  KORUS’s strategic ramifications reach beyond Korea to the United States’ position in Asia and the world. Protectionist rhetoric has thankfully avoided the fever pitch of the 1930 Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, but “buy American” provisions and unprecedented government interventions aimed at saving U.S. jobs have Asians watching nervously. Support of free trade is undeniably a component of America’s leadership and preeminent position in Asia and globally. A new U.S. administration that did not act on our largest outstanding FTA could be recorded in history as having walked away from trade efforts and weakened its leadership position at a critical juncture. No FTA is perfect, and KORUS impacts politically sensitive areas of automobiles and beef that may need to be dealt with or clarified possibly in side agreements. Yet ratification of this agreement needs to be treated not just as an alliance issue but as a larger strategic issue for the promotion of free trade and for the strength of the U.S. position in Asia.
Leadership prevents global nuclear war
Khalilzad ‘95 (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995)

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

SKFTA Good – Alliance 
KORUS good – bond with South Korea deters North Korea

The Star Tribune 6/12

The Star Tribune, “Pass languishing free trade pacts,” June 12 2011 http://www.startribune.com/opinion/editorials/123662409.html [Mandarino]

Beyond improving America's economic security, the South Korean Free Trade Agreement would strengthen our military security. While much U.S. attention has focused on Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya and, increasingly, Yemen, the Korean Peninsula remains one of the most dangerous places in the world. Twice last year North Korea, which has nuclear weapons, attacked South Korea. The unstable, inscrutable regime may become even more unpredictable as North Korean leader Kim Jong Il tries to pass leadership on to his son. The United States has more than 28,000 troops in South Korea, according to the State Department, and would be immediately drawn into any broader armed conflict between the two nations. The best way to avoid such a tragedy, and denuclearize North Korea, would be through the so-called six-party peace talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, China and Russia. North Korea has long sought direct peace talks with the United States, which we have rightly rejected. Now sealing a trade deal that solidifies our stalwart ally would send a message to North Korea that the bond between our two countries will not be broken.
KORUS is a key symbol of the alliance

Gregson, Wallace Chip, former Assistant Secretary, Defense for Asian & Pacific Affairs Lieutenant, U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, 6/7
The Hankyoreh,”Successful inter-Korean dialogue necessary before six party talks,” keynote speech at the Hankyoreh-Incheon International Forum in South Korea June 7 2011 http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_international/481756.html [Mandarino]


The US-Republic of Korea relationship has grown well beyond its military origin, even as the military relationship has expanded and matured. Our relationship includes close integration and coordination in the political, economic, commercial, cultural, and social areas of national life. The US-Korea Free Trade Agreement is one tangible symbol. For another, any visit to the United States reveals the very dynamic, energetic, and successful Korean community that has become such a vital component of the national life of the United States. The Republic of Korea, in turn, hosts an incredible number of Americans pursuing all manner of interests beyond the military sphere. Our cultural differences enrich the bonds and friendship between us. 
Can’t delay – collapse of FTA destroys Korean faith in the alliance

Cooper, William H.; Jurenas, Remy; Manyin, Mark; AND Platzer, Michaela D., specialist in international trade and finance; specialist in asian affairs; specialist in agricultural policy, and specialist in industrial organization and business (respectively), 2011
Congressional Research Service, “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,” Mar 24 2011 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [Mandarino]
The United States and South Korea negotiated the KORUS FTA in part as a means to restore the health of a critical foreign policy and national security alliance.155 While the talks were ongoing, the KORUS FTA sometimes was discussed as a possible counterweight to the bilateral friction that was occurring over issues such as how to manage relations with North Korea and the repositioning of U.S. troops in South Korea. These tensions decreased markedly in 2007, following the Bush Administration’s decision to place greater emphasis on engagement and negotiations with North Korea. The election of Lee, who has stressed the importance of rebuilding U.S.-South Korean ties has improved relations further. Thus, with the alliance apparently on firmer ground, the KORUS FTA no longer appears as an exceptional area of bilateral cooperation. 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. In contrast, while the passage of the KORUS FTA is unlikely to have a major substantive impact on the strategic relationship, a collapse of the KORUS FTA would probably have a profound symbolic effect, particularly upon the way South Koreans view the alliance. If the KORUS FTA is rejected or subjected to a prolonged delay by the United States, it would be a psychological blow to many South Korean policymakers, many of whom would likely see it as a betrayal. This would be particularly true since, in their eyes, they made politically costly concessions on autos, beef, labor, and the environment to help ensure the agreement would be more favorably received in the U.S. Congress. The KORUS FTA’s failure in the United States, according to some Korean politicians and policymakers, would lend credence to arguments in South Korea that the U.S. commitment to Korea and Northeast Asia is declining. If these perceptions take hold, it would increase the political costs of South Korean leaders’ taking unpopular decisions on behalf of the alliance, such as increasing South Korean payments for relocating U.S. troops on the Peninsula. If the KORUS FTA is rejected or delayed in the United States, U.S. policymakers could attempt to somewhat ameliorate the negative symbolic effects in South Korea by taking high profile steps to expand U.S.-ROK strategic, rather than economic, relations.

SKFTA Good – Contain China

SKFTA key to stop Chinese expansion – prevents Asian conflict 

Schneider ‘11(David K Schneider, international trade analyst in the China Office of the U.S. Department of Commerce, International Relations and Security Network, “China and The Realities of Power in Asia”, 27 January 2011, <http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/ISN-Insights/Detail?lng=en&id=126468&contextid734=126468&contextid735=126467&tabid=126467>,Azizi)
US-China relations over the past two years have been a tale of two diplomacies. Secretary of State Clinton and Deputy Secretary Steinberg have been promoting a new American leadership designed to create "a new global architecture" that will "help integrate emerging powers into an international community with clear obligations and expectations." American diplomacy, according to this vision, will help China and the other emerging nations to overcome the mistrust and suspicion that blocks international cooperation and burden sharing. The rise of a new global middle class and a shared sense of common threat and common interest will open new opportunities to make China and other emerging powers global and regional "anchors of stability" that cooperate, under American leadership, to uphold international law and universal rights. Yet, sharp ground-level exchanges over Iran, naval activities in the Yellow, East, and South China Seas and the valuation of the yuan are clear signs that the interests of the two powers are growing increasingly divergent. The inevitable failure to realize this vision of great power condominium will not be due to mistrust, an inability to see common interests, or, as many suggest, the interference of domestic politics on both sides, but rather to the changing, and clashing, long-term realities of power in Asia. A concert of great powers can work only if all parties agree on the political composition of the global order, and are satisfied with the distribution of military and economic power. This was the case in the European order from the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 to the beginning of the Crimean War in 1853 - Metternich's Concert of Europe. Contemporary Asia is in no way similar. Beijing and Washington do not share a common vision of the global political order. A critical mass of non-democratic governments, especially around its periphery, is geopolitically vital for China. These political imperatives underlie Beijing's consistent refusal to cooperate with the United States' proposed P5+1 alignment against the Iranian nuclear program. Maximum control over events in Central Asia has for centuries been essential to China's security. Threats to China's stability and even political existence traditionally have come from this region. The Han, Tang, Song and Qing dynasties were all fatally weakened upon the loss of this region to non-Chinese tribes and Arab powers. In the twentieth century, tensions and clashes with Soviet power along China's northern and western borders were a major factor in driving Beijing toward strategic entente with America in the 1970's.Ever since the demise of the USSR, Beijing has been striving to integrate Central Asia into its political and economic orbit, with the strategic objective of preventing the penetration of any political influences that might destabilize Xinjiang and Tibet, or leave China vulnerable to military coercion. Iran is the geopolitical anchor of this system. Sanctions that might lead to regime change in Tehran would threaten that order, and thereby, eventually, China's own internal security.Similar political realities have undermined another Washington attempt at a concert of powers, the Six Party Talks concerning the North Korean nuclear program. The Korean Peninsula is the strategic key to Manchuria and to China's coastal security. The 1894 Sino-Japanese War was a contest between the two powers for influence in Korea. China's loss led to a weakened Qing position in Manchuria and along the coast that invited further aggression from Japan, Russia and the European powers. In the Korean War in the 1950s, China spent, by some estimates, over a million lives to keep North Korea in existence and in the Sino-Soviet sphere. Beijing is unlikely to take any action to undermine a regime that acts as a buffer against the United States, South Korea and Japan. Recent events show the opposite. China has boosted its economic aid and investment programs in North Korea, and Beijing has been particularly reluctant to use its considerable leverage over Pyongyang to force concessions on its nuclear weapons program. Indeed, Kim Jong Il's recent visit to China, just as he is working to effect a smooth leadership transition, indicates that Beijing will remain deeply invested in the present North Korean regime.In military terms, China is clearly a revisionist power, profoundly dissatisfied with the present Asian security system, a reality that will seriously limit prospects for any architecture of collective security. America projects power in Asia through military alliances with Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Philippines, Australia, New Zealand, as well as through a new strategic relationship with India, and a system of bases in South Korea, Japan, Guam, and Diego Garcia that keeps the sea lanes open, maintains stability on the Korean Peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, the Indian Ocean, and, in a larger frame, between China and Japan. The People's Republic has always viewed this reality as strategic encirclement.China's challenge to this order is accelerating with its new-found economic power. Beijing has declared the South China Sea a "core national interest" and has moved to enforce its territorial claims to the Senkaku Islands (Diaoyutai Islands in Chinese), and the Spratly Islands, and to other economic resources in the Western Pacific, particularly oil. All of these actions are provocations against American allies and friends in the Pacific.Beijing is moreover beginning to back up these moves with the development and deployment of the naval power necessary to make them credible and lasting. China is developing a new anti-ship ballistic missile that can hit ships as far away as 1,000 miles, and is far more effective than a cruise missile. New weapons, plans to field a blue-water navy, complete with aircraft carriers, and new maritime relationships with Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Bangladesh, are vivid signs that Beijing intends to assert itself not just as a regional hegemon, but as a naval power capable of operating all the way from the North Pacific to the Arabian Sea.Despite talk of joint U.S.-Chinese management of the global economy, Beijing has not embraced liberal capitalism. Markets are tools of the state being used to boost the efficiency of an otherwise inefficient socialist system, and not yet the foundation of a liberal, free market, economy. Full Chinese compatibility with world trade and financial norms would require interest rate liberalization, the free flow of capital, deregulation and privatization, protection of property rights, market exchange rates, and international trade and financial liberalization.Beijing has yet to fully harmonize with any of these norms. China's interest rates are determined by the state; the stock and capital markets are not fully open; the state still commands the largest sectors of heavy industry, transportation, communications and banking-what Lenin called the "commanding heights;" property rights do not inhere in the individual; land rights are not fully transferable; the yuan exchange rate is pegged to the dollar; and, although a WTO member, Beijing has proposed and negotiated with regional and other powers a number of trade agreements that do not adhere to WTO principles.China itself is beginning to tout a new economic development model that combines authoritarian politics with state-directed capitalism, a more managed, more mercantile system, which - if it were to replace the present free trade system-would be less open, less global, and less free. While this clash of power realities does preclude a new and stable concert of powers in Asia, it does not call for a policy of containment against China. If the present Asian order does not resemble the Concert of Europe, neither is it similar to the Cold War with the Soviet Union.There is no rigidly exclusive bipolar alliance structure in Asia. All of the governments in the region maintain complex and overlapping relationships with each other. But none of the major powers wants to see Beijing reshape the political, economic and military order of the region. The impulse on the part of Russia, India, Japan, Australia and the ASEAN countries to balance the disruptions to the status quo that a rising China will bring about will be quite strong. As both a Pacific and a Western power the United States is in a pivotal position to orchestrate a political and military balance that includes Beijing as an interested power but does not allow it to impose unilateral solutions on territorial issues such as the Senkaku Islands dispute, or to set the political course of the region on a path toward authoritarianism. Politically this means that Washington must actively promote democratic politics and human rights. Only the United States is capable of keeping the liberal option open to the peoples of the region. Without a strong countervailing liberal political presence, Asia will drift inexorably toward accommodation with Beijing's authoritarian preferences. This in turn will require a healthy alliance system and the careful adjustment of the American military posture as the strength of other powers grows. As China develops and deploys new weapons systems, the United States must respond with enhancements of its own. Washington must also respond to any attempts - such as in March 2009, when the USS Impeccable was confronted by Chinese vessels in the South China Sea - to diminish the American Naval presence in the Pacific and Indian Oceans.Moreover, the practice of diplomatic and military balance of power must be combined with a policy of vigorous economic and business engagement that works to shape an economic environment to which China must be encouraged to adjust. The Chinese economy is now more integrated into global capitalism than the Soviet Union ever was. And it is this international component that remains crucial to the continued development of the country and to the survival of the present regime.China's dependence on global commerce - the country's GDP is now about 70% dependent on international trade and investment - brings with it openness to the leverage of the United States, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, the EU, and the World Trade Organization. Such economic interpenetration makes it possible for the Western-aligned powers to exert great influence over the course of China's economic reform and development, influence that should be used to encourage greater integration into world free trade and finance.The U.S. should start by ratifying and implementing the U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement, which should serve as a strong model for other regional agreements that would both comply with WTO principles and serve as a powerful alternative to the recent tendency in Beijing's trade diplomacy toward managed rather than free trade arrangements. Momentum from the success of the agreement with South Korea should be applied to a reinvigoration of movement within the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation and the relatively new Trans-Pacific Partnership toward region-wide free trade and investment to include the entire Pacific Basin.Asia is changing very fast. It could either go in the direction of a stronger and continually advancing liberalization that could include China, or it could go in the direction of political regression, economic fragmentation, and military instability. A successful foreign policy must deal with these realities in order to promote the first outcome while avoiding the second. This is a long-term historical task that must be accomplished before a new global architecture of cooperation could become even remotely conceivable.
Asia conflict causes global nuclear war.

