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SKFTA BAD
Alliance
U.S.- South Korean alliance is no longer necessary and is viewed dangerous

Bandow, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 10- (CATO: ‘The U.S.-South Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous” Jul 14, 2010. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965[JUNEJA]

The United States has had a military relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) for 65 years. American forces partitioned the peninsula at the end of World War II, established the ROK as a new nation in 1948, rescued South Korea from invasion in 1950, and deployed as a permanent garrison after the conflict ended in 1953. U.S. troops remain to this day. The Cold War ended long ago. Neither Moscow nor China is likely to back the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) in any new aggressive war. The ROK has raced past North Korea on most measures of national power and become a global economic leader. The entire raison d'être of the alliance has disappeared. The recent sinking of the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan offers a stark reminder that, because of Washington's security guarantee, even a parochial quarrel between Seoul and Pyongyang could drag in the United States. The risk to America might have been warranted when the ROK was unable to defend itself and the Korean confrontation was tied to the Cold War, but there no longer is any cause to maintain a defense commitment that is all cost and no benefit to the United States. 

 Alliance collapse inevitable- USFK presence
Bandow ‘3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment”, Parameters, 33, Summer, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/PARAMETERS/03summer/bandow%20.pdf [JUNEJA])

The United States established a permanent troop presence in the Korean peninsula with the onset of the Korean War. But changing perceptions of the threat posed by the North, combined with increasing national self-confidence in South Korea, are challenging bilateral relations. South Korean frustrations are not new, but they have gained greater force than ever before. Explains Kim Sung-han of the Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, “Anti-Americanism is getting intense. It used to be widespread and not so deep. Now it’s getting widespread and deep.”9 Although polls show that a majority of South Koreans still supports the US troop presence, a majority also pronounces its dislike of America. Some Americans hope that the sentiments will recede and everything will go back to normal. However, the generation grateful for American aid in the Korean War is passing from the scene. Younger people associate the United States more with US support for various military regimes and the indignities (and tragedies) of a foreign troop presence. Policy differences between Seoul and Washington also will likely worsen as the nuclear crisis proceeds. In late January, President Kim Dae-jung offered veiled criticism of the United States: “Sometimes we need to talk to the other party, even if we dislike the other party.”10 At the same time, Washington was pushing the issue toward the UN Security Council, which, in Seoul’s view, would short-circuit the diplomatic process. Shortly thereafter the Bush Administration pointedly observed that military action remained an option, generating a near hysterical response from Seoul. Indeed, Roh Moo-hyun, who once called for the withdrawal of US forces, ran on an explicit peace platform that sharply diverged from US policy: “We have to choose between war and peace,” he told one rally.11 He owes his narrow election victory to rising popular antagonism against the United States and particularly the presence of American troops. Of course, he later tried to moderate his position and called for strengthening the alliance. Yet he complained that “so far, all changes in the size of US troop strength here have been determined by the United States based on its strategic consideration, without South Korea’s consent.”12 Moreover, proposed “reforms” of the relationship—adjusting the Status of Forces Agreement, moving America’s Yongsan base out of Seoul, withdrawing a small unit or two, changing the joint command (which envisions an American general commanding Korean troops in war)—are mere Band-Aids. President Roh has called for a more “equal” relationship and promised not to “kowtow” to Washington. 13 But the relationship between the two countries will never be equal so long as South Korea is dependent on Washington for its defense. The United States cannot be expected to risk war on another nation’s terms. 

FTA kills relations with south korea 

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions 2/8/2011 “Why We Oppose the KORUS FTA” - http://kctu.org/9928

7. The KORUS FTA will be also harmful for the sustainable relations between two nations. Many ordinary people in the South Korea believe that the US government put political pressure for getting more economic interests and concessions from the South Korean government during the FTA negotiations, even using very difficult times for South Korea when military tension of Korean peninsula highly increased in 2010. Therefore it will rise ‘anti-US sentiment’ and result in dealing negative impact on Korea US relations. We are also concerned that the agreement will promote confrontation between geographical forces and result in increasing military tension in our region between US-Japan-South Korea and China-North Korea-Russia. 8. Therefore we call upon elected representatives, citizens and workers to oppose the KORUS FTA. We do not need NAFTA-style FTA. We need more equitable and fairer trade agreement to create decent jobs and ensure the authority of each government to carry out policies to meet social and economic needs. 
The KORUS FTA doesn’t solve strains in US- ROK relations and risks fueling the tensions between the two countries

Lim ‘6 Wonhuyk, fellow at the Korea Development Institute, KORUS FTA: A MYSTERIOUS BEGINNING AND AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE*, ASIAN PERSPECTIVE, Vol. 30, No. 4, 2006, pp. 175-187 [JUNEJA])

Impact on the Korea-U.S. Alliance To assess the geopolitical impact of an ROK-U.S. FTA, it may be useful to start by recalling that it was only a year ago when President Roh’s speech about Korea’s role as “a balancer in Northeast Asia” caused a great deal of strain in the ROK-U.S. alliance. Many Americans interpreted this as meaning that Korea would play the role of a balancer between the United States and China in the Realist sense of the term, despite Korea’s bilateral alliance with the United States. Over the past six months, however, the Roh government has accepted the principle of “strategic flexibility” despite its initial reservations and has officially launched FTA negotiations with Washington. Many Chinese are now concerned about this sudden development. In a little more than a year, the Roh government has managed to confuse the Americans and the Chinese about Korea’s geopolitical strategy. Does the official launch of the FTA negotiations represent a new trend or a pendulum swing back? No one seems to know for sure. Despite these problems, many people seem to presume that the KORUS FTA will be a new glue that holds the alliance together, a quick fix for the strained relationship between the two countries. However, as long as the two countries fail to craft a common strategic vision for the Korean peninsula and East Asia, the extent to which the FTA can compensate for strains in the security alliance is likely to be limited. Moreover, the process leading to such an agreement will be far from smooth. Most importantly, the bilateral nature of negotiations may create the impression that the United States is to blame for heavy adjustment costs that Korea’s “vulnerable” sectors must bear. For multilateral negotiations, anti-liberalization forces stage a protest against globalization, whereas for bilateral negotiations, they can target a particular country. In other words, negotiations for the KORUS FTA actually run the risk of fueling anti-American sentiment in Korea and anti-Korean sentiment in the United States— exactly the opposite of what its proponents intended. This would be a shame, especially in light of the fact that bilateral trade and investment have been the saving grace of ROK-U.S. relations in recent years.

SKFTA destroys the alliance- damages political relations 

Lee and Kim 2009, Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University (“The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment”, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association, MA)
IR theory suggests that the FTA could in fact undermine the U.S.-ROK alliance. Some notable studies argue that economic interactions can damage political relations. Economic contacts can potentially give birth to frictions and tensions, breeding mistrust and poisoning diplomatic relations. 19 Therefore, a higher level of economic interdependence could bring greater bilateral frictions and uncertainty about the alliance’s future. The U.S.-Japan alliance during the late 1980s and the early 1990s is a case in point: the expanding bilateral trade in this period led to heated debates over trade imbalances and threatened to destabilize their strategic partnership. 20 There is no guarantee that the U.S.-ROK alliance would meet a different fate. The alliance sporadically has come under stress and strain since the late 1970s as the result of growing trade volume and commercial disputes. 21 The economic frictions have generated resentment on both sides of the Pacific, chipping away at public support for the alliance
SKFTA kills the alliance – Research Proves
Lee and Kim 2009, Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University (“The Impact of a Free Trade Agreement on the U.S.-South Korean Alliance: A Theoretical and Empirical Assessment”, 2009. Annual Convention of the International Studies Association, MA)
This article critically evaluates the prevalent view that a free trade agreement (FTA) between Seoul and Washington would markedly strengthen their security alliance. For that purpose, we examine the impact of economic ties on U.S. alliances with Australia, Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, as well as South Korea, over the past quarter-century, while drawing relevant insights from the theoretical literature on international commerce and alliance cohesion. The research finds that the conventional wisdom has questionable theoretical and empirical foundations. There are several logical reasons for rejecting the prevalent view. First, the FTA would not markedly increase mutual dependence between the U.S. and Korean economies. Second, expanding economic ties with potential adversaries such as North Korea and China may cancel out any marginal alliance-enhancing effect of the agreement. Third, the FTA could adversely affect the vested interests of influential societal actors, which might blame their economic losses on the alliance and turn against it. Fourth, the alliance could become more asymmetrical and further lose its public appeal. Also, the empirical analysis shows no clear positive association between the level of economic interdependence and the strength of alliance
SKFTA destroys the alliance and relations- miscalculations and overconfidence
Lee and Kim 2010, Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University (“Ties That Bind? Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances”, January 2010. http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf, MA)
Despite its wide acceptance, however, few scholars have systematically evaluated this conventional view that commerce and alliance cohesion are positively associated in East Asia. Few studies offer a thorough logical analysis, and even fewer draw upon credible evidence from a comprehensive examination of regional alliances. Such a dearth of rigorous evaluation, which contrasts sharply with frequent applications of the proposition, is highly problematic. This unproven assumption, if false, could lead scholars down unproductive paths of inquiry, thereby hindering scholarly progress. The policy impact of this assumption might include costly miscalculations and blunders. For example, overstressing the impact of trade on the alliance may lead to an overestimation of the KORUS FTA’s value in general, while exposing the agreement unnecessarily to attack from anti-alliance groups. Conversely, the security alliance could draw fire from opponents of free trade, if strengthening the alliance is used as a major rationale for the KORUS FTA. In the worst case scenario, a powerful political coalition could emerge in both countries aiming to destroy the alliance and the FTA, thereby critically damaging the bilateral relationship. In any case, misunderstanding the security implications of the FTA could lead to unwise security policies by generating overconfidence in the strength of the alliance. 
SKFTA makes collapse of the alliance and conflict inevitable- creates high expectations