Dibb ‘1  (Papul, Prof. and Head of Strategic and Defense Studies Centre – Research School of the Asia Pacific of Australian National U., Former Defense Sec. for Strategic Policy and Intelligence – Australian DOD, Naval War College Review, “Strategic trends: Asia at a crossroads”, 54:1, Winter, Proquest)
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia-which is the world's fourth-largest country-faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world.  Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

Contain China Exts

SKFTA key to checking Chinese regional influence 

Bandow ‘11(Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at CATO Insitute, Cato Institute, "U.S. Needs to Seriously Pursue a Free Trade Agenda”, February 28, 2011, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12831,Azizi)
In his recent speech to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the president spoke of pursuing "trade agreements with Panama and Colombia." It is a curiously slow "pursuit." These FTAs were negotiated in 2007 and 2006 respectively by the Bush administration; the latter was reworked in 2007 after the Democrats took control of Congress. Even more foolish is the failure to ratify the pact with South Korea, a major economic power and long-time military ally located in an ever more important region. At a time when the People's Republic of China (PRC) has displaced Japan as the world's economic number two and surged past America in bilateral trade throughout East Asia, Washington has effectively retreated from the region. Senator Barack Obama criticized the U.S.-South Korean FTA, which was signed four years ago. President Obama's trade representative Ron Kirk termed the agreement "unacceptable." Leading Democratic legislators ostentatiously opposed the accord. This attitude was extraordinarily myopic, even for vote-seeking politicians. 1 of 3 6/21/11 2:42 PMWhile American ofﬁcials dithered, South Korean and European ofﬁcials negotiated their own free trade agreement, approved two weeks ago by the European Parliament, which will eliminate 98 percent of tariffs and other trade barriers in the coming ﬁve years. There's even talk of the Republic of Korea cutting a trade deal with China. Last year President Obama ﬁnally launched his "pursuit" of an FTA with South Korea. The administration eventually succeeded in renegotiating the pact — to the detriment of American consumers. The administration won a "concession," slowing the reduction in auto tariffs, which punishes U.S. auto buyers in order to hurt South Korean auto producers. The administration expects to send the new version to Congress in March and hopes for approval by July. Despite the administration's dilatory actions, legislators should oblige. Every day that Congress waits, potential jobs go uncreated and potential inﬂuence goes unexercised. Asia is becoming the globe's economic and geopolitical epicenter. China has the world's second largest economy. Japan is number three. India comes in at four. South Korea rates number 12. Many other Asian states are growing rapidly. The People's Republic of China also is the most likely "peer competitor" to the U.S. While there is no reason for conﬂict between Washington and the PRC, the latter is seeking to displace the U.S. from its dominant position in East Asia. Beijing's campaign is being aided by China's rapid economic expansion; the PRC is the biggest trading partner with most East Asian nations, including South Korea. The FTA's most obvious beneﬁt is economic. Last year total bilateral U.S.-ROK trade hit $87 billion, rebounding after the ﬁnancial crisis. South Korea's leading imports are aircraft, cereals, chemicals, machinery, and plastics. Although the U.S. has run a $10 billion deﬁcit the last two years, the gap has been closing. The agreement will expand commerce to Americans' advantage. Seoul long has resisted foreign imports. Explained business professor Moon Hwy-chang: "Korea has not been a very open economy." While the trade accord represents freer rather than free trade, it is a major step forward, eliminating tariffs on about 95 percent of commerce within the ﬁrst three years and ending most restrictions thereafter. The FTA, observed Jeffrey Schott of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, "opens up substantial new opportunities for bilateral trade and investment in goods and services." Even in the highly contested areas of autos and beef, the pact relaxes import restrictions. More should be done, but further liberalization will not occur unless the FTA is approved. Overall, the agreement likely would increase American exports more than South Korean sales. The U.S. International Trade Commission estimated that implementing the FTA would add $10 billion to $12 billion to America's GDP. In fact, Congress needs to ratify the accord just to keep pace with Europe. With the ratiﬁcation of the EU's FTA with South Korea, American manufacturers could lose billions in exports to European ﬁrms. Choi Byung-il, a professor of international economics, explained that the EU agreement "poses a serious and substantial threat to the commercial interests of the United States, including automobiles, legal services, and accounting services." The FTA may offer even greater economic beneﬁts in the future. South Korea's per capita GDP remains well below that of America; continued economic growth is likely to result in a disproportionate increase in consumer spending. Moreover, 23 million or more North Koreans are likely to eventually join the ROK in a united Korea. That will greatly expand the market open Trade also is part of the great geopolitical game in East Asia. Beijing has displaced the U.S. as the region's most important economic player; the PRC is wielding greater political authority as well. Further, China is strengthening its deterrent capabilities, which in time will neutralize America's military superiority. Propinquity ensures that China's growing economic strength will yield regional inﬂuence. But the U.S. will retain the world's largest and most productive economy for years if not decades to come. Rather than bankrupt Americans in order to sustain a military build-up which the PRC will have the incentive and resources to match, Washington should reduce barriers to American private activities in the region. Although private trade is not the same as government power, expanded commerce will extend Americans' if not Washington's role in the region. In fact, the U.S. should not stop with the ROK. Last year China agreed to an agreement for expanded economic cooperation with Taiwan. Beijing also has proposed FTAs with Australia, Japan, and South Korea. That is, the PRC is seeking to forge trade agreements with all of America's top military allies in Asia. Washington needs to respond in kind. Americans beneﬁt from trade. The administration and Congress should pursue a comprehensive strategy on behalf of freer trade. The U.S. should push to jump start the long-stalled Doha round of the World Trade Organization. New regional and bilateral trade pacts also are desirable. The FTA with South Korea offers unique geopolitical advantages. After years of unnecessary delay, Congress should say yes. 

SKFTA Good – Asian Democracy

KORUS key to revitalize South Korea’s economy

Cooper, William H.; Jurenas, Remy; Manyin, Mark; AND Platzer, Michaela D., specialist in international trade and finance; specialist in asian affairs; specialist in agricultural policy, and specialist in industrial organization and business (respectively), 2011
Congressional Research Service, “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,” Mar 24 2011 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [Mandarino]
For South Korea, entering an FTA with the United States meshes with a number of Lee’s economic and strategic goals. Ongoing competitive pressure from Japanese firms, increased competition from Chinese enterprises, and the rapid aging of the South Korean workforce has heightened the sense of urgency to boost national long-term competitiveness, particularly in the services industries, where South Korean productivity typically lags compared to other industrialized countries. Indeed, former President Roh and other South Korean officials have argued that the KORUS FTA is essential for South Korea’s economic survival.153 Similarly, if less grandiosely, President Lee has argued that passage of the KORUS FTA will help revitalize South Korea’s economy. To accelerate Korea’s reform efforts—and also to avoid being left out from other FTAs being created globally and in Asia—Presidents Roh and Lee have pursued an aggressive effort to negotiate FTAs. South Korea has entered into FTAs with Chile, Singapore, the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), and India. It has signed an agreement with the European Union and is negotiating FTAs with other countries, including Canada, Mexico, and Australia.154
South Korean economy is key to Asian democracy

NEWSWEEK, 10 
Newsweek, “Selling South Korea,” January 29 2010 http://www.newsweek.com/2010/01/28/selling-south-korea.html [Mandarino]
In short, the South Korean model is a more mature cousin of China's—a hybrid economy, part free market, part state-controlled—but with more freedom for the market and for political dissent. Now Lee is positioning South Korea within Asia as a dynamic alternative to both China's mighty command economy and Japan's no-growth economy. In Southeast Asia, South Korea has long been admired for completing an economic miracle in just one generation, moving its 48 million people out of poverty and entering the ranks of fully industrialized nations, with average per capita income that surpassed $20,000 in 2007. And, unlike China, South Korea has achieved economic and political growth at the same time, with an increasingly well-established multiparty democracy that respects free speech and election results. South Korea, says U.S. Ambassador Kathleen Stephens, is "the best example in the post–World War II era of a country that has overcome enormous obstacles to achieve this kind of success." Many Southeast Asian nations, alarmed by the harsh sides of the China model, look to South Korea as an alternative. Vietnam is sending civil servants there, studying how in the 1970s and '80s Seoul used massive government support, such as cheap loans, to develop strategic industries such as steel and petrochemicals as the backbone of its export economy. As part of Vietnam's effort to develop capital markets, it also now runs a stock exchange in Hanoi, built with the help of the Korea Stock Exchange. Officials from Vietnam, Cambodia, Indonesia, and Uzbekistan regularly visit South Korea to join training programs that teach economic and business management. "Developing countries are eager to learn South Korea's economic model because of its relevance to them," says Euh Yoon-dae, a Korea University economist currently heading a presidential committee to promote the national brand. "Our open economic system is more appealing to them than, say, that of China."
Extinction

Diamond, Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy, Professor of Political Science and Sociology and Coordinator of the Democracy Program at the the Center on Democracy at Stanford University, 95 "Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict", December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm [Mandarino]
This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
SKFTA Good – Asian Proliferation
SKFTA key to South Korea’s economy – spurs innovation

Schott, Senior Fellow @ Institute for International Economics, ‘06

[Institute for International Economics, “Negotiating the Korea-United States Free Trade Agreement”, 6-1-06, http://www.myonoff.com/bbs/board.php?bo_table=c1200&wr_id=5343&sfl=&stx=&sst=wr_good&sod=desc&sop=and&page=8 // Lack]

On the economic front, the Korea-US FTA is seen as criti​cal to Korea’s future for two related reasons: First, the Korean economy will have to undergo a substantial transformation to address the competitive challenges of China and India and to counter the adverse demographic trends facing Korean society over the next generation. Korean officials extol the catalytic effect that adherence to the disciplines of a “gold standard” FTA with the United States could have on the competitiveness of the Korean economy. They hope that FTA disciplines will yield a more open and competitive domestic market, promote inflows of foreign direct investment (FDI) that prompt inno​vation in Korean industry, and spur “knock-on improvements for corporate governance, the accounting system and govern​ment bureaucracy.” In addition, the Korean government has earmarked 119 trillion won (currently about $125 billion) for investment in agriculture and income support for farmers over a 10-year period, which it hopes will spur productivity growth and help manage adjustment pressures in the farm sector. Second, Korean officials recognize that they face a large challenge in achieving their goal of becoming the economic and financial “hub” of Northeast Asia. To do so, they must have not only a more competitive economy but also open, duty-free access to the world’s largest market and largest trader with East Asian countries. An FTA with the United States would help in both respects by “locking in” domestic reform and by securing better access to the US market than their East Asian competitors On the political front, Korean officials hope that there will be positive spillover effects from an FTA on the broader bilateral relationship. In part, they expect that the FTA will produce a better climate for pursuing North-South trade and investment on the Korean peninsula. To that end, they regard the Kaesong industrial complex as a practical manifestation of that development and want its output covered by the FTA regime (as it is in other FTAs that Korea has negotiated). Pg. 2 
 

Collapse causes instability and East Asian proliferation 
Richardson, Presidential Management Fellow @ U.S. Department of Defense, ‘06

[Asia Times, “South Korea Must Choose Sides”, 9-6-06, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html / Lack]
A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.
SKFTA Good – Clean Tech

Free trade agreement is key to clean energy

(Anthony Kim 6/28/10; researches international economic issues with a focus on economic freedom and free trade; http://www.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.

Prevents extinction
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
KORUS won’t pass – focus on debt ceiling and dispute over TAA

Green, Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 6/20
Korea JoongAng Daily, “Is Korus FTA in trouble in D.C.?,” June 20. 2011, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745 [Mandarino]
All of a sudden the debate on the agreement in Washington seems to have shifted. The Republican-controlled House of Representatives has asked Obama to submit the Korus FTA together with the Panama and Columbia free trade agreements. While some pundits worried that the new Tea Party Republicans who came to office in 2011 might be protectionist because they are populist, this turns out not to be the case. 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, 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. 

Won’t pass – recess coming up and presidential elections would jepordize it

Smith, Rod 6/9
Feedstuffs: The Weekly Newspaper for Agribuisness, “Time ‘running out’ for Korean agreement,” June 9 2011 http://www.feedstuffs.com/ME2/dirmod.asp?sid=F4D1A9DFCD974EAD8CD5205E15C1CB42&nm=Breaking+News&type=news&mod=News&mid=A3D60400B4204079A76C4B1B129CB433&tier=3&nid=1066ED40C9904A58A538EDB1E9AAE89C [Mandarino]
In courteous but deliberate remarks today, the South Korean ambassador to the U.S. said the U.S. is "running out of time" for ratifying the Korean-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS).

Once Korea's largest trading partner, the U.S. has now been surpassed by China, Japan and the E.U. and, without ratification, soon will be challenged by Australia and Canada, Ambassador Han Duk-soo warned in speaking to a luncheon at the WPX.

He noted that Korea and the E.U. will implement a free trade agreement July 1 and that Korea will complete negotiations for free trade pacts with both Canada and Australia by the end of this year.

If Congress does not ratify KORUS before its recess in August, it may not get the agreement moved when it returns, given its busy schedule and a presidential election schedule that begins shortly thereafter, he said.

KORUS would be "in serious jeopardy," he said.
Won’t Pass – Korea
Won’t pass – Korean opposition party wants more concessions

Tae-hoon, Lee 5/31
The Korea Times, “DP calls for renegotiation of free trade pact with US,” May 31 2011 http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2011/05/113_88055.html [Mandarino]

Leaders of the main opposition party Tuesday urged the government to renegotiate the free trade agreement (FTA) with the United States before seeking parliamentary approval. They said Seoul must win more concessions from Washington over the long-delayed trade pact in order to minimize adverse impacts and protect vulnerable local sectors. “We can never accept a free trade agreement in which Korea has more to lose than gain,” Rep. Sohn Hak-kyu, chairman of the Democratic Party (DP), said during a liberal party meeting in downtown Seoul. “The DP promises to revise the KORUS FTA so that it better serves the interests of the people.” The two countries signed the deal in 2007, but it has remained deadlocked due largely to U.S. demands for wider access to the Korean auto and beef markets. Korea wants stronger protective measures for local industries. In December last year, the United States won concessions from Seoul on the delayed phase-out of auto tariffs in return for its concessions on pork and medicine. During the session, DP floor leader Kim Jin-pyo also ruled out the possibility of parliamentary deliberation over the ratification of the trade deal in the near future. “Our party stance is that the National Assembly should not deliberate on the KORUS FTA whose balance of interest is completely tilted in favor of one side,” Rep. Kim said. “The government should launch a joint task force with the ruling and opposition parties and push for a revision of the bilateral trade agreement before submitting it to the Assembly.” Kim stressed that he would hold a serious of discussions with government officials from next week to discuss any revision. On May 4, the government withdrew the KORUS FTA motion from the Assembly after critical translation errors were found in the Korean version. It plans to submit a new bill to the June extraordinary session after fixing the errors without seeking any new concessions from Washington as this could further delay the prolonged trade deal. But with the DP having renewed its call for renegotiations, its fate remains murky. Nevertheless, many government officials have made rosy predictions for the KORUS FTA. They say once implemented, the free trade deal would increase the country’s gross domestic product (GDP) by 6 percent over the next decade. They predict that the bilateral deal could create as many as 34,000 jobs a year. The ruling Grand National Party (GNP) rammed the FTA with the European Union through the Assembly on May 4, despite the DP’s protest and its boycott of the vote. The GNP controls a majority with 172 seats in the 299 seat unicameral legislature. The DP has 87.

Unclear of passage in Korea

Yonhap News, 6/3/11 (http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/03/82/0301000000AEN20110603001400315F.HTML)

Prime Minister Kim Hwang-sik urged Cabinet ministers to do their best to win an early parliamentary passage of the deal.   "The KORUS FTA is an inevitable choice for our country's economic growth and reform, and is a win-win strategy designed to boost cooperative ties between the two countries," Kim said during a special Cabinet meeting called to approve the new ratification bill.   "The government should do its best to fully explain economic and security benefits of the deal to the people and persuade some opponents, including opposition parties, so the bill can pass the National Assembly quickly," he said.   But the bill will likely face tough resistance from opposition parties that have claimed the FTA would only favor the U.S. auto industry while worsening the lives of most South Koreans. 
Won’t Pass – Tea Party
SKFTA won’t pass – Tea Party pushing GOP to oppose

Francisco, Washington News Editor, ‘11

[Texas Journal Gazette, “Korean pact may threaten area jobs”, 6-5-11, http://www.journalgazette.net/article/20110605/LOCAL08/306059915/1002/LOCAL // Lack]

KORUS has been described as the biggest U.S. trade accord since the North American Free Trade Agreement took effect – amid much opposition – in 1994. President George W. Bush’s administration hatched the South Korea deal in 2007, and the Obama administration toughened various provisions last year. For instance, South Korea agreed to more-gradual cuts in U.S. tariffs on Korean-made autos sold in this country, and it will allow U.S. carmakers to sidestep South Korea’s stricter safety and emission standards. Congress will consider similar trade deals with Colombia and Panama. Conservative tea party organizations have been among the opponents of KORUS. Stutzman and Rep. Mike Pence, R-6th – who is running for governor in 2012 – have been favorites of the tea party for their fiscal and social views, but both congressmen like the trade deal. Pence said last week that “to this day, I still hear concerns from time to time from constituents about NAFTA and other trade agreements.” But he said he has not heard them about KORUS. “It doesn’t mean I won’t,” Pence said. “It hasn’t come up at town meetings or as I’m traveling around the state.” Monica Boyer, the leader of Kosciusko Silent No More, said her Warsaw-based tea party has not taken a position on the South Korean trade deal or those congressmen who support it. “Our priority is here at home,” she wrote in an email, mentioning the $14.3 trillion federal debt. “We need to take a look at our entitlement programs, cut the budget, stop the spending and get serious about saving this nation. “We are no good to anyone if we are broken,” she wrote. In March, 20 tea party-type organizations, including Campaign for Liberty, Take Back Washington and American Grassroots Coalition, criticized congressmen who had publicly endorsed the trade pact.
Tea party blocks

Sayani, 6/9/11 – Daniel, writer and analyst (The New American. http://www.thenewamerican.com/usnews/foreign-policy/7799-free-trade-agreement-with-korea-must-be-resisted)

Yet another free trade agreement is in the works, as Congress debates the Republic of Korea-United States Free Trade Agreement (also known as KORUS FTA), which would, upon ratification, eliminate 95 percent of each nation's tariffs on goods within five years. It would also create new protections for multinational financial services and other firms who engage in bilateral commerce between the United States and South Korea. Unlike NAFTA, however, KORUS FTA is facing a front of stiff opposition from the new wave of Tea Party conservatives who warn of the possible risks and liabilities to our national sovereignty, economic prowess, and manufacturing capabilities posed by KORUS FTA.