Lee and Kim 2010, Dong Sun Lee, Ph.D. Political Science, University of Chicago and Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University (“Ties That Bind? Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances”, January 2010. http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf, MA]

In the long run, however, Seoul and Washington might be better off breaking the linkage between the FTA and the alliance. To the extent that this linkage is accepted, ratification of the FTA could provide a short-term psychological boost for the alliance. However, this potential benefit (which is bound to be ephemeral) may not be worth the longterm risks associated with allowing the linkage to persist. The unsubstantiated conviction that the FTA would strengthen the alliance will produce excessive expectations about alliance commitment. In the nearly inevitable event that actual support fails to satisfy these high hopes, such disillusionment could generate distrust and bitterness, thereby jeopardizing the alliance. Moreover, the overly high expectations might embolden the allies to adopt a risky foreign policy, thereby increasing the chance of entrapment in unnecessary international conflicts. Also, breaking the linkage would insulate the alliance from opposition to the FTA motivated by perceptions of its unfairness or grievances against its adverse sectoral effects. The current economic hardship in both countries threaten to activate these latent opponents to the FTA by elevating the priority of economic issues and diminishing both sides’ patience and willingness to make concessions. By legitimizing the FTA on the grounds of its alleged strategic value, the two governments could be exposing the alliance to economically-motivated attacks. By delinking the FTA and the alliance, Seoul and Washington could minimize these risks to its long enduring security alliance.
US-South Korean alliance is crucial to deter North Korea- Sharp proves
Garamone 6/30,  American Forces Press Service (Jim, “U.S., South Korean Alliance ‘Never Stronger,’ Sharp Says”, http://maritimesecurity.asia/free-2/maritime-security-asia/u-s-south-korean-alliance-%E2%80%98never-stronger%E2%80%99-sharp-says/, MA)
The relationship between the United States and South Korea has never been stronger, the commander of U.S. Forces Korea said here on Tuesday. Army Gen. Walter “Skip” Sharp, who is nearing the end of his term in Seoul, said the alliance is key to providing security in a strategic area of the world area vital to U.S. national interests. Deterring North Korea remains the main focus of the alliance. North Korea is spending its limited money on military capabilities, he said, specifically on special operations forces, developing nuclear weapons and developing ballistic missile capabilities. North Korean leaders would rather spend money on military capabilities than on their people who are starving to death or are chronically undernourished, he said. North Korea is the world’s first three-generation communist dynasty. Kim Il-sung was the founding dictator. He passed leadership to his son Kim Jung-il whose son Kim Jung-un is the heir apparent. The North Korean strategy appears to be on the same path it has been, “specifically to provoke, to demand concessions, get as much as they can, and then to provoke again,” Sharp said. In 2010, there were two provocations – the Cheonan attack in March and the shelling of Yeongpyeong Island in November. “North Korea tries to influence and coerce several different audiences in order to threaten people, in order to be able to gain concessions, threaten people in order to make a statement that their regime is on the right course,” the general said. The attacks last year were designed to break down the support for South Korean President Lee Myung-bak’s policy and strategy of not just giving things to North Korea, but making North Korea first demonstrate some changes before rewarding the regime. “I think what North Korean leader Kim Jung-il was hoping to do with those two attacks last year was force the South Korean people to say this is too dangerous, we need to change our strategy and just go back to giving things to North Korea,” he said. It did not work, especially in view of the South Korean fury following the attack on Yeongpyeong Island. “Every South Korean who had a smart phone watched live as their country was shelled by North Korea,” Sharp said. “That got people of all ages, across all economic backgrounds to say they can’t stand for this anymore — a strong response needs to happen for any future provocations.” Overall, the North Korean military is an old style military that is pretty good at small unit tactics, but not much beyond that, the general said. “But when you consider the size of their military and their location, they don’t have to be that good,” he said. “Their main goal is – if they were to attack – is just to attack south and kill as many [they] can.” North Korea has a dangerous military, “but if you look at it from the perspective of the alliance, I’m very confident if North Korea were to attack we would be able to – as an alliance – be able to stop them south of Seoul and then eventually be able to complete the destruction of the North Korean military.” Tour lengths for U.S. service members are increasing in the nation. “If you are a single service member, you come basically for one year and you can elect to stay for two years or three years with some incentive pay that goes with it,” he said. “Eventually, as we move toward full tour normalization is to have it just like Germany or Japan.” South Korea is marking the 61st anniversary of the battles of the Korean War. Sharp said returning American veterans of the war – many of whom have not been back since the 1950s – cannot believe the changes in Korea since the war. Korea is now the 13th largest economy in the world. Metropolitan Seoul has a population in excess of 25 million. The general was born in 1952 while his father was deployed with the 40th Infantry Division to Korea. The sacrifices made by that generation and millions of American servicemembers who have been assigned to Korea since then, inspire him to make the alliance between the two countries even closer, he said. “There is a strong desire within me to strengthen the alliance, and continue to do what we can to get changes in North Korea so eventually this can come to the right end and have a reunified peninsula where people are valued and freedom and education is valued,” he said.
US- ROK relations are resilient- one or two set backs are unlikely to result in collapse

Ireland ‘9- (Corydon Ireland.. Harvard Gazette. “Firm allies, past and present: Two experts assess U.S.-South Korea relations”. September 14, 2009.http://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2009/09/firm-allies-past-and-present/
 

In 1975, Kathleen Stephens was fresh out of Prescott College in Arizona when she arrived in Yesan, South Korea, as a Peace Corps volunteer. The country was still very poor and isolated. Most people in her village had never seen a Westerner, and it was hard to get a passport. But even decades after a truce was declared in the Korean War (1950-1953), Stephens felt a sense of “shared sacrifice” between South Korea and the United States during her Peace Corps tour — “a relationship forged in blood,” she told a recent Harvard audience. Today, South Korea is stable, prosperous, and cosmopolitan and enjoys the 13th largest economy in the world. And today South Korea also has Stephens, who last year was named U.S. ambassador to the country in which she spent two years of her youth. She visited the John F. Kennedy Jr. Forum last week (Sept. 11) and, in a rare double ambassadorial appearance, took the stage with her South Korean counterpart, Han Duck-soo. Earlier this year, Han — a former prime minister of South Korea and one of the architects of its economic boom — assumed the duties of ambassador to the United States. In a conversation in front of a capacity crowd at the forum, the two diplomats reflected on the historical strength of the alliance and what issues might put it at risk. Both agreed it would take a lot to shake a political relationship that dates back to the 19th century, and one that was forged in steel by the Korean War. It is an alliance “less brittle and far more resilient than it ever has been,” said Stephens. Han, who in 1984 earned a Harvard Ph.D. in economics, called the U.S.-South Korea alliance the foundation of his nation’s “economic growth, prosperity, and security.” It remains so firm and mutual today, he added, that it could be an international model of cooperation — “the exemplar alliance relationship of the future.” Moderating the public conversation between ambassadors was Graham Allison, a terrorism scholar who has studied the threat posed by a nuclear-armed North Korea. He is Douglas Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard Kennedy School (HKS) and director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. Skeptical and probing, Allison prompted the two diplomats to imagine a near future in which the traditional alliance enjoyed by the United States and South Korea goes sour. In sum, he asked, what could go wrong and what issues need attending to? Neither of the ambassadors budged much. In fact, said Han, “there is a very, very fundamental notion that U.S.-Korea relations cannot be swayed by one or two events.” It is and has been an alliance, he said, that has never been “underestimated or disregarded. It was always central.” But it is true, Han added, that the two nations share a set of 21st century problems — global issues that include terrorism, piracy, climate change, and the challenges of development and trade. U.S.-South Korea relations are resilient and strong, said Stephens, but three areas deserve a measure of vigilance: economic crisis, North Korea, and the continued presence of 26,000 American military personnel on Korean soil. “We need to be good neighbors, good friends” on the issue of that presence, she said. And on the issue of North Korea, said Stephens, it is important for the United States to remain sensitive to South Korea’s aspiration: a united Korean peninsula. Allison accepted the twin diplomatic message — that U.S.-South Korea relations are “very solid.” But he pressed on the issue of North Korea — a “de facto nuclear power,” Allison said, with the potential to not only destabilize an alliance but a region. Stephens acknowledged North Korea’s “pattern of isolation, threats, and provocation” — but said that stiffening United Nations resolve will help defuse potential dangers. She also acknowledged the diplomatic mistakes and missteps of the past in dealing with North Korea — but used the words of U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to note a lesson learned: “We’re not going to buy the same horse twice.” 