Tea party means no passage
Francisco, 6/5 – Brian, Washington editor, Journal Gazette (http://www.journalgazette.net/article/20110605/LOCAL08/306059915/1002/LOCAL )

Conservative tea party organizations have been among the opponents of KORUS. Stutzman and Rep. Mike Pence, R-6th – who is running for governor in 2012 – have been favorites of the tea party for their fiscal and social views, but both congressmen like the trade deal. Pence said last week that “to this day, I still hear concerns from time to time from constituents about NAFTA and other trade agreements.” But he said he has not heard them about KORUS. “It doesn’t mean I won’t,” Pence said. “It hasn’t come up at town meetings or as I’m traveling around the state.” Monica Boyer, the leader of Kosciusko Silent No More, said her Warsaw-based tea party has not taken a position on the South Korean trade deal or those congressmen who support it. “Our priority is here at home,” she wrote in an email, mentioning the $14.3 trillion federal debt. “We need to take a look at our entitlement programs, cut the budget, stop the spending and get serious about saving this nation. “We are no good to anyone if we are broken,” she wrote. In March, 20 tea party-type organizations, including Campaign for Liberty, Take Back Washington and American Grassroots Coalition, criticized congressmen who had publicly endorsed the trade pact. 
Won’t Pass – Unions

Obama will never allow the FTAs to pass – he’s a tool of the unions

Krauthammer, 6/20/11 – Charles, syndicated columnist based in Washington (Chicago Tribune. http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/ct-oped-0620-krauthammer-20110620-8,0,5980896.column)

WASHINGTON — "Shovel-ready was not as shovel-ready as we expected," observed President Barack Obama last week, enjoying a nice chuckle about the unhappy fate of his near-$1 trillion stimulus. To be sure, Obama has also been promoting a less amusing remedy for anemic growth and high unemployment: exports. In this year's State of the Union address, he proclaimed a national goal of doubling exports by 2014. One obvious way to increase exports is through free-trade agreements. But unions don't like them. No surprise then that for two years Obama has been sitting on three free-trade agreements — with Colombia, Panama and South Korea — already negotiated by his predecessor. Under the pressure of dire economic conditions and of the consequences of stiffing three valued allies, Obama appeared ready to relent — only to put up a last-minute roadblock. He's demanding an expansion of Trade Adjustment Assistance — taxpayer money (beyond unemployment compensation) given to workers displaced by foreign competition, something denied to Americans rendered unemployed by domestic competition. It's an idea of dubious fairness but nicely designed to hold up ratification, while placing blame on Republican heartlessness rather than on political sabotage by Democrats beholden to unions for the millions they pour into Democratic coffers. (A deal reportedly may be near. But the years of delay have been costly.)  Nothing new here. In 2009, Obama pushed through a federally run, questionably legal, bankruptcy for the auto companies that robbed first-in-line creditors in order to bail out the United Auto Workers. Elsewhere, Delta Air Lines workers have voted four times to reject unionization. A federal agency, naturally, is investigating and, notes economist Irwin Stelzer, can order still another election in the hope that it yields the answer Obama's campaign team wants. But Democratic fealty to unions does not stop there. Boeing has just completed a production facility in South Carolina for its new 787 Dreamliner. The National Labor Relations Board, stacked with Democrats, is trying to get the plant declared illegal. Why? Because by choosing right-to-work South Carolina, Boeing is accused of retaliating against its unionized Washington state workers for previous strikes. In fact, Boeing has increased unionized employment by more than 2,000 at its Puget Sound plant. Moreover, the idea that a company in a unionized state can thus be prohibited from expanding into right-to-work states by a partisan regulatory body is quite insane. It violates the fundamental principle in a free-market economy that companies can move and build in response to market conditions, rather than administrative fiat. It jeopardizes the economic recovery, not only targeting America's single largest exporter in its attempt to compete with Airbus for a huge global market, but also threatening any other company that might think of expanding in any way displeasing to unions and their NLRB patrons. Obama has been utterly silent in the Boeing affair. Which is understood by all as tacit approval. He's facing re-election next year. And Democrats need unions. Of course, unions need Democrats — who deliver quite faithfully. In last year's nationwide "shellacking" of Democrats, for example, Wisconsin gave Republicans control of both legislative chambers and elected a Republican governor who made clear his intention to rein in public-sector union power. When the Republicans tried to do as promised, Democrats, lacking the votes, tried to block it by every extra-parliamentary maneuver short of arson. State Senate Democrats fled Wisconsin to prevent a quorum. Demonstrators filled the statehouse for days and nights on end. And when the bill finally passed nonetheless, Dane County's Democratic district attorney went to court to have it thrown out on procedural grounds. They found a pliant judge to invalidate the law. A famous victory, but short-lived. On Tuesday, the Wisconsin Supreme Court overturned the ruling, upbraiding the judge for having "usurped the legislative power which the Wisconsin Constitution grants exclusively to the Legislature." The law is reinstated. Instructive cases all, demonstrating how those who lose popular support — Democrats at the polls, unions in their declining membership — can subvert and circumvent the popular will by judicial usurpation (Wisconsin) or administrative fiat (Boeing). The Wisconsin maneuver ultimately failed, as likely will the assault on Boeing. In the interim, however, there is collateral damage — to U.S. exports, to the larger economy, to bankruptcy law, to free trade, to a constitutional system wherein the legislatures make the laws, rather than willful judges and partisan regulators. 

Won’t Pass – TAA

Won’t pass – fight over TAA will delay KORUS

Williamson, Elizabeth, reporter for the Wall Street Journal, 5/28
The Wall Street Journal, “Dispute threatens key deals on trade,” May 28 2011 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304066504576349832361669832.html [Mandarino]

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. Republicans say the administration should move forward on the trade deals and set the TAA dispute aside for later. "Why hold up three agreements that are going to create all kinds of jobs?'' said Sen. Orrin Hatch of Utah, the top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee. "We have a duty to help American workers meet the challenge of global competition," said the panel's chairman, Sen. Max Baucus (D. Mont.), during a Thursday hearing on the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement. The standoff comes as other nations race to forge trade pacts with nations that are the U.S.'s chief commercial rivals. In addition to the EU's impending pact with Korea, a Colombia-Canada pact will enter force before the U.S.'s agreement with Bogota.In Senate testimony last week, Deputy U.S. Trade Representative Demetrios Marantis told the Finance Committee that delays in passing the agreements meant U.S. exporters would lose market share to rival nations. The three pending trade pacts are the backbone of President Barack Obama's plan to help businesses double U.S. exports by the end of 2015. Demand from markets abroad has helped support the U.S. economy—and employment—as consumers remain cautious. Exports contributed 1.16 percentage points to growth in the first quarter, when the economy expanded at a 1.8% annual rate. The Korea deal, worth $11 billion in new U.S. exports, would immediately eliminate Korean tariffs on nearly two-thirds of U.S. farm products, from corn to wheat. U.S. beef exports to Korea would more than double, from to $1.8 billion from $600 million. It would eliminate a 15% Korean tariff on U.S. wine and afford U.S. financial services firms the same legal status as Korean firms. The TAA program has been backed by both parties since the Kennedy administration, justified as a necessary price to induce lawmakers from industrial regions to support trade-opening legislation. It provides training, extended unemployment benefits and health-care subsidies for workers idled when trade pacts shift jobs overseas. But this year, TAA came up for renewal in the teeth of a polarized budget fight. It expired in February after a proposal to renew it failed in the House. Two weeks ago, White House trade officials took a tough line, saying the president will not submit the finalized trade agreements to a vote until Republicans strike a deal on renewing TAA. Republicans say the TAA is a sop to organized labor, and its merits don't justify its inclusion in an already-bloated budget. GOP lawmakers say the program's budget was swollen by the stimulus and point to past Government Accountability Office studies that question its implementation. The program, they say, should be scaled back, although as an entitlement, by law it can't be eliminated altogether. "Politicians used to use TAA to buy votes for trade agreements, and now they're holding the trade agreements hostage so they can get the expanded welfare program," said Sallie James, trade policy analyst at the conservative Cato Institute. Democrats say the program has grown increasingly important as more companies move jobs overseas, and point to Labor Department figures showing that the program's size hasn't changed substantially since before the 2009 stimulus. In 2002, the program was expanded to include workers whose jobs were lost due to outsourcing in addition to those affected by increased imports. In that year, TAA went to 50,000 people at a cost of $500 million. In 2008, the year before the stimulus, the program cost $916 million. Last year, TAA cost $975 million and 234,000 workers participated. Leaders of both parties say they're confident they'll reach a compromise, but a deal has yet to take shape. Sarah Thorn, senior director of government relations for Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., said business leaders' efforts to push the two parties together have so far led to frustration. "Trade agreements have always moved in tandem with TAA—it's part of the bargain on trade," she said. The Korea, Colombia and Panama agreements have been stalled for four years. The repeated delays underscore the difficulty experienced by every administration in overcoming the public skepticism and political roadblocks that have made the U.S. a global laggard on trade. Of the 202 regional trade agreements ever registered with the World Trade Organization, the U.S. accounts for only 11. Meanwhile, rival nations are moving faster to forge global partnerships that open fast-growing markets for their exporters, and offer subsidies and rules that give their national champions an edge. 

No Bipart – TAA

Reuters 6-14 (Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/14/us-usa-trade-deals-idUSTRE75D5LL20110614, Holden Choi)

Brady said it would help if Democrats dropped their demand that Trade Adjustment Assistance be renewed at the expanded 2009 level. The 5-decade-old TAA program provides retraining and healthcare benefits for workers who have lost their jobs because of import competition or relocation. "We will not reach a bipartisan deal as long as Democrats insist on essentially renewing the 2009 version of the trade adjustment assistance program," Brady said. "Many Republicans see that program as wasteful, costly and ineffective and they're demanding spending cuts necessary to put America's financial house in order," he said. 
No PC
No political capital 

Mead 6-20 [Walter Russell, Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest magazine,  Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency,” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6]
Nevertheless it seems increasingly clear that the Obama presidency has lost its way; at home and abroad it flounders from event to event, directionless and passive as one report after another “unexpectedly” shows an economy that refuses to heal.  Most recently, the IMF has cut its growth forecast for the United States in 2011 and 2012. With growth predicted at 2.5 percent this year and 2.7 percent next, unemployment is unlikely to fall significantly before Election Day. On the same day, the latest survey of consumer sentiment shows an “unexpectedly sharp” dip in consumer confidence. The economy is not getting well; geopolitically, the US keeps adding new countries to the bomb list, but the President has fallen strangely silent about the five wars he is fighting (Iraq, Afghanistan, tribal Pakistan, Libya and now Yemen). The problem is only partly that the President’s policies don’t appear to be working. Presidents fail to be re-elected less because their policies aren’t working than because they have lost control of the narrative. FDR failed to end the Depression during two terms in office but kept the country’s confidence through it all. Richard Nixon hadn’t ended the Vietnam War in 1972 and George W. Bush hadn’t triumphed in what we still knew as the Global War on Terror in 2004. In all these cases, however, the presidents convinced voters that they understood the problem, that they were working on it, and that their opponents were clueless throwbacks who would only make things worse. President Obama still has a shot at convincing voters that the GOP would make things worse, but his administration has not just lost control over the direction of the economy. It has lost control of the discussion about the economy. Why did the stimulus fail? What did the President learn from this failure and what will the President try next? The White House has been so busy bobbing and weaving it has not communicated a simple, clear story about what went wrong and what happens next. Nobody at this point really knows what the President stands for – at home or abroad. He is not George W. Bush and he is not Bill Clinton, but who is he and where is he taking us? He seems bogged down in the minutiae of policies – most of which don’t seem to be working very well. He has given his opposition valuable gifts, setting goals for himself which he then fails to meet: that the stimulus would keep unemployment below 8 percent, public demands for Israeli concessions he failed to achieve, the promise that his health care proposals wouldn’t effect anyone who liked their current insurance, and the infamous “days not weeks” prediction about the Libya campaign. These and similar blunders have two things in common: they are unforced errors, and they undercut the President’s ability to present himself as a visionary leader who both understands where the country is headed and has a plan for meeting the obstacles in our path. He frequently appears surprised by events, and over time confidence in his leadership is leaking away.