North Korea
KORUS causes war with n. korea and increases tension with china

Stevenson, Ian (writer for blogcritics, BA in psychology  and expert on current events) ’10 “KORUS: Good for South Korea, but Who Else?” – December 13, 2010 http://blogcritics.org/politics/article/korus-good-for-south-korea-but/page-2/

Other issues, including the high subsidies paid to farmers in S. Korea may make this deal's passage through congress less than certain. Beef exports (Korea has been reluctant to accept American beef since the mad-cow scare) is a sticking point for meat producers in the mid-west states, and the tariffs on pork products won't be dropped until 2016. S. Korea produces a surplus of rice, and would like to protect itself from foreign competition to keep prices up.

KORUS is already being seen by other Asian trading partners as giving an unfair advantage to S. Korea. The Taiwan Ministry of Economic Affairs has come out against the pact, feeling that Taiwanese exports to the U.S. will be squeezed out by similar products from S. Korea. Others, including China, will undoubtedly condemn this agreement, as failing to give all competitors a level playing-field.

While KORUS is a diplomatic way of supporting an ally, it also has the serious side effect (by boosting trade with the south) of further isolating the north . While barriers are lowered for S. Korea, sanctions are increasingly strangling the economy in North Korea. In the volatile atmosphere of recent months, tipping the scales any more can only increase tensions. What seems a well-intentioned show of support, may actually push the two sides closer to war.
Barack Obama, of course, can't lay claim to this accord, as it was originally negotiated by George W. Bush, but never signed due to unresolved issues. Mr. Obama's recent visit to South Korea gave him the opportunity to iron out some remaining problems, and now he is the one left with the job of getting it passed. KORUS, however, is far from a done deal, as the President hasn't done that well with his legislation in the past, and since the midterms, getting his bills passed into law will be tougher than before.

SKFTA leads to Korean War - increases tensions
Stevenson 2010, BA in Psychology and independent writer (Ian, “KORUS: Good For South Korea, But Who Else?” December 15th, 2010, http://personalwebreviews.ca/name/?p=526, MA)
KORUS is already being seen by other Asian trading partners as giving an unfair advantage to S. Korea. The Taiwan Ministry of Economic Affairs has come out against the pact, feeling that Taiwanese exports to thes U.S. will be squeezed out by similar products from S. Korea. Others, including China, will undoubtedly condemn this agreement, as failing to give all competitors a level playing-field. While KORUS is a diplomatic way of supporting an ally, it also has the serious side-effect (by boosting trade with the south) of further isolating the north . While barriers are lowered for S. Korea, sanctions are increasingly strangling the economy in North Korea. In the volatile atmosphere of recent months, tipping the scales any more can only increase tensions. What seems a well-intentioned show of support, may actually push the two sides closer to war. 
Korean War goes nuclear
Raska 2010, PhD Candidate at Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, National University of Singapore (Michael, “Why Can’t South Korea Retaliate?” , November 26th 2010, http://www.spp.nus.edu.sg/OpEds_26Nov10_Michael_Raska.aspx, MA)

However, this week’s North Korean artillery barrage on the Yeonpyeong Island, coupled with the sinking of the Cheonan corvette in March 2010 show that South Korea’s security dilemmas have become progressively more complex. South Korea’s threat spectrum has widened, and includes a mix of high-low intensity threats. These include two extreme threats on a threat scale – on one end is North Korea’s advancing ballistic missile program coupled with its WMD (nuclear, chemical, and biological) capabilities that provide economic leverage and serve as a force multiplier. On the other end of the threat spectrum is North Korea’s specter of a failed state. North Korea’s persisting economic and structural decay coupled with prolonged international diplomatic isolation, which broadens the risks of potential instability and volatility – scenarios ranging from implosion to explosion. The resulting “hybrid conflict spectrum” essentially mitigates the effectiveness of South Korea’s traditional deterrence and defense strategies. Amid the transformation in the character of North Korean security challenges, South Korean defense planners are increasingly constrained by the risks and costs of a potential confrontations, spillovers, or crises. In a hybrid conflict spectrum, any type of a retaliatory action or military initiative by South Korea aimed at North Korean force concentrations entails even greater risks of conflict escalation. First, there are traditional geostrategic constraints. South Korea lacks strategic depth, which essentially precludes any type of elastic defense (i.e. defense in depth that trades space for time) and limits early-warning options. In geographical terms, the distance between the DMZ and Seoul – the political, business, and cultural center of South Korea - is only approximately 40 km, making the densely populated capital city with over 11 million inhabitants highly vulnerable to a North Korean ground or artillery attack. In this setting, the extremely small, but highly populated combat radius around Seoul, amplifies the risks of high collateral damage and major socio-economic disruptions in any type of crises or conflict scenarios. Any limited operations by either side could effectively trigger uncontrollable or unintended escalation. The second factor is the quantitative asymmetry, disposition, and doctrinal orientation of North and South Korea’s armed forces. North Korea’s conventional forces have a numerical superiority over South Korea in terms of manpower, armor, and artillery equipment. Notwithstanding its prolonged economic hardships, supply shortages, lack of new equipment, North Korea has been able to sustain and even expand its conventional forces to the fourth largest in the world. In terms of equipment categories, for example, North Korea’s artillery forces (i.e. towed and self-propelled cannons, rocket launchers, mortars) are twice the size of the artillery forces in the South. While the age and obsolescence of many North Korean combat systems coupled with the lower training hours of their crews cannot match U.S.-ROK capabilities, the potential magnitude to inflict significant damage or launch selective or massive conventional attacks against South Korea should not be discarded. Third and perhaps most important risk factor is political. The difficulties in ascertaining North Korea’s intentions and politico-military strategies amplify security uncertainties and risks of potential miscalculation and superpower involvement. North Korea’s regime is paralyzed in its inability and unwillingness to adopt meaningful politico-economic reforms without endangering the prospects of its survival and raison d’être. Any escalation of conflict on the Korean Peninsula or non-linear Korean unification scenarios may rapidly spillover into a broader regional crisis. 

Econ 
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TURN – SKFTA kills the economy

8/18/10 Heffner, Thomas “Korea FTA Would Increase America's Economic Woes” – America’s Economic Report Daily (Heffner Publisher/Founder of Concerned Citizens and their website - EconomyInCrisis.org.)  http://economyincrisis.org/content/korea-fta-would-increase-americas-economic-woes

The Korea-US Free Trade Agreement (Kor-US FTA) will be a disaster for both the United States and Korea. The FTA was signed and negotiated by the Bush administration in 2007, but prevailing problems with the agreement led both Congress and the Korean legislature to reject the FTA.

The Kor-US FTA is the biggest Free Trade Agreement since NAFTA. This is a much bigger trade deal than CAFTA, and if it passes, the floodgates will open for the passage of the Colombia and Panama FTA and a really ugly Trans-Pacific Partnership.

U.S. International Trade Commission predicts that the Korea FTA will increase the U.S. trade deficit. The ITC has a history of underestimating. In 1999, the ITC estimated that China’s entry into the World Trade Organization would increase the U.S. trade deficit by only $1 billion and have no significant impact on U.S. employment. Instead, the U.S. trade deficit with China increased by $185 billion between China’s 2001 WTO entry and 2008, while 2.4 million U.S. jobs were lost or displaced to China.

The Economic Policy Institute predicts the Korea FTA will double the U.S. trade deficit with Korea to $26.9 billion a year within seven years. The total number of displaced U.S. jobs as a result of Korean imports into the U.S. will be 888,000. Even if you factor in the jobs created due to increased U.S. exports, and discount the jobs that are already lost due to the existing deficit with South Korea, approximately 200,000 jobs still stand to be lost— with a good chunk of them likely coming from the Midwest.

The Korea-US FTA would negatively affect the United States economy in many ways.
· The U.S. auto industry could lose 25,000 jobs as a result of the Kor-US FTA. Korea uses no-tariff barriers to keep U.S. autos out of their market, such as higher insurance rates for U.S. cars and laws regarding license plates that cost U.S. auto manufacturers an enormous amount of money.