Obama Pol Cap Low – economy

Peter Goodman national economics correspondent for The New York Times 6/3/11

Huffington Post, “No Jobs, No Leadership: Obama's Big Fail,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/03/obama-jobs-leadership-fail_n_870946.html, Holden Choi

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. 
Political capital is drained – Libya 
Jay Carafano director of the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at the Heritage Foundation 6/21/11, Holden Choi
Fox News, “Obama vs. Congress Over Libya -- Will Qaddafi Be the Ultimate Winner In This Showdown?,” http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2011/06/21/obama-vs-congress-over-libya-will-qaddafi-be-ultimate-winner-in-this-showdown/

The bad: The White House has damaged relations with Congress so much that the whole debacle may be beyond repair. The senseless back-and-forth on the War Powers Resolution makes no sense. The withdrawal provision is clearly unconstitutional. Putting that aside, the president had the time and every reason to consult the Congress. He didn’t. Congress has every right to be miffed 
Congress displeased with Obama – debt ceiling, Libya, Afghanistan 

Michael Shear 6/21/11 

The New York Times, “For Obama, the Politics of War Are Tricky,” http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/06/21/for-obama-the-politics-of-war-are-tricky/, Holden Choi

4. Congress. Among those who will be listening carefully to Mr. Obama on Wednesday are members of Congress who have also recently clashed with the president over his decision to pursue military action in Libya. Mr. Obama and Congressional leaders are headed toward summertime battles over the budget, the debt ceiling and domestic spending. But the nation’s participation in costly military activities overseas — including Afghanistan, which costs the United States roughly $2 billion a week — will probably be part of that debate. House Speaker John A. Boehner of Ohio, who has criticized the president’s actions in Libya, has indicated his support for the mission in Afghanistan, saying several weeks ago that the Obama administration should not use the death of Osama bin Laden as an excuse for prematurely bringing the Afghanistan war to a close. But outspoken Republican lawmakers like Senator Rand Paul of Kentucky, along with his father, Representative Ron Paul of Texas, have tapped into Tea Party frustrations to give their opposition to the wars more weight. 
Libya decision devastating Congressional support for Obama

David A. Fahrenthold and Peter Finn 6/18/11

The Washington Post, “Anger ramps up in Congress over Obama’s legal defense of Libya operation,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/anger-ramps-up-in-congress-over-obamas-legal-defense-of-libya-operation/2011/06/18/AGsBjiaH_story.html, Holden Choi 

Unhappiness in Congress was magnified Saturday by a report that Obama ignored some of his legal counselors when he decided last week that the Libya campaign should not be counted as “hostilities.” That decision allowed him to bypass the 1973 War Powers Resolution, a law that requires presidents to report to Congress on any ongoing military conflict within a limited period of time. After receiving the report, Congress then has to decide whether to authorize the action taken. On Saturday, sources familiar with the deliberations said Obama had not overruled a formal opinion from the Justice Department’s Office of Legal Counsel — because there wasn’t one. They can take months or a year to put together. Instead, the sources said, advisers presented him with their opinions and he chose one that White House counsel and the State Department favored. Still, many in Congress said they were not persuaded by Obama’s logic for avoiding a congressional debate over the three-month-old conflict. “The president has had to go through legal contortions because he knows he faces a Congress that would not give him approval,” said Rep. Michael R. Turner (R-Ohio). He has proposed a resolution that would allow Congress to formally “disapprove” of the Libya operation. “This has to be stopped,” Turner said. 
No Bipart 

Debt Ceiling vote wrecks bipart

Michael Bowman 6/20/11

VOA News, “US Debt Ceiling Votes Invite Partisanship,” http://www.voanews.com/english/news/usa/US-Debt-Ceiling-Votes-Invite-Partisanship-124211859.html 

In coming weeks, the U.S. Congress is widely expected to raise the federal government’s debt ceiling, thereby allowing it to borrow additional funds and service America’s $14 trillion national debt. Congress has never failed to raise the borrowing limit - to do so would be to risk default and invite financial calamity. But few votes are more distasteful to lawmakers than going on record to authorize greater U.S. indebtedness - votes that always invite partisan sniping, grandstanding, and, this time around, hard bargaining. Except for a brief period in the late 1990s when the United States enjoyed a budget surplus, the federal government has had to borrow more and more money to cover the cumulative indebtedness of yearly deficits. And every time the government bumps up against its borrowing limit, Congress has to step in and raise the debt ceiling. Typically, the party in power serves as the voice of reason and responsibility, urging lawmakers to do what is necessary to keep the government afloat. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, the top congressional member of President Barack Obama's Democratic Party, recently put it this way: “We have no choice," said Harry Reid. "Everybody in the world recognizes that this country cannot default on its debt. We have a credit card [bill] we have to pay.” But, for the minority party, debt ceiling votes provide an irresistible temptation for partisan bickering. This is what Reid had to say as minority leader in 2006, when Republicans controlled the Senate. “How can the Republican majority in this Congress explain to their constituents that trillions of dollars of new debt is good for our economy," he asked. 
Thumpers – Immigration 

Obama will spend political capital on immigration reform

Deborah White Studies journalism and non-fiction writing, earned and M.B.A. from California State University 11
About.com, “Obama to Use Post-Bin Laden Political Capital on Immigration Reform,” 5/8/2011, http://usliberals.about.com/b/2011/05/08/obama-to-use-post-bin-laden-political-capital-on-immigration-reform.htm

Now that the President Obama's political capital is at its highest point since his 2009 inauguration, expect immigration reform to be a pressing priority of the Obama administration. Post-bin Laden and post-birth certificate silliness, President Obama is riding high in public favor. Very high, and likely never higher with conservatives, the voter group most adamantly opposed to loosening U.S. immigration laws. To win reelection in 2012, President Obama must energize and draw a hefty majority of votes from two particular demographic groups: youth, especially college students, and Latinos. Latinos, though, have been openly disappointed with President Obama's lack of accomplishments on behalf of immigration reform. Six months ago, former Denver Mayor Federico Peña noted that "political frustration is high among many Latinos in the U.S." Colorado is expected to be a swing state in the 2012 presidential election, as it was in 2008. The President is moving forward quickly on his immigration reform agenda. At the White House Cinco de Mayo celebration last week, President Obama remarked: " I strongly believe that we've got to fix this broken system so that it meets the needs of our 21st century economy and our security needs. I want to work with Republicans and Democrats to protect our borders, to enforce our laws and also to address the status of millions of undocumented workers. I want to sign the DREAM Act into law. "This is not going to be easy. It's going to require bipartisan support. I'm going to need your help. We've got to keep doing the hard work of changing minds and changing hearts and changing votes, one at a time." And New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg wrote in the Wall Street Journal last week in A New Immigration Consensus: "Last month, President Obama convened a diverse group of business executives, mayors, law enforcement leaders, ministers and advocates at the White House to discuss a problem that threatens America's economic future--our broken immigration system." At last, the time might be right for immigration reform in 21st century America. As I noted two months ago, some Republicans appear to be wising up about immigration politics. In 2011, a few Republican-red bastions are quietly opening their doors to undocumented workers, while others are fighting back against conservative bigotry. (See details of Republican changes on immigration at Obama Imperiled in 2012 by Taking Latinos for Granted.) Word has it that President Obama plans a major speech in El Paso, Texas next Tuesday, May 10, on immigration reform. Press Secretary Jay Carney told reporters: "The speech will reflect the president's continued commitment to find a bipartisan way to create comprehensive immigration reform. The fact that we were not able to achieve that in the first two years only means that we need to refocus our efforts and try to find that compromise."

Even if Obama has political capital he is going to spend it on immigration

Stewart Powell Washington Bureau 11
Express-News “Rep. Michael McCaul says Obama shouldn’t use newfound political capital from bin Laden killing on immigration reform” 5/9/2011 http://blog.mysanantonio.com/texas-on-the-potomac/2011/05/rep-michael-mccaul-says-obama-shouldnt-use-newfound-political-capital-from-bin-laden-killing-on-immigration-reform/ [Lockwood]

A Texas Republican in Congress is cautioning President Obama against trying to parlay his newly strengthened national security credentials into a fresh push for immigration reform before the 2012 presidential election. Rep. Michael McCaul, R-Austin, chairman of the oversight subcommittee of the House Committee on Homeland Security, said Obama won “a little boost” and “got more credibility on national security issues” from ordering the successful commando raid that killed the al-Qaida leader last Sunday. “It was flawless. He’s going to get a lot of credit for it and it’s going to give him more political capital,” McCaul said. Obama is scheduled to visit El Paso on Tuesday to deliver an address describing his proposed roadmap for long-contested immigration reform.
Space Funding/Debates Now
Space funding increasing now

Palazzo Chairman of the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics in Congress 5/5/11

Steven, Congressional Representative, “REP. STEVEN M. PALAZZO HOLDS A HEARING ON FAA'S COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSIT BUDGET,” LexisNexisCongressional, Holden Choi 

The request seeks a 75 percent over the F.Y. '10 enacted level and expansion of its workforce by nearly 50 percent. A significant portion of the increase would be sent -- spent hiring additional staff to develop and implement new safety requirements for suborbital and orbital commercial human spaceflight launch systems. AST also proposes to establish a new program modeled after NASA's Centennial Challenges prize to incentivize development of space transportation technologies. 
SKFTA Bad – Economy
SKFTA Bad – costs jobs and increases deficit 
National Farmers Union, ‘11

[Southwest Farm Press, “NFU delegates oppose South Korea Trade Agreement”, 3-17-11, http://southwestfarmpress.com/markets/nfu-delegates-oppose-south-korea-trade-agreement // Lack]

Delegates at National Farmers Union’s (NFU) 109th annual convention in San Antonio, Texas, have adopted a special order of business opposing recent free trade agreements, particularly the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS). “Past free trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) have not performed as promised for U.S. agriculture,” said Roger Johnson, NFU President, on March 15. “KORUS replicates many of the most troubling provisions of NAFTA and CAFTA. Even more troubling is the fact that KORUS has no provisions to counter Korean currency manipulations.” KORUS also projects to increase the U.S. trade deficit and cost tens of thousands of jobs. “The U.S. International Trade Commission predicts that the KORUS agreement would increase the U.S. trade deficit of $308 - $416 million,” said Johnson. “Further, the Economic Policy Institute forecasts that the agreement would cost 159,000 U.S. jobs in its first seven years. This would be a terrible deal for the U.S., one that NFU cannot support as it is currently written.”
SKFTA kills the economy – massive job losses predicted by independent studies 

Francisco, Washington News Editor, ‘11

[Texas Journal Gazette, “Korean pact may threaten area jobs”, 6-5-11, http://www.journalgazette.net/article/20110605/LOCAL08/306059915/1002/LOCAL // Lack]

Under the deal, nearly all tariffs on trade in consumer and industrial products would eventually be eliminated by both countries, agriculture tariffs and quotas would be phased out or eliminated, and access to services and financial services would be eased, according to the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative. Free-trade proponents believe such deals open new markets for U.S. products and help hold the line on domestic prices. Foes contend the agreements increase imports and move factories and jobs to countries with lower wages. According to Public Citizen, nearly 130,000 jobs in Indiana would be at risk if the pact wins passage in Congress; votes might come this month. Of those jobs, 33,303 are in Stutzman’s 3rd District, with more than 20,700 of them tied to motor vehicles and related parts. Only nine states – including Ohio, Michigan and Illinois – would face more job losses than Indiana, Public Citizen claims. And only three congressional districts in California and one in Michigan would face more job losses than Stutzman’s. “I don’t know how they came up with those numbers,” Stutzman said. Washington-based Public Citizen, founded by noted consumer advocate Ralph Nader, says it used data from a report by the U.S. International Trade Commission. Other U.S. industries that Public Citizen insists would be hurt by the pact include transportation equipment, electronic equipment, metal products, textiles and apparel. “Trade agreements may seem like obscure foreign policy matters, until they cause job loss in specific communities,” said Lori Wallach, director of Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch, in a recent statement. “This time, we know upfront the very local, major job threats that the Korea trade agreement would cause in Indiana’s 3rd congressional district.” Public Citizen says it determined at-risk jobs in congressional districts by electronically mapping out business establishments in the industries the trade commission identified as most vulnerable.
SKFTA kills the economy per job losses – cites comparative analysis