· Korea would be allowed to challenge our regulatory agencies, including being able to limit our ability to regulate the quality of food imports. This is already seen in other FTAs and as a result we have toxic imports.

· “Buy Local Food” initiatives are important to economic development in the U.S., but implementing those initiatives could be compromised because they’d be considered a non-tariff barrier to trade.

· In addition to being bad for American farmers, Kor-US would also be bad for Korea since they don’t have the kind of support farmers in the U.S. have. Koreans have so vehemently opposed this FTA that Korea had to outlaw FTA protests.
· The beef industry will suffer as Korea would be able to limit inspection of Korean beef imports, despite constant refusal by Korea to import U.S. beef.

· Kor-US has terms that grant extreme rights for foreign investors within the U.S. that would allow them to play by very different rules. The scope of what can be challenged in the U.S. is extremely broad.

o Any limitation to corporation’s profitability can be challenged.
o Intellectual property rights, property rights, construction, bonds and loans, permits, etc…

§ Kor-US includes MANY of these, even prevailing wage laws can be challenged.
o Provisions in Korea FTA will supersede any regulations we put in place.
This trade deal was negotiated before the financial collapse (June 2007). It contains all sorts of goodies for Wall Street in its financial services provisions, including

bans on regulations limiting the size of banks and insurance companies;

prohibitions against barring the sale of risky derivatives; and

limits on capital controls.

The main beneficiaries of these policies are U.S. companies like Citigroup. Citigroup’s own Laura Lane, a corporate co-chair of the U.S.-Korea FTA Business Coalition, stated, “it is the best financial services chapter negotiated in a free trade agreement to date.”

The United States would be unable to enforce the terms recently laid out in the new financial reform bill.

There has been evidence that Korea manipulates their currency to some extent, and we have already shown an inability to stand up to countries that do that.

The United States cannot afford to enter into another disastrous Free Trade Agreement.
Obama has touted the FTA as a measure necessary to assist in the growth of U.S. exports, but it will do nothing more than widen the already massive trade imbalance. President Obama should stick to his pre-election promises and oppose the Kor-US FTA in its current form. Make sure your representatives know that if the they support the Kor-US FTA, they will not receive your support in future elections. Any elected official that promotes this FTA in its current form does so to the detriment of the United States and should not be in office.

SKFTA allows environmental degradation, job loss, and worker exploitation in both countries

Beifu, Director at the Washington Fair  Trade Coalition, 11- (“The U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement is bad for both countries,” Jan 24, 2011. seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/opinion/2014027477_guest25beifus.html [JUNEJA]).

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. 

KORUS FTA will be devastating for the U.S. economy- NAFTA proves

Rawles, Candidate for Tennessee U.S. House 8th District, 11- (“Trade agreements with South Korea, Brazil would be disastrous” July 17. http://www.jacksonsun.com/article/20110717/OPINION03/107170311 [JUNEJA])

The proverbial final straw that will break the camel's back is once again floating in Congress. While the majority of our national leaders, in both businesses and politics, will never admit the catastrophic effects of The North American Free Trade Agreement, those directly affected by the consequences of the agreement, and those of us with common-sense, know it has played an enormous role in creating and maintaining our financial crises. The final straw will be Congress giving final approval to Free Trade Agreements with South Korea, Brazil and Columbia. While these agreements will help American farmers regain lost markets in Brazil and Columbia, they will have a devastating effect on American manufacturing and distribution. Why are Kentucky U.S. Sen. Mitch McConnell and President Barack Obama supporting the agreements? The first, but certainly not the last, American manufacturers to feel the effect will be Caterpillar. Caterpillar presently provides a large quantity of mining equipment to the coalmines of Kentucky, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. Komatsu, a Japanese company, has very large manufacturing operations in South Korea and Brazil, and distribution centers in Columbia. They are direct competitors with Caterpillar. If the trade agreements receive final approval from Congress, any advantage Cat had will be lost. So there goes part of another American manufacturing operation, as well as distributors and vendors. For those who believe opening the markets of South Korea, Brazil and Columbia to American goods will offset losses, let me remind you our trade deficit with Canada has grown from $10.2 billion to $74.4 billion since NAFTA and our $1.7 billion surplus with Mexico turned into $64.2 billion deficit after NAFTA. While our president suggests the agreements will create 70,000 new jobs, he doesn't seem to realize they will destroy many more, and those created will not pay nearly as well as those destroyed. Yes, Sen. McConnell and President Obama, this is a heavy piece of straw and it most likely will break the camel's back.

SKFTA devastates economy- multiple reasons

Fletcher 1/23/2011,  Senior Economist of the Coalition for a Prosperous America, Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council (Ian, “Stop  the Korea Free Trade Agreement!”, January 23rd, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ian-fletcher/stop-the-korea-free-trade_b_812646.html, MA)

Despite what the White House and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce are saying, this agreement makes no sense as a strategy to reduce our horrendous trade deficit. America's trade deficits have a long record of going up, not down, when we sign trade agreements with other nations. Paradoxically, trade agreements even seem to sabotage our own trade with foreign nations: according to an analysis by the group Public Citizen, in recent years our exports to nations we have free-trade agreements with have actually grown at less than half the pace of our exports to nations we don't have these agreements with. So these agreements don't hold water as trade-expanding measures. Even leaving aside trade-balance issues, this agreement is a disaster, thanks to something called "investor-state arbitration." Like NAFTA, it compromises American sovereignty and subjects American democracy to having its own laws overruled by foreign judges as interfering with trade. Under NAFTA to date, over $326 million in damages has been paid out by governments as a result of challenges to natural resource policies, environmental protection, and health and safety measures. There about 80 Korean corporations, with about 270 facilities around the U.S., that would acquire the right to challenge our laws under KORUS-FTA. What kind of problems could this cause? The U.S. was forced in 1996 to weaken Clean Air Act rules on gasoline contaminants in response to a challenge by Venezuela and Brazil. In 1998, we were forced to weaken Endangered Species Act protections for sea turtles thanks to a challenge by India, Malaysia, Pakistan and Thailand concerning the shrimp industry. The EU today endures trade sanctions by the U.S. for not relaxing its ban on hormone-treated beef. In 1996, the WTO ruled against the EU's Lome Convention, a preferential trading scheme for 71 former European colonies in the Third World. In 2003, the Bush administration sued the EU over its moratorium on genetically modified foods. It gets worse. KORUS-FTA also signs away our right (and Korea's, too, not that this makes it any better) to a wide range of financial regulations of the kind that might have helped avoid the crisis of 2008. For example, it forfeits our right to limit the size of financial institutions. It forfeits our right to place firewalls between different kinds of financial activities in order to prevent volatility in one market from collapsing another. It prevents us from limiting what financial services financial institutions may offer -- Enron Savings & Mortgage, here we come... It bans regulation of derivatives. It ban limits on capital flows designed to tame volatile "hot money." 
SKFTA hurts the economy- increases deficits, debts, unemployment, growth losses

Tonelson 1/7/2011, research fellow with the U.S. Business and Industry Council (Alan, “Korean trade pact retains many one-sided barriers against American products,” January 7th, 2011, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/010711/opi_766574141.shtml, MA)

President Obama’s pursuit of free trade with South Korea evidently assumes that, if at first you don’t succeed, try the same failed approach again and again. In fact, this latest attempt to promote American growth and employment by opening long-closed foreign markets to U.S. goods and services is even less excusable than pacts like NAFTA or the numerous trade expansion deals with China. After all, the American deficits, debts, job destruction and growth losses resulting from these deals were long masked by bubbles in technology spending, housing and credit itself. With these reckless options just about gone, the still-mounting costs of past agreements plus those certain from the Korea pact represent the difference between a slumping and a recovering economy. The key to transforming trade policy toward Korea and the rest of the world lies not in correcting individual blunders made by American negotiators.
Trade Defecits
SKAFTA is a military intervention policy – also it worsens trade

Hamsher, Jane 11/10“Korea Free Trade here we come” – (Jane’s work has appeared on the Huffington Post, Alternet and The American Prospect. She has appeared on CNN, MSNBC and PBS and is the author of the best selling book Killer Instinct) http://fdlaction.firedoglake.com/2010/11/10/korea-free-trade-here-we-come/

According to pollsters, opposing NAFTA-style trade agreements and defending Social Security were the two strongest issues Democrats had in 2010. There were 220 television ads run by Democrats in competitive races in 2010 opposing the outsourcing of jobs and “free trade” agreements, including the hard-won swing districts of Nick Rahall, Scott Owens, Larry Kissell, Leonard Boswell, John Yarmuth, Joe Donnelly and Raul Raul Grijalva.

Additionally, Barbara Boxer’s attacks on Carly Fiorina as a job outsourcer was critical to her victory. Likewise Patty Murray, Harry Reid and Joe Manchin.