Johnson, President of National Council of Textile Organizations, ‘11

[Senate Committee on Finance, “Hearing on U.S. – Korea Free Trade Agreement”, 5-26-11, http://www.fibre2fashion.com/news/images/newspdf/ncto_latter_korus_99527_43720.pdf?PDFPTOKEN=d4d76aaecb6b30663d65d327c4f3969f6710d304|1308613058#PDFP // Lack ]

Instead of expanding markets, the KORUS will result in the continued outsourcing of valuable textile, apparel, and other manufacturing jobs. Using export projections from the United States International Trade Commission (USITC) and other U.S. government analysis, we are very concerned that 40,000 textile and related jobs could be lost under the KORUS. With our nation struggling through one of the worst economic periods in its history, we believe this agreement sends the wrong message to our workers and to American voters. The KORUS agreement represents the second largest free trade agreement (FTA) that the United States has entered into behind the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). In contrast to recent trade agreements, the KORUS is also the first agreement since NAFTA where the country in question has a large developed textile sector which exports significant amounts of textile products to the United States. During the last 40 years, Korea has become a large textile-producing country with a vertically integrated industry as a result of extensive support from its government. In 2010, Korea was the second largest exporter of textile yarns and fabric to the United States by volume. From a bilateral perspective, U.S. textiles and apparel imports from Korea are nearly three times the value of our exports to Korea. This relationship in trade added $745 million to the U.S. trade deficit in 2010 alone. As it now stands, KORUS will inflict swift, accelerating, and lasting damage across the American textile and apparel sector supply line, including fiber production, yarn spinning and texturizing, fabric weaving, knitting and finishing, and end product assembly. We expect to see a significant increase in job losses as well as the U.S. trade deficit as a consequence of this flawed agreement and the failure to address these concerns. A recent analysis by the Economic Policy Institute estimates that 159,000 good paying American jobs will be lost if the KORUS agreement passes Congress. Of that total, we estimate that between 9,300 and 12,300 jobs will be lost in the U.S. textile and apparel sectors as a result of (legal) KORUS trade. U.S. government figures show that approximately three additional jobs are lost to the U.S. economy for each textile job that is eliminated; this increases the job loss estimate to nearly 40,000 textile and related jobs due simply to the textile text in the KORUS agreement. It is important to note that these figures do not account for the job losses as a result of illegal Chinese transshipments which are expected to be significant. With job creation a central priority for Congress, we do not believe that the KORUS agreement meets that goal of expanding markets and creating U.S. jobs. We continue to urge that the textile chapters of the agreement be renegotiated to ensure that the U.S. textile industry and the jobs the industry provides in our communities are not put in danger. However, In light of the fact that the reasonable requests made by the industry were ignored, we have no choice but to oppose the agreement.

SKFTA bad—increased trade deficit and loss of jobs will kill the economy 

Seattle Times ‘11 (Kristen Beifus and Stan Sorscher, director of the Washington Fair Trade Coalition, labor representative for the Society of Professional Engineering Employees in Aerospace, Seattle Times, “The U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement is bad for both countries”, 24 January 2011, < http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/opinion/2014027477_guest25beifus.html>,Azizi 

EARLIER this month, Kim Kyung-Ran from the Korean Confederation of Trade Unions came to Seattle to explain why working families in South Korea oppose the Korea-U.S. trade agreement.Since 2006, when this agreement was negotiated under President George W. Bush, the confederation's external-affairs director said hundreds of thousands of people have shut down the streets of Seoul, denouncing a trade policy that compromises their environmental standards, takes away living-wage jobs and exempts foreign corporations from regulation when they do business in Korea.South Korea has a terrific story of economic success. In the early '60s, Korea's living standard was well below that of Ghana. In a few decades, Korea made an impressive leap to first-world living standards. This accomplishment had nothing to do with free trade. Instead, South Korea developed national industrial policies, which built the country's industrial base, educated its children, invested in transportation and telecommunications, built housing and maintained important cultural values. In Korea, social and cultural values are built into the national policies.South Koreans have seen the effects of the North American and Central American free-trade agreements in other countries. They want to avoid that kind of job loss, environmental degradation and dislocation in their communities. They are saying no to this agreement! Many Americans feel the same way. In a recent Wall Street Journal/NBC poll, 83 percent of blue-collar workers said our economy is struggling because of outsourcing of jobs to low-wage countries.The Economic Policy Institute estimates that the Korea-U.S. agreement would worsen our trade deficit with Korea by $13.9 billion over the next seven years. Rising Korean imports would displace approximately 888,000 U.S. jobs over this same time. Taking into account all the products we trade with South Korea — exports and imports — the proposed trade agreement would result in a net loss of 159,000 jobs.Similarly, the U.S. International Trade Commission predicts that jobs would be lost in high-wage industries, such as electronic equipment, motor vehicles and parts, and other transportation equipment, with deficits for these sectors totaling up to $1.8 billion.Trade is part of our prosperity in Washington state. Workers, environmentalists, social-justice groups, family farmers and human-rights advocates fully support a trade policy that raises our standard of living and builds stronger communities in America and in the countries where we trade.We have decades of experience with our failed "free trade" model. We know it works very well for multinational companies, but works against the public interest in America and in South Korea.Congress is expected to consider the recently renegotiated Korea-U.S. trade agreement within the next few weeks. The first step in the right direction is to reject this agreement.We need a new trade policy.Kristen Beifus, left, is director of the Washington Fair Trade Coalition. 
SKFTA will hurt the U.S. economy – Auto industry
Dustin Ensinger Graduated from OSU with a Bachelor in Journalism and Political Science 11
Economy in Crisis “The South Korean FTA - The Final Nail in Our Economy's Coffin” 3/15/2011 http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/south-korean-fta-final-nail-economys-coffin [Lockwood]

Obama has signaled his willingness to move forward with the South Korean deal, but has said more work must be done to secure the passage of the two other trade deals. In all of 2009, the U.S. exported just 5,878 autos to South Korea. South Korea, on the other hand, exported 476,833 autos to the U.S. As part of the proposed trade agreement, South Korean officials have agreed to drop or lower tariffs on some auto imports. However, non-tariff barriers that serve the same purpose as tariffs will remain. South Korea uses efficiency standards, high taxes and the assurance of an income tax audit to discourage the purchase of American-made automobiles. Opponents of the Panama deal say that it would make it much easier for American companies to set up shell corporations and avoid their tax obligations. It was one of just 13 countries listed on all of the major tax-haven watchdog lists that also does not have U.S. tax transparency treaties. A report by the U.S. Public Interest Research Group Education Fund found that the U.S. Treasury Department loses approximately $100 billion each and every year due to American businesses utilizing tax havens. It is unknown how much of that winds up in Panama, where 350,000 foreign subsidiaries are located in the country to take advantage of the nation’s lax tax laws, usually in the form of offshore shell companies and fake headquarters. That makes it the second most popular destination in the world for multinational corporations seeking to avoid taxes, behind only Hong Kong. Trade opponents have also raised concerns about labor rights abuses in Columbia. The Columbia deal is opposed by much of the Democratic caucus because of alleged violence taking place in the South American nation against trade unionists. According to reports, 470 Columbian unionists have allegedly been assassinated since 2002. Using past trade agreements as a model, the Economic Policy Institute projects that trade agreements with South Korea and Colombia would be very costly to the American economy. According to the study, the nation would lose 214,000 jobs by 2015, mostly well-paying manufacturing jobs. The trade deficit would rise by $16.8 billion, the study projects. But still, Republicans, and even some Democrats, beholden to special interests, still support these deals anyway. Even after seeing the havoc wreaked on the American economy by the North American Free Trade Agreement and the World Trade Organization, some politicians are so reliant on special interest money for their reelection campaigns that they are willing to ignore all the evidence that says increased "free trade" will not help the nation’s economy and support even more job-killing "free trade" pacts. “Let’s worry about our American workers first,” Sen. Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-NV) said in response to the letter.
SKFTA Bad – Taiwan/China

SKFTA pushes Taiwan to China – recent treaties prove

Kastner, China Business Writer, ‘11

[Asia Times, “Taiwan steps up FTA race”, 5-26-11, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/ME26Cb01.html // Lack]

"Singapore breached the gap between China and Taiwan when it presented the so-called 1992 Consensus," said Albert Shihyi Chiu, an assistant professor in Tunghai University's Department of Political Science. "Beijing can be assured that Singapore will engage Taiwan only as long as the Taiwanese government doesn't use the process as a political tool to imply Taiwanese statehood." Taiwanese President Ma Ying-jeou made the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA), signed with China in June last year, more politically palatable to a public who view Beijing as a bully, by emphasizing that if Taiwan signed a trade agreement with China, then Beijing wouldn't stand in the way of Taiwan signing FTAs with other countries. Negotiations with Singapore mean Ma has delivered on this promise.  Taiwan currently has FTAs in place with Panama, El Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala and Nicaragua - all economically insignificant and all among the very few countries with whom Taiwan maintains diplomatic relations.  An aggressive FTA strategy by South Korea, Taiwan's arch rival in trade, has been causing significant anxiety in Taipei. South Korea already has FTAs in place with Chile, India and the Association of the Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of which Singapore is one of the 10 members.  Furthermore, the Barack Obama administration in Washington is working hard to ensure passage of the mammoth United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS), and an FTA with the European Union will come into force on July 1. Negotiations on new FTAs with Australia, China, Canada, Mexico as well as New Zealand are being conducted by the Koreans.  By the calculus of Taiwan's ruling Kuomintang (KMT), if the FTA negotiations with Singapore proceed without Ma using the matter to make the island look like a formal state, Beijing will let other nations sign FTAs, and Taiwan will then not only match up to Korea but also be enabled to avoid excessive reliance on the China market.  Through the FTA with Singapore, Taiwan hopes to enter ASEAN's agricultural markets, gain the access to India that the city-state maintains through the Comprehensive Economic Cooperation Agreement (CECA), and it also wants to benefit from the opening up of Singapore's financial sector, which otherwise restricts foreign financial service providers.  As page-filling the political aspects of a Taiwan-Singapore FTA arguably are, the purely economic ones are negligible. The talks on the Agreement between Singapore and the Separate Customs Territory of Taiwan, Penghu, Kinmen and Matsu on Economic Partnership (ASTEP), as the FTA will likely be officially called, are said to focus on tariffs, opening up the service sector and economic partnerships.  "Singapore's industries and Taiwan's industries are not in direct competition with each other, but instead complement each other," heralds an editorial on the KMT's official website, and "It [ASTEP] can create opportunities for Taiwan businesses in India and ASEAN, by way of Singapore."  To Hong Honigmann, professor at Taiwan's National Tsing Hua University and expert on FTAs, these are empty phrases.  "In 2010, imports from Singapore, consisting mostly of intermediate goods, made up a mere 3% of Taiwan's total imports, while Taiwan's exports to Singapore accounted for 4.4% of Taiwan's total exports, making ASTEP somewhat insignificant in the first place," Hong told Asia Times Online. "Because Singapore is basically already a free-tariff city, ASTEP is meaningless."  Asked about the claim that Taiwan could gain access to ASEAN and India with help of the Taiwan-Singapore FTA, Hong isn't overly optimistic, "In my opinion, it is just an imagination. Our officials are prone to exaggerate the potential benefits of FTAs and especially those of the ECFA," he said.  Tunghai University's Chiu shed light on the matter why Singapore nonetheless makes for an interesting FTA partner in the eyes of at least some Taiwanese. "For many years, Singapore has been a model for Taiwan to imitate particularly because of the city-state's banking sector and its relations to Western countries," explained Chiu. "If Taiwan can follow Singapore's path in this regard, we can benefit."  Chiu reckons that Taiwan's high-tech companies will appreciate the ASTEP as they could want to set up their headquarters in Singapore to take advantage of the liberal banking system. This prospect would not be welcomed by the Taiwanese government, he said.  "Singapore's financial sector doesn't have too many restrictions. One place [former president] Chen Shui-bian washed his money at were the banks of Singapore," Chiu jokingly said. He nonetheless emphasized that Taiwan's traditional industries wouldn't contemplate moving their headquarters.  The 1992 Consensus is a term describing the outcome of a cross-strait meeting in 1992. It is portrayed by the Kuomintang as the bedrock its current cross-strait policy is built on and as the means that broke through the deadlocked cross-strait negotiations of that time. According to the consensus, both sides recognize there is only one China that both mainland China and Taiwan belong to, and that both sides may have their own individual definition on what exactly that China is.  Chiu brought yet another intriguing aspect of the ASTEP into account, explaining why Taiwanese pro-China factions, including those within the KMT, like to see a Taiwan-Singapore trade pact.  "Singapore's leadership has always been arguing for a sort of Asian democracy that differs from the Western one. Some people in Taiwan think that's the way to go," said Chiu.  Yves Tiberghien, a visiting associate professor at National Chengchi University and an expert on China, believes that there is indeed a basic approval by China on the Singapore-Taiwan FTA negotiations.  "Singapore is seen as sufficiently pro-China that the Singapore-Taiwan FTA will not weaken in any way the Chinese case for Taiwan," said Tiberghien. ASTEP rewards Ma for moving forward with the ECFA as Beijing allows some benefit to Taiwan in expanding its trading relations, while keeping the reward small enough. "It is an experimental step that will have much importance for future possible FTAs. Probably, we can see it as a blueprint."  Although the Taiwanese government's official line is that Taiwan and Singapore have agreed not to say too much before a consensus is reached, officials have remarked that it's planned to sign ASTEP within one year. To those familiar with Taiwan politics, it would hardly be surprising if that year would be shortened to seven months with the ASTEP deal being struck coinciding with the run-up to combined legislative and presidential elections planned for January 14. 
SKFTA Bad – Disease 