According to Lori Wallach of Public Citizen, the sticking points right now have to do with a “cars and cows” fix, which forces Korea to take more American cars and beef (an attempt to neutralize opposition from the Michigan delegation and the UAW). But other than that, the deal honors the devastating offshoring policies of NAFTA:

The Korea FTA text contains the extreme investor rights that promote offshoring; the private enforcement of those rights that had led to serial attacks on domestic environmental, health, and other safeguards; a ban on Buy America; limits on financial service regulation ( recall, this is a 2007 pre-crisis text with all of the crazy extreme dereg language of past Bush FTAs) and more of the most damaging NAFTA-style provisions Obama promised to fix.

The trade deal is seen as a sop to Korea so the US can maintain a military presence in the region.  There are over 28,000 US troops still on the South Korean peninsula, and Obama visited them yesterday.  Hillary Clinton has been pushing hard for the agreement, and its ratification is the fondest wish of the Chamber of Commerce. So once again, more middle class jobs would be sacrificed for the sake of militarism and interventionism.
It would be a truly horrific blow to whatever is left of American manufacturing at a time when unemployment is rampant.  But from a political standpoint, fighting for another so-called “free trade” agreement right now has got to represent some kind of death wish for the Democratic party.  I don’t have any other way to explain it.

SKFTA kills the economy—its ruins trade deficits and kills jobs

AFP 10- (“Lawmakers demand 'major changes' to US-S.Korea trade deal”, 7/24/10. http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jNCo0x9GW2d56sxw1nVS8vB2f9Iw [JUNEJA])
WASHINGTON — More than 100 US lawmakers wrote to President Barack Obama Thursday demanding "major changes" to a landmark free trade agreement with South Korea, which they called a "job killing" pact. Obama wants to finalize the deal before a Group of 20 summit in Seoul this November so that he can present it to Congress in the few months thereafter, despite concerns from US cattlemen and carmakers. But 109 legislators from Obama's Democratic party in the House of Representatives sent a joint letter to him, seeking talks with the president to address opposition to specific provisions of the FTA in the financial services, investment and labor chapters. They also "strongly object" to the non-tariff barriers to the Korean market that they said numerous US industries, including the auto, beef and textile sectors, faced. "At a time when our economy is struggling to recover from the worst downturn since the Great Depression, it is unthinkable to consider moving forward with another job-killing FTA," the lawmakers said. In addition, they said, implementing the FTA "without major changes will exacerbate the US trade deficit (and) further erode the US manufacturing base." The pact is "simply out of touch with what the overwhelming majority of American people want," they said. The US-South Korea FTA was signed between in June 2007 during the administration of Obama's predecessor George W. Bush. Obama had earlier voiced concerns about market access problems related American beef and autos. Neither country has ratified the deal, which would be the largest for the United States since the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) with Canada and Mexico, which came into force in 1994. South Korea said in late June that it would reopen talks soon on the FTA but it rejected complaints it unfairly restricted US beef and auto exports. South Korea shipped about 700,000 cars to the United States in 2007 while just 5,000 moved in the opposite direction, official figures show. Analysts in Seoul say the figures exclude more than 125,000 vehicles made by a General Motors subsidiary in Korea while including vehicles made by a Hyundai plant in Alabama. The free trade deal has also stirred some controversy in South Korea due to public fears over the safety of US beef. Despite angry protests from farmers and activists, South Korea in 2008 agreed to ease restrictions imposed over fears of mad cow diseases and to resume imports of beef from US cattle aged less than 30 months.

SKFTA Bad—it would off shore 159,000 jobs and raise the trade deficit by 16 billion dollars 

Oak 10- (“South Korea Free Trade Agreement Will Cause 159,000 Americans to Lose Their Jobs”, http://www.economicpopulist.org/content/south-korea-free-trade-agreement-will-cause-159000-americans-lose-their-jobs [JUNEJA]

Economist Robert E. Scott has cranked the numbers on U.S. job losses if the South Korean Free Trade Agreement is passed. Yet another bad trade deal would cause 159,000 Americans to lose their jobs over 7 years. EPI’s research shows it will increase the U.S. trade deficit with Korea by about $16.7 billion, and displace about 159,000 American jobs within the first seven years after it takes effect. Scott also calls out the USITC, our trade so called representative and commission for denying, routinely, the American job losses of these agreements. From the research paper overview: This Economic Policy Institute analysis examines the likely jobs impact of signing pending FTAs with Korea and Colombia. It shows, based on past experience, that these trade agreements will increase the U.S.’s trade deficit with both countries. Contrary to the Chamber’s projections, the EPI analysis then shows that the increased trade deficit per se will correspond to the loss of 214,000 jobs in the U.S. by 2015. What is it about trade deficit these people do not understand? If one reads Dr. Scott's work, the assumptions and calculations are thorough. Shame our government isn't .
SKFTA more likely to kill the economy- USITC is terrible at predictions, increases trade deficits
Ensinger, Economy in Crisis reporter, 2010. (Dustin, “South Korea FTA’s Impacts on U.S.,”, July 13th, 2010 http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/south-korea-ftas-impacts-us, MA) 

Despite claims to the contrary by the U.S. International Trade Commission, the proposed South Korean free trade agreement will result in steep job losses domestically as well as a significant increase in the trade deficit, according to the Economic Policy Institute. The USITC has forecast that the proposed free trade agreement would have a small positive impact on the American trade deficit while having a “minimal to negligible impact on U.S. employment.” But, as Robert Scott of the EPI points out, the USITC has had a rather abysmal record predicting the impact of free trade agreements on the U.S. In 1999, the group predicted that China’s entry into the World Trade Organization would result in a $1 billion increase in the trade deficit and have very little effect on American employment. Seven years after China’s ascension into the WTO, the U.S. trade deficit had increased by $185 billion and resulted in the loss of 2.4 million American jobs. Once again, it appears that the USITC is underestimating the potential impact of a free trade agreement. According to the EPI’s estimates, in the first seven years of the agreement, it could cost as many as 159,000 American jobs and increase the trade deficit by $16.7 billion. With unemployment hovering around the 10 percent mark, the EPI is not the only party concerned about the impact the South Korean free trade agreement could have on American jobs. Some Congressional Democrats have vowed to fight against the agreement. "To try and advance the Korean FTA when so many workers are still struggling to find work would simply move our economy backward," Rep. Louise Slaughter, a New York Democrat, told AFP. Democrats and unions have steadfastly opposed the South Korea deal on the grounds that Seoul officials have not sufficiently opened their automotive market up to American exports. In 2007, the U.S. sold 7,000 American vehicles in South Korea, or less than one percent of the entire market. South Korean automakers, on the other hand, sold 615,000 vehicles in the U.S. that same year, according to Pat Choate's book Saving Capitalism. The president’s insistence to forge ahead with a trade pact negotiated under the Bush administration and almost universally loathed in his own party has baffled some, who say it is a betrayal of his campaign promises on trade. Leo Hindery, Chairman of the New America Foundation, writing in the Huffington Post, points out that then-candidate Obama took an entirely different position on free trade on the campaign trail. "Change is ending tax breaks for companies that ship jobs overseas and giving them to companies that create good paying jobs here in America; it's putting people to work...making the materials we need to rebuild America; it's...creating millions of new jobs - jobs that we want to be good union jobs - and giving our workers the skills to do them," he said in a speech to the United Steelworkers Union in 2008. Now the president is ready to abandon that pledge and sign a free trade agreement that will almost certainly ship American jobs overseas, sap American wages and further erode the nation’s once-proud manufacturing base. 
Trade deficits kill the economy
Dr. Morici, Former Director of the Office of Economics at the U.S. International Trade Commission, Professor at University of Maryland, 4/11/2011 (Peter, “Trade Deficit Continues to Squeeze U.S. Economy”, April 11th, 2010, http://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/2011/04/11/trade-deficit-continues-squeeze-economy/, MA)
Tuesday, analysts expect the Commerce Department to report the deficit on international trade in goods and services was $44 billion in February, up from $27 billion in mid-2009, when the economic recovery began. This trade deficit subtracts from demand for U.S.-made goods and services, just as a large federal budget deficit adds to it. Consequently, a rising deficit slows economic recovery and jobs creation and limits how much Congress and the President may cut the deficit without sinking the economic recovery.  Rising oil prices and imports from China are driving the trade deficit up, and these are major barriers to creating enough jobs to pull unemployment to acceptable levels over the next several years. Were the Obama administration and Republican leadership in Congress to address the trade deficit, economic growth, jobs creation and tax revenues would increase dramatically, and the federal deficit could be cut to manageable levels without fear of killing jobs creation. 
Financial Reform
SKFTA interferes with financial regulations
Lori Wallach, J.D. from Harvard Law and Director of Public Citizen's Global Trade Watch division, 2010 (“Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (FTA): Problematic Foreign Investor and Financial Deregulation Provisions,” 2010, http://www.citizen.org/documents/KoreaFTAInvestmentFinancialServices.pdf, MA)
The Korea FTA’s Financial Services chapter reflects the pro-deregulation mentality that helped foster the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression. It conflates liberalization of the financial sector and deregulation, simply banning many forms of regulation even when rules are applied equally to domestic and foreign firms. The FTA’s Financial Services chapter also reads in provisions from the Investment Chapter, including allowing private investor attacks on domestic regulation and forbidding capital controls – which now even the International Monetary Fund notes can be important tools in avoiding speculative, destabilizing inward and outward capital surges. • Including the past deregulatory model in the Korea FTA is especially problematic. Congress has just passed far reaching new financial regulations that could conflict with the FTA limits. And the regulatory implementation of this law would occur after the FTA went into effect, meaning it could be subject to the FTA’s constraints. Further, there are at least ten Korean financial firms now established in the United States that could use the private enforcement rights provided in the FTA to attack the new policies. 
Financial Regulations prevents economic crises- Obama proves

New York Times 2008 (“Obama on ‘Renewing the American Economy’”, 3/27/2008, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/27/us/politics/27text-obama.html?pagewanted=all, MA)
President Obama on Saturday challenged opponents of tougher financial regulations, saying the U.S. is doomed to repeat the economic crisis without new rules and that taxpayers would again be stuck with the bill. The overhaul is the next major piece of legislation that Obama wants to sign into law this year. "Every day we don't act, the same system that led to bailouts remains in place, with the exact same loopholes and the exact same liabilities," Obama said in his weekly radio and Internet address. "And if we don't change what led to the crisis, we'll doom ourselves to repeat it.  "Every day we don't act, the same system that led to bailouts remains in place, with the exact same loopholes and the exact same liabilities," Obama said in his weekly radio and Internet address. "And if we don't change what led to the crisis, we'll doom ourselves to repeat it. 
Jobs

FTA kills economy – job loss, offshoring, and prevents gov from regulating financial sector

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions 2/8/2011 “Why We Oppose the KORUS FTA” - http://kctu.org/9928

1. KCTU has great concerns about the bilateral and regional FTAs which are currently expanding in number across the world. We believe that the analysis that FTAs are bad for some industries while good for others is a somewhat narrow perspective. This is because they reduce or greatly remove the ability of governments from relatively less developed countries to pursue independent policies to meet economic and social needs and sustainable social and economic development. In addition while the provisions of FTAs systematically strengthen the rights and privileges of corporations they do not include provisions which support the democratic control of foreign investors. 2. The KORUS FTA privilege the rights and benefits of transnational corporations over the rights of workers, consumers and the general public. We believe that the proposed KOR-US Free Trade Agreement is harmful not only for the Korean workers and working families, but for the workers and working families in the U.S. as well, since the KORUS FTA follows the ‘failed model’ of NAFTA. And it is highly likely that the agreement will have huge negative impacts on small and medium-sized manufacturing enterprises (SMEs) in the two countries, damaging the manufacturing base and worsening already unsecure employment. 3. The KORUS FTA will systematically encourage offshoring, or global outsourcing. The “Rule-of-Origin” provisions of KORUS FTA allow up to 65% foreign content of the value of vehicles eligible for tariff-free treatment, using the Net-Cost- Method. Thus, the agreement will encourage transnational corporations(TNCs) to outsource their production to neighboring low-wage countries such as China and Mexico. This will eventually result in the breakdown of domestic manufacturing industry and unsecure employment. 4. The experience of NAFTA demonstrates the negative impact of FTA on employment. We know that when NAFTA was being negotiated, the US, Canada and Mexican governments made many promises to their citizens - such as creation of jobs and better living standards, just as the Korean and US governments are promising today. However, 15 years of NAFTA has shown that the reality is far from what was promised. In the course of 15 years, NAFTA has eliminated more than 1 million jobs in just the US and increased irregular part-time jobs particularly in service sectors, which pay 23% to 77% less than the jobs that were replaced. 5. Like the NAFTA, KORUS FTA also includes the notorious Investor-State Dispute provision in the Investment Chapter, which ensure private foreign investors to demand cash payment from governments for actions that could be seen to violate privileges endowed by the agreement. This is one representative example of the way KORUS FTA dramatically protect the rights of industries in a way that undermines the ability of governments to carry out policies for public interest including public services, the environment, public health and education. 6. The American subprime mortgage crisis in 2007-09 demonstrates once more the danger of financial deregulation and urgent need of financial control. However, KORUS FTA allows all types of financial instruments including financial derivatives which are considered to trigger financial crisis in 2007-09. It will limit governments from prudently regulating financial sectors to avoid another economic crisis. 

KORUS FTA kill the US economy by acting as a means to outsource- NAFTA and CAFTA prove

Kagen, former member of Congress from Appleton, 11 - (Journal Sentinel: “So-called 'free' trade agreements harm American workers.” Jul 15. http://www.jsonline.com/news/opinion/125668518.html [JUNEJA])

Professional politicians in Washington and their partners on Wall Street are lining up for another payday - this time by promoting "free trade" deals with Korea, Panama and Colombia. But if you're not in Washington or on Wall Street, there's a problem. These new deals are just like the old deals. They are job-killers - just like NAFTA and CAFTA before them. People everywhere are saying, "We need jobs, jobs, jobs." If that is true, why is our government promoting a new trio of job-killing deals? Answer: Professional politicians in Washington are listening to Big Money, not us. We've seen this movie before, and it doesn't have a happy ending - working-class heroes lose their jobs. Under "free trade" deals, 589 paper workers lost their jobs at NewPage in Kimberly, as did 1,000 at Briggs & Stratton in Milwaukee, 800 at Western Publishing in Racine and 974 at Honeywell in Chippewa Falls. They are among 68,000 Wisconsin workers documented to have lost their jobs due to "free trade," which, in fact, is a free giveaway of American jobs. Under the pirate flag of "free trade," more than 5 million manufacturing jobs disappeared nationally and 45,000 U.S. plants closed their doors forever, while workers' wages remained flat. Under NAFTA and CAFTA policies, thousands of manufacturing jobs were lost in Wisconsin - 52,000 of them thanks to China. So, despite what professional politicians say, "free trade" deals are licenses to steal our jobs, legally. The real damages experienced by my patients, my neighbors and my friends are beyond measure. After all, for Wisconsin families, a job is their most precious resource. NAFTA- and CAFTA-style deals are punishing Wisconsin communities, and so will their sequels. According to the U.S. International Trade Commission, the proposed Wall Street-Korea deal will put at risk the loss of another 80,000 Wisconsin jobs, 10,000 being in northeastern Wisconsin. So what does the Wall Street-Korea deal really do? Does it level the playing field? No. Does it enforce international labor standards? No. Does it prevent Korea from manipulating the value of its currency or dumping its subsidized products into our markets? No. Does the Wall Street-Korea deal give Korean companies special access to our markets even when the major portion of a Korean product is "Made in China"? Yes. Does it ignore the fact that U.S. taxpayers have defended South Korea for a half-century? Yes. And incredibly, it threatens our nation's sovereignty. If enacted by Congress and signed by the president, the Wall Street-Korea deal would allow Korean corporations to challenge U.S. laws and sue us for damages before secretive international tribunals. Last month, one of these world government organizations ruled against America's right to label products "Made in the USA." This "free trade" deal would also give unaccountable international bureaucrats legal authority to pick our pockets, forcing U.S. taxpayers to pay a foreign corporation for their "lost profits." Contrary to what Washington politicians and Big Money special interests are saying, the real tragedy in the Wall Street-Korea script is that hardworking families in America will lose their jobs and our nation will fall deeper into debt. We can't afford "free trade." We can't afford to lose any more jobs. Instead, we must renegotiate NAFTA and CAFTA and establish "equal trade" with all our partners, especially China. We must guarantee that future trade agreements are good not just for Wall Street but also for businesses and their workers on Main Street. I urge everyone, including all members of the House and Senate, to stand up for "equal trade" on behalf of American workers and American jobs.