KORUS kills healthcare – key Medicare program blocked under the Treaty

Maier, Researcher at Center for Open Access & Information Justice, ‘11
[Open Access & Information Justice: International IP & the Public Interest, “The TPP Free Trade Agreement May Affect the Medicare Part B Program”, 6-21-11, http://infojustice.org/archives/3930 // Lack]

The U.S. has recently begun to include in free trade agreements provisions regarding government health care programs which reimburse entities for prescription drugs. The U.S.-Australia free trade agreement was the first to include such provisions, followed by the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement (Korus FTA). Similar language is likely to be included in the Trans-Pacific Partnership Free Trade Agreement (TPP FTA), which includes Australia, Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam.[i] Because the language of the TPP agreement has not yet been made public, this paper applies the language in the Korea FTA—which is a likely template for the TPP FTA—to the Medicare Part B program. Medicare is a federal health care insurance program for individuals over age 65 and those with certain disabilities. Without amendment to the language used in the Korus FTA, Part B of the Medicare program may violate Korus FTA, as well as the TPP FTA. The Part B program does not comply with all of the Korea FTA requirements Article 5 of the Korea FTA contains several mandates with which the Medicare Part B program does not currently comply: The Part B program does not allow independent review—Article 5.3(e) of the Korea FTA requires an “independent review process that may be invoked at the request” of an affected manufacturer. Medicare does have a Provider Reimbursement Review Board, which is an independent panel to which Medicare service providers may appeal if dissatisfied with a final reimbursement determination. This Board is however, only available to service providers, and does not include drug manufacturers. There is no formal means for a manufacturer to appeal a CMS decision regarding the reimbursement amount for a particular NDC. As such, the Part B program may violate the Korea FTA. The Part B program does not use market-based reimbursements—Article 5.2(b) requires reimbursement amounts be based on “competitive market-derived” prices. Under the Medicare Part B program, drug manufacturers are required to submit ASP calculations for all of their drugs to CMS within thirty days of the end of each calendar quarter.[vi] CMS then uses those ASPs to calculate the weighted ASPs for each HCPCS code, which becomes the reimbursement amount for the following quarter. As such, the pricing lags behind by two quarters.[vii] This lag can lead to reimbursement amounts which do not truly reflect the current market price for a particular drug. Specifically, when a lower-priced generic alternative is introduced into the market, its price will not be a factor in the reimbursement calculation until six months later. As a result, during those six months, providers are purchasing the drugs at a lower cost, but are being reimbursed by Medicare at a higher level. It could therefore be argued that this difference between the current market price and the Medicare Part B reimbursement amount results in reimbursements amounts which are not truly “competitive market-derived,” as required by the Korus FTA. Further, while the existing ASP calculation may “recognize the value of the patented” drugs, the calculation does not meet the two other alternative to market-derived reimbursement requirements: allowing manufacturers to apply for increased reimbursement and to appeal reimbursement decisions. The Part B program offers an appeals process for providers and patients, but not drug manufacturers. A manufacturer is responsible for calculating its own ASP, but if CMS finds that a manufacturer has provided “false” information in reporting its APS calculations, the company can be fined up to $100,000.[viii] The Part B program does not provide opportunity to appeal for reimbursement for additional indications—As previously discussed, Medicare providers can appeal final reimbursement decisions, but this avenue of appeal is not available to drug manufacturers, as required by Article 5.2(c) of the Korea FTA. In addition, existing federal drug oversight regulations prohibit drug manufacturers from marketing a drug for an indication which has not been approved by the FDA. Although the Medicare Part B program may allow health care providers to prescribe medication for a patient for an indication which the FDA has not approved, the program does not provide a means for manufacturers to specifically request that a medication be covered for a non-approved indication. If a company were to do so, it would likely be in violation of federal drug marketing laws.[ix]

Medicare key to flu prevention – older people at greater risk of spread

Medicare, Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, ‘11
[Medicare Website, “Your Guide to Medicare’s Preventive Services”, http://www.medicare.gov/Publications/Pubs/pdf/10110.pdf, p. 17// Lack]

Shots (Flu, Pneumococcal, Hepatitis B) Medicare covers flu, pneumococcal, and Hepatitis B shots. Flu, pneumococcal infections, and Hepatitis B can be life threatening to an older person. All people age 65 and older should get flu and pneumococcal shots. People with Medicare who are under age 65 but have chronic illness, including heart disease, lung disease, diabetes, or End-Stage Renal Disease (ESRD) (permanent kidney failure requiring dialysis or a kidney transplant) should get a flu shot. People at medium to high risk for Hepatitis B should get Hepatitis B shots.
Disease spread will cause extinction
Steinbruner, Senior Fellow @ the Brookings Institution, ‘98
[Foreign Policy, “Biological weapons: A plague upon all houses”, 12-22-98 // Lack ]

It’s a considerable comfort and undoubtedly a key to our survival that, so far, the main lines of defense against this threat have not depended on explicit policies or organized efforts. In the long course of evolution, the human body has developed physical barriers and a biochemical immune system whose sophistication and effectiveness exceed anything we could design or as yet even fully understand. But evolution is a sword that cuts both ways: New diseases emerge, while old diseases mutate and adapt. Throughout history, there have been epidemics during which human immunity has broken down on an epic scale. An infectious agent believed to have been the plague bacterium killed an estimated 20 million people over a four-year period in the fourteenth century, including nearly one-quarter of Western Europe's population at the time. Since its recognized appearance in 1981, some 20 variations of the mv virus have infected an estimated 29.4 million worldwide, with 1.5 million people currently dying of AIDS each year. Malaria, tuberculosis, and cholera--once thought to be under control--are now making a comeback. As we enter the twenty-first century, changing conditions have enhanced the potential for widespread contagion. The rapid growth rate of the total world population, the unprecedented freedom of movement across international borders, and scientific advances that expand the capability for the deliberate manipulation of pathogens are all cause for worry that the problem might be greater in the future than it has ever been in the past. The threat of infectious pathogens is not just an issue of public health, but a fundamental security problem for the species as a whole.
Medicare – Save Money

KORUS affects healthcare – cites government analysis 

Shumlin, Governor of Vermont, ‘11

[Letter to President Obama, 6-1-11, http://www.forumdemocracy.net/downloads/Letter%20from%20VT%20Gov.%20Shumlin%20to%20President%20Obama%20-%20June%201,%202011.pdf // Lack]

The pharmaceutical industry advocacy group, PhRMA has recently circulated lobbying documents asking for the inclusion in the TPP of pharmaceutical provisions “founded on the provisions contained in Chapter 5 of the U.S.-South Korea FTA.” 4 These provisions apply to American and Korean agencies in the “central level of government” that "operate or maintain procedures for listing pharmaceutical products" or are responsible for "setting the amount of reimbursement for pharmaceutical products." Through a series of technical provisions and carve outs, the Korea FTA attempts to only apply its mandates to pharmaceutical programs in Korea. It applies only to reimbursement, 5 whereas most federal programs (VA, GSA) implement price restraints through direct purchasing. It also contains a specific carve out for Medicaid. 6 But because the FTA was negotiated with minimal public input, and because general principles are likely to prevail over finely crafted exceptions, state officials are concerned that U.S. programs will be threatened by the provisions in the Korea FTA and similar norms exported to other agreements (e.g. the TPP). Two specific U.S. reimbursement programs – 340B and Medicare Part B -- are directly threatened by the Korea FTA because they do not fall within any of the agreement’s exceptions. 7 The Korea FTA contains a footnote classifying Medicaid as a regional government program, thus exempting it from the provisions of the otherwise reciprocal trade agreement. But there is no guarantee that a TPP Pharmaceuticals chapter would contain the same carve-out. Even if a chapter was proposed that did include a Medicaid carve-out, state leaders believe it is inappropriate for U.S. trade policy to advance restrictions on pharmaceutical pricing programs that U.S. programs do not meet but for technical carve outs.