KORUS FTA fails- NAFTA repeat 

Fletcher, Senior Economist of the Coalition for a Prosperous America, 11- (“We Don't Need Free Trade Agreements with Panama, Colombia, and Korea” Jul 17, 2011. 

http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article29309.html [JUNEJA])
Obama is still pushing for free trade agreements with Panama, Colombia, and Korea, albeit with the thin fig leaf of demanding they be accompanied by money for so-called Trade Adjustment Assistance, a "painkiller" program designed to blunt the harm to laid-off workers. The Republicans don't like TAA, which has held up passage of these agreements momentarily, but both sides are still gunning to pass these agreements some time soon. You think America has learned its lesson from NAFTA, which the Labor Department has estimated cost us 525,000 jobs? Think again. Take the Korea agreement, for example. President Obama and the Republican leadership want it despite the fact that the Economic Policy Institute has estimated it will cost us 159,000 more jobs over the next five years. Yes, you read that correctly. At a time when the president says that his number one economic priority is job creation, and has created an entire commission for that purpose, they're going ahead with it anyway. Even the official U.S. International Trade Commission has admitted that KORUS-FTA will cause significant job losses. And not just in low-end industries: the ITC foresees the electronic equipment manufacturing industry, with average wages of $30.38 in 2008, as a major victim. The supposed logic of America swapping junk jobs for high-end jobs simply isn't the way the economics really works out. Pace free-market mythology, there are actually well-understood reasons for this, if you dig a little into what economists already know. Was this the Obama America voted for in 2008? No. That Obama is at an undisclosed location somewhere. He campaigned against KORUS-FTA during the 2008 campaign. (It was originally negotiated, but not ratified by Congress, by Bush in 2007.) Among other things, that Obama said: I strongly support the inclusion of meaningful, enforceable labor and environmental standards in all trade agreements. As president, I will work to ensure that the U.S. again leads the world in ensuring that consumer products produced across the world are done in a manner that supports workers, not undermines them.Nice words. Unfortunately, none of them are reflected in KORUS-FTA, which contains no serious new provisions on these issues. This agreement is essentially a NAFTA clone. It is, in fact, the biggest trade agreement since NAFTA, and the first since Canada with a developed country. This agreement, like NAFTA and the dozen or so other free trade agreements America has signed since NAFTA, is fundamentally an offshoring agreement. That is, it is about making it easier for U.S.-based multinationals to move production overseas with confidence in the security of their investments in overseas plants. The provisions to protect workers and consumers are unenforceable window dressing. (That's why they're allowed to be in there in the first place.) Don't be fooled by the fact that some unions, like the United Auto Workers (UAW), have endorsed the agreement. This is just a cynical ploy by the White House to split the trade union movement in order to keep the AFL-CIO neutral. The UAW's out-of-touch leadership is so punch-drunk from the 2008 collapse of the U.S. auto industry that it has lost touch not only with what is good for the American economy as a whole, but with what is good for rank-and-file auto workers. (There's a rumor in circulation they did a deal with the White House in exchange for protecting pension and other obligations in the auto industry bailout. I can't prove this, but it would certainly explain a few things.) Don't take my word for it, either: in the words of Al Benchich, retired president of UAW Local 909: The UAW Administration Caucus is the one-party state that controls the UAW at the International level. Every International officer is a member of the Caucus, and they surround themselves with appointed international reps that unquestioningly do their bidding.No wonder other, more democratic and more intelligent, unions, like Leo Gerard's United Steelworkers, are criticizing the UAW for its decision to support KORUS-FTA. Interestingly, the UAW's past record of criticizing KORUS-FTA is more honest than anything they're saying right now. For example, here's what they originally said about this agreement: KORUS-FTA has inadequate protections and enforcement mechanisms to enforce either the spirit or the letter of the law. Precisely. And changes made since then are, as noted, minimal. As an example of how one-sided the treaty is, consider that it now allows -- to great rejoicing -- America to export 75,000 cars a year to Korea. This translates to a measly 800 jobs. Korea's exports of cars to the U.S. in 2009, on the other hand? Try 476,833. Furthermore, even if the U.S. does get to sell more cars in Korea, American companies will mostly not be making the steel, tires, and other components that go into them, because the agreement allows cars with 65 percent foreign content to count as "American." Worse, it allows goods with as much as 65 percent non-South-Korean content to count as "Korean," opening the door not only to North Korean slave labor but to the whole of China. Talk about the camel's nose in the tent! This is just one example of how KORUS-FTA isn't even as good as the deal the EU just signed with Korea. (The EU got a 55 percent standard on this item.) And remember that the EU and most of its member states, of course, don't really practice free trade anyway: they practice a covertly managed trade that has kept the EU's trade balance within pocket change of zero over the last two decades, while America has been running deficits around the $500 billion mark. "Free trade agreement," in American English, means "free trade agreement." In other languages, it means "gentleman's agreement for managed trade at a low tariff." The Europeans invented this game -- called mercantilism -- back when trade was conducted with sailing ships. South Korea learned it from Japan, which learned it from Germany. Uncle Sam (and maybe John Bull and a few others) are the only naïfs who still don't get it. Despite what the White House and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce are saying, this agreement makes no sense as a strategy to reduce our horrendous trade deficit. America's trade deficits have a long record of going up, not down, when we sign trade agreements with other nations. Paradoxically, trade agreements even seem to sabotage our own trade with foreign nations: according to an analysis by the group Public Citizen, in recent years our exports to nations we have free-trade agreements with have actually grown at less than half the pace of our exports to nations we don't have these agreements with. So these agreements don't hold water as trade-expanding measures. Even leaving aside trade-balance issues, this agreement is a disaster, thanks to something called "investor-state arbitration." Like NAFTA, it compromises American sovereignty and subjects American democracy to having its own laws overruled by foreign judges as interfering with trade. Under NAFTA to date, over $326 million in damages has been paid out by governments as a result of challenges to natural resource policies, environmental protection, and health and safety measures. There about 80 Korean corporations, with about 270 facilities around the U.S., that would acquire the right to challenge our laws under KORUS-FTA. What kind of problems could this cause? The U.S. was forced in 1996 to weaken Clean Air Act rules on gasoline contaminants in response to a challenge by Venezuela and Brazil. In 1998, we were forced to weaken Endangered Species Act protections for sea turtles thanks to a challenge by India, Malaysia, Pakistan and Thailand concerning the shrimp industry. The EU today endures trade sanctions by the U.S. for not relaxing its ban on hormone-treated beef. In 1996, the WTO ruled against the EU's Lome Convention, a preferential trading scheme for 71 former European colonies in the Third World. In 2003, the Bush administration sued the EU over its moratorium on genetically modified foods. It gets worse. KORUS-FTA also signs away our right (and Korea's, too, not that this makes it any better) to a wide range of financial regulations of the kind that might have helped avoid the crisis of 2008. For example, it forfeits our right to limit the size of financial institutions. It forfeits our right to place firewalls between different kinds of financial activities in order to prevent volatility in one market from collapsing another. It prevents us from limiting what financial services financial institutions may offer—Enron Savings & Mortgage, here we come... It bans regulation of derivatives. It ban limits on capital flows designed to tame volatile “hot money.” Why is the U.S. flirting with making such an appalling mistake yet again? Because a) multinational corporations have bought our political system and b) because our government would rather play power politics than keep its own (declining) economic house in order. It is remarkable how stuck we are in the 1950s, with an invincible economy at home and a Cold War abroad. As a report by the Senate Finance Committee once put it: Throughout most of the postwar era, U.S. trade policy has been the orphan of U.S. foreign policy. Too often the Executive has granted trade concessions to accomplish political objectives. Rather than conducting U.S. international economic relations on sound economic and commercial principles, the executive has set trade and monetary policy in a foreign aid context. An example has been the Executive's unwillingness to enforce U.S. trade statutes in response to foreign unfair trade practices. Ironically, it may eventually be our own decline that solves our trade problems, by rescuing us from our own arrogance and stupidity. When we finally realize we can't take our economy for granted, we may finally stop giving away the store in international trade. Ian Fletcher is the author of the new book Free Trade Doesn’t Work: What Should Replace It and Why (USBIC, $24.95) He is an Adjunct Fellow at the San Francisco office of the U.S. Business and Industry Council, a Washington think tank founded in 1933. He was previously an economist in private practice, mostly serving hedge funds and private equity firms. 

SKFTA kills the economy—offshoring of jobs and effects on manufacturing 

Danville Register 10- (Crane, Amos is a staff writer for the Danville Register & Bee., 7/27/10, “Fifth District contenders have concerns over Korea free trade agreement”, http://www2.newsadvance.com/news/2010/jul/27/fifth-district-contenders-have-concerns-over-korea-ar-352372/ [JUNEJA])