Plan B key to preventative care – saves government money

Sayen, David, Medicare's regional administrator for California, Arizona, Nevada, Hawaii, and the Pacific Trust Territories, 6/21
The Times Standard, “ABOUT MEDICARE: How Medicare can help you stay healthy,” June 21 2011 http://www.times-standard.com/lifestyle/ci_18320843 [Mandarino]
For example, there are no longer any out-of-pocket expenses when you get a “Welcome to Medicare” physical exam. This one-time exam is offered during the first 12 months after you've enrolled in Medicare Part B. During the exam, your doctor will record your medical history and check your height, weight and blood pressure. He or she will also calculate your body mass index, give you a simple vision test and give you advice on preventing disease and staying healthy. In addition, the health care reform law makes it possible for people with Medicare to get a free annual wellness exam. When you get this exam, your doctor will go over your medical and family history and develop or update a personalized prevention plan for you. Your doctor also will check for any cognitive impairment and risk factors for depression, and review your functional ability and level of safety. During the first two months of this year, more than 150,000 people with Medicare got a wellness exam. Medicare also covers shots for flu, pneumococcal disease (which can cause pneumonia and meningitis) and hepatitis B. Flu, pneumococcal infections and hepatitis B can be life-threatening for older people, and we recommend that all people over age 65 get flu and pneumococcal shots. Most people only need the pneumococcal vaccine once in their lifetime. And remember: These shots are free for Medicare beneficiaries. Beneficiaries also can get screened for cardiovascular disease and for several kinds of cancer, including breast, prostate, cervical/vaginal and colorectal cancer. Take colorectal cancer, for example. This type of cancer is usually found in people age 50 and older and the risk of getting it increases with age. Medicare covers screening tests to help find pre-cancerous polyps, which are growths in the colon, so they can be removed before they turn cancerous. Medicare will pay for a fecal occult blood test, a flexible sigmoidoscopy, a screening colonoscopy or a barium enema. Medicare beneficiaries pay nothing for fecal occult blood tests. And they pay nothing for the flexible sigmoidoscopy and the screening colonoscopy, if their doctor accepts the Medicare-approved payment amount. Diabetes is a big problem in this country and Medicare covers screening for people at risk for the disease. For people who have diabetes, Medicare covers certain supplies and educational training to help them manage it. If you need help to stop smoking, Medicare pays for up to eight face-to-face counseling sessions per year with a doctor or other Medicare-recognized practitioner. Medicare also helps pay for tests for glaucoma, HIV and osteoporosis (brittleness that places people at risk for broken bones). The truth is that Medicare beneficiaries don't use these preventive health services as much as they should. But getting screened can help them stay healthy and live longer -- and save the government billions in health-care costs. It's a classic win-win. 

AT: Trade
KORUS not key to trade – economic recovery will boost liberalization
Drum, 6/16/11 – Kevin, political blogger, Mother Jones (http://motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2011/06/why-im-not-worried-about-free-trade)

Dan continues to be worried. I continue to yawn. Why? Partly because of that first bolded statement: when Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton were pandering to anti-NAFTA sentiment before the Ohio primary in 2008, it was obvious even at the time that they weren't serious about it. As I said at the time, "The fact that Obama and Clinton jacked up the anti-NAFTA rhetoric just in time for the Ohio primary and will almost certainly abandon it on Wednesday is all the evidence I think we need." It was, namely, evidence that this was just political posturing and neither one of them was really anti-trade. For the same reason, I don't take seriously the lack of trade boosterism among the Republican candidates this year. Are they going to stick their necks out in favor of trade agreements when the economy is still in shock and registered voters everywhere are worried about their jobs being offshored? Of course not. They aren't suicidal, after all. Frankly, I'm surprised that Senate Republicans are even going so far as to use pending trade deals with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama as hostages for some of Obama's executive branch nominees. That's more support than I would have expected. If you're a trade liberalization fan, there's not much to be happy about right now. But let's be honest: during a massive economic downturn that features epic levels of unemployment, mere lack of progress isn't bad. Of course no progress is likely to be made right now. But the fact that no serious ground has been lost either just goes to show how permanently free trade has become the default position of virtually everyone on both the left and the right. When the economy picks up, support for trade liberalization will pick up right alongside it. 
Trade wars don't escalate 

Bearce ‘3 (David, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. @ U. Pittsburgh, International Studies Quarterly, “Grasping the Commercial Institutional Peace”, 47:3, Blackwell-Synergy)

Even as we accept that such trade dispute settlement mechanisms help resolve economic conflict, it is not clear that this finding should have any strong application to the dependent variable of inter-state military conflict. On this point, it is important to distinguish between different types of inter-state conflict—economic versus military (McMillan, 1997:39)— and recognize that disputes about banana tariffs, for example, are not likely to escalate into military confrontations. While military conflict often has economic antecedents, there is little evidence that trade wars ever become shooting wars. In terms of inter-state disagreements with real potential for military conflict, scholars highlight territorial disputes (Vasquez, 1993; Hensel, 2000; Huth, 2000). The trade dispute settlement mechanisms embedded in regional commercial institutions simply have no jurisdiction or power to resolve highly contentious territorial disagreements.

AT: Alliance 

FTA not key to the alliance—fundamental interests ensure cooperation 

Cooper et al 10 [William, Mark Manyin, Remy Jurenas, Michaela Platzer, Specialists in Trade + Asian Affairs @ Congressional Research Affairs, "The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications," 11-12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf]

The United States and South Korea negotiated the KORUS FTA in part as a means to restore the  health of a critical foreign policy and national security alliance. 158  While the talks were ongoing,  the KORUS FTA sometimes was discussed as a possible counterweight to the bilateral friction  that was occurring over issues such as how to manage relations with North Korea and the repositioning of U.S. troops in South Korea. These tensions decreased markedly in 2007, following  the Bush Administration’s decision to place greater emphasis on engagement and negotiations  with North Korea. The election of Lee, who has stressed the importance of rebuilding U.S.-South  Korean ties has improved relations further. Thus, with the alliance apparently on firmer ground, the KORUS FTA no longer appears as an exceptional area of bilateral cooperation.  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.  
AT: Korean War 

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
No escalation – South Korea would dominate
Meyer 3 [Carlton, U.S. Marine Corps, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm]

Even if North Korea employs a few crude nuclear weapons, using them would be suicidal since it would invite instant retaliation from the United States.  North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, despite the hopes and lies from the National Missile Defense proponents in the USA.  North Korea's industrial production is almost zero, over two million people have starved in recent years, and millions of homeless nomads threaten internal revolution.          The US military ignores this reality and retains old plans for the deployment of 450,000 GIs to help defend South Korea, even though the superior South Korean military can halt any North Korean offensive without help from a single American soldier.  American forces are not even required for a counter-offensive.  A North Korean attack would stall after a few intense days and South Korean forces would soon be in position to overrun North Korea.  American air and naval power along with logistical and intelligence support would ensure the rapid collapse of the North Korean army.   

AT: Contain China
No risk of Chinese power – economic leadership not key to hegemony 

Lukin ’10 (Artyom Lukin, Associate Professor, School of International and Regional Studies, Far Eastern National University, International Political Science Association, “Balance of Power in Northeast Asia: A Case for Stability”, 2010, Azizi)

Meanwhile, America’s economic presence in the region has significantly decreased, although it is still quite noticeable. The United States remains a key export market for Northeast Asian countries and a major source of vital technologies. Washington is seeking to promote its own neoliberal version of regional integration, which, so far not very successfully, attempts to challenge China-centered regionalism in East Asia. America’s strategy is, in particular, based on the recently launched Trans-Pacific Partnership as well as bilateral FTAs, the most substantial one being Korea – US FTA. However, even if the United States were ultimately to lose competition in economic regionalism to China, that would not automatically entail the advent of Sino-centric political institutions in the region. Economic integration does not necessarily result in stronger intergovernmental or supranational arrangements of political nature. Indeed, when integration makes great progress in economic area, member-states may deliberately constrain it in other, especially political, spheres, so as not to put their national sovereignty at risk. Even the European Union’s experience testifies to such a hedging strategy (Busygina and Filippov 2010).East Asian countries, including Japan and both Koreas, are well aware of the risks inherent in their high economic dependence on China. Therefore they are seeking to offset such risks by maintaining political and strategic ties to the actors capable of balancing a rising China, especially the United States. Both Tokyo and Seoul have no intention of abandoning their alliances with Washington. Indeed, they are even strengthening strategic cooperation with America in some areas. There are reasons to believe that even North Korea is wary of growing China’s might and is interested in the United States acting as a balancing force .Russia, although its regional clout is much less than America’s, can be seen as another independent player, performing a balancing function. That is probably why in 2003 Pyongyang insisted on Moscow having a seat at the Six-Party talks. In other words, the Six-Party process, and a prospective institutionalized mechanism with full American and Russian membership, might be viewed as a means to maintain balance of power and prevent Chinese dominance in Northeast Asia. Economic triangle of Beijing, Tokyo and Seoul could be transformed into a political bloc, only if full-fledged China’s hegemony arrives, similar to what happened following the Second World War, when the United States used its overwhelming predominance to build and manage Western institutional architecture. Economic leadership alone is not enough for successful hegemony. Two other requirements are military-strategic primacy and the recognition of hegemony as legitimate from the lesser states (Alagappa 2003:53-4). It is clear that China does not meet these requirements as yet. Its military capabilities are still no match to America’s. And in terms of moral and political legitimacy, neither Korea, nor especially Japan, appear ready to recognize Chinese primacy. To be sure, one can not rule out the emergence of Beijing’s hegemony in the future. However, at present it seems unlikely.
Conflicts will never escelate

Berry ‘1 (Nicholas, Center for Defense Information Senior Analyst, Defense Monitor, “Disputes don't escalate”, XXX:4, May)
What emerges from this historical memory is an environment loaded with latent hostility that makes the region's international security relations a fragmented array of bilateral ties. In effect, the widespread latent hostility in the region inhibits multilateral initiatives, security coalitions, and cooperative ventures which the United States sought under President Bill Clinton. "Peace is in pieces," as one academic phrased it in a different context.  China, as the most assertive, rising power in this fractured environment, will play an ever-increasing role in determining the level of tension in the region. China is challenging American pre-eminence in Asia. It is not an overstatement to say that how well Beijing and Washington handle this competition will be the big story in the early decades of the 21st century.  Much of the latent hostility remains in the background, only occasionally bursting forth into public disputes. Thus, major war remains unlikely. Nevertheless, security cooperation in this setting will be difficult.

AT: Economy 

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.

AT: Clean Tech

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.

AT: Democracy
Democracy doesn’t solve war 
Schwartz and Skinner ‘1 (Thomas and Kiron K (Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, associate professor of history and political science at Carnegie Mellon University); December 22, 2001; “The Myth of Democratic Peace”; JAI Press; ORBIS)

Here we show that neither the historical record nor the theoretical arguments advanced for the purpose provide any support for democratic pacifism. It does not matter how high or low one sets the bar of democracy. Set it high enough to avoid major exceptions and you find few, if any, democracies until the Cold War era. Then there were no wars between them, of course. But that fact is better explained by NATO and bipolarity than by any shared form of government. Worse, the peace among the high-bar democracies of that era was part of a larger pacific pattern: peace among all nations of the First and Second Worlds. As for theoretical arguments, those we have seen rest on implausible premises. Why, then, is the belief that democracies are mutually pacific so widespread and fervent? The explanation rests on an old American tendency to slip and slide unawares between two uses of the word "democracy": as an objective description of regimes, and as a term of praise--a label to distinguish friend from foe. Because a democracy (term of praise) can do no wrong--or so the thinking seems to run--at least one side in any war cannot be a democracy (regime description). There lies the source of much potential mischief in foreign policy. The Historical Problem Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often--bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.)  Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain)  Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France)  War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain)  Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico)  Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico)  Roman Republic vs. France, 1849  American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy)  Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863  Franco-Prussian War, 1870  War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia)  Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian  nations)  Spanish-American War, 1898  Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State)  World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.)  Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina)  Ecuador-Peru, 1941  Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon)  Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic)  Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus)  Ecuador-Peru, 1981  Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan)  Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia)  Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia)  Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia)  Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and  allegedly Russia)  Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995  NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999  India-Pakistan, 1999