DANVILLE — Local jobs are the big issue when it comes to supporting a free trade agreement between the United States and South Korea, 5th District candidates said Tuesday. The U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement, which was signed in 2007, is still pending before Congress. According to the White House, President Barack Obama aims to present the FTA to Congress after his November visit to South Korea — if discussions can resolve outstanding issues for U.S. workers and producers. Obama met with South Korean President Lee Myung-Bak in late June and called the FTA “the right thing to do for Korea,” adding that it would “strengthen commercial ties and create enormous potential economic benefits and create jobs here in the United States.” Rep. Tom Perriello, D-5th District, however, announced in a news release Tuesday his opposition to a “NAFTA-style” Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement “because of their devastating effects on manufacturing and industry in central and southern Virginia,” his press secretary, Jessica Barba, said in the release. Perriello’s opponent, GOP candidate Robert Hurt, believes in free trade but supports re-evaluating trade agreements to protect Southside jobs, according to his campaign manager, Sean Harrison. Harrison said that for Hurt, “it must be fair trade, as well.” Independent Jeff Clark could not be reached for comment. According to the White House, the U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that the reduction of Korean tariffs and quotas on goods would add $10 billion to $12 billion annually to America’s gross domestic product and increase annual merchandise exports to Korea by $10 billion. And for agriculture products, the agreement would eliminate tariffs and quotas “on a broad range of products. Perriello joined the more than 100 members of the Democratic House Trade Working Group to send a letter July 22 to Obama requesting a meeting to discuss the issue because of what they believe would be the FTA’s effect on small businesses and the automotive, beef and textile industries. In a statement, Perriello said Southside lost nearly 6,000 jobs to China from 2001-08 under the North American Free Trade Agreement and the World Trade Organization “We need better trade that benefits American workers,” Perriello said in a statement, “not deals that will send our jobs offshore … I have consistently stood up to both parties on this issue and affirm that we cannot have any new NAFTA-style agreements and must put American workers first again. Harrison refrained from saying whether Hurt would support the U.S.-Korea FTA, but said that for Hurt, the deciding factor is creating jobs locally  “Too many Virginia jobs have been shipped overseas in recent years,” Harrison said in an e-mail, “and we need to re-evaluate trade agreements like NAFTA to make sure American businesses and workers are on a level playing field with everyone else. “His decision on such legislation would be based on one question: ‘Does it help create jobs in central and Southside Virginia?’”

SKFTA kills jobs- More than 159,000 gone
Fletcher 1/23/2011,  Senior Economist of the Coalition for a Prosperous America, Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council (Ian, “Stop  the Korea Free Trade Agreement!”, January 23rd, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ian-fletcher/stop-the-korea-free-trade_b_812646.html, MA)
You would think America had learned its lesson from NAFTA, which the Labor Department has estimated cost us 525,000 jobs. But no. President Obama and the Republican leadership are united in pressing for ratification of the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS-FTA). This is an agreement which the Economic Policy Institute estimates will cost us 159,000 more jobs over the next five years. Yes, you read that correctly. At a time when even the president admits that his number one economic priority is job creation, and has created an entire new commission for that purpose, they're going ahead with it anyway. It gives the phrase "contradictions of capitalism" a whole new meaning. Make no mistake: we're in big trouble. The US economy has entirely lost the ability to create jobs in tradable sectors, and the recent downward blip in unemployment was merely the result of more people giving up looking, which causes them to drop out of the statistics. Even the official U.S. International Trade Commission has admitted that KORUS-FTA will cause significant job losses. And not just in low-end industries. The ITC foresees the electronic equipment manufacturing industry, with average wages of $30.38 in 2008, as a major victim. The supposed logic of America swapping junk jobs for high-end jobs simply isn't the way the economics really works out. Pace free-market mythology, there are actually well-understood reasons for this, if you dig a little into what economists already know.  The UAW Administration Caucus is the one-party state that controls the UAW at the International level. Every International officer is a member of the Caucus, and they surround themselves with appointed international reps that unquestioningly do their bidding. No wonder other, more democratic and more intelligent, unions, like Leo Gerard's United Steelworkers, are criticizing the UAW for its decision to support KORUS-FTA. Interestingly, the UAW's past record of criticizing KORUS-FTA is more honest than anything they're doing in a desperate bid to help keep Obama in the White House. For example, here's what they originally said about this agreement: KORUS-FTA has inadequate protections and enforcement mechanisms to enforce either the spirit or the letter of the law. Precisely. And changes made since then are, as noted, minimal. As an example of how one-sided the treaty is, consider that it now allows -- to great rejoicing -- America to export 75,000 cars a year to Korea. This translates to a measly 800 jobs. Korea's exports of cars to the U.S. in 2009, on the other hand? Try 476,833. Furthermore, even if the U.S. does get to sell more cars in Korea, American companies will mostly not be making the steel, tires, and other components that go into them, because the agreement allows cars with 65 percent foreign content to count as "American." This is just one example of how KORUS-FTA isn't even as good as the deal the EU just signed with Korea. (The EU got a 55 percent standard on this item.) And remember that the EU and most of its member states, of course, don't really practice free trade anyway: they practice a covertly managed trade that has kept the EU's trade balance within pocket change of zero over the last two decades, while America has been running deficits around the $500 billion mark. 
Jobs are tied to the economy

Herbert 09 Columnist for New York Times (Bob, “No Recovery in Sight”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/27/opinion/27herbert.html, MA)
There were roughly seven million people officially counted as unemployed in November 2007, a month before the recession began. Now there are about 14 million. If you add to these unemployed individuals those who are working part time but would like to work full time, and those who want jobs but have become discouraged and stopped looking, you get an underutilization rate that is truly alarming. “By May 2009,” according to the Center for Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University in Boston, “the total number of underutilized workers had increased dramatically from 15.63 million to 29.37 million — a rise of 13.7 million, or 88 percent. Nearly 30 million working-age individuals were underutilized in May 2009, the largest number in our nation’s history. The overall labor underutilization rate in May 2009 had risen to 18.2 percent, its highest value in 26 years.” If it were true that the recession is approaching its end and that these startlingly high numbers were about to begin a steady and substantial decline, there would be much less reason for alarm. But while there is evidence the recession is easing, hardly anyone believes a big-time employment turnaround is in the offing. Three-quarters of the workers let go over the past year were permanently displaced, as opposed to temporarily laid off. They won’t be going back to their jobs when economic conditions improve. And many of those who were permanently displaced were in fields like construction and manufacturing in which the odds of finding work, even after a recovery takes hold, are not good. Another startling aspect of this economic downturn is the toll it has taken on men, especially young men. Men accounted for nearly 80 percent of the loss in employment in this recession. As the labor market center reported, “The unemployment rate for males in April 2009 was 10 percent, versus only 7.2 percent for women, the largest absolute and relative gender gap in unemployment rates in the post-World War II period.” Workers under 30 have sustained nearly half the net job losses since November 2007. This is not a recipe for a strong economic recovery once the recession officially ends, or for a healthy society. Young males, especially, are being clobbered at an age when, typically, they would be thinking about getting married, setting up new households and starting families. Moreover, work habits and experience developed in one’s 20s often establish the foundation for decades of employment and earnings. We’ve seen what happens when you rely on debt and inflated assets to keep the economy afloat. The economy can’t be re-established on a sound basis without aggressive efforts to put people back to work in jobs with decent wages. We also need to consider the suffering that is being endured by these high levels of joblessness, including the profound negative effect on the families of the unemployed. Lawrence Mishel, president of the Economic Policy Institute, warned about the consequences for children. “What does it mean,” he asked, “when kids are under stress because there is no money in the household, or people have to move more, or are combining households, or lose their health insurance? I believe this is going to leave a permanent scar on a generation of kids.” The first step in dealing with a crisis is to recognize that it exists. This is not a problem that will evaporate when the gross domestic product finally begins to creep into positive territory. 

Auto Industry

Skfta kills economy – hinges on u.s auto industry

Stevenson, Ian (writer for blogcritics, BA in psychology  and expert on current events) ’10 “KORUS: Good for South Korea, but Who Else?” – December 13, 2010 http://blogcritics.org/politics/article/korus-good-for-south-korea-but/page-2/


The deal lowers trade barriers for both sides. President Obama boasts it will boost the domestic auto industry and support tens of thousands of American jobs by lowering S. Korean tariffs on American cars. The other side of the story, however, is that in five years the 2.5% tariff on Korean cars sold in the U.S. will be lifted. The real effect on the economy hinges on how many autos American manufacturers can sell in S. Korea, compared to the potential hike in Korean models imported here. While the U.S. manufacturers generally favor the deal, some of the big unions fear that it will actually result in a loss of jobs in their plants.

American autos sold in S. Korea will still have to meet their safety requirements, something which has stood in the way in the past. Asians prefer reliable, very small, fuel-efficient cars (to the extent that the Honda Civic is considered too big and is being discontinued in Japan). Quality issues continue to plague domestic models, with The Big Three having 50% more reported serious problems than Asian models. American automakers have shown little love for developing this type of vehicle, which is the reason that there are so many Asian cars on our roads. In 2009, Asian imports were nearly 50% of all light vehicles sold here.

Small Farms

FTA’s kill food security through genetically modified food – NAFTA AND CAFTA prove

The Global Exchange (education and resource center Global Exchange envisions an alternative economics of quality centered upon protecting international human rights) 3/23/2011 “Free Trade and the Environment” - http://www.globalexchange.org/campaigns/wto/Environment.html

Piracy of Global Biodiversity 

In the last decade, the biodiversity of the Americas has been targeted by "life science" corporations (the growing consolidation of pharmaceutical, agrichemical and seed companies) in search of "green gold." These corporations are pillaging humankind's patrimony of traditional knowledge and biodiversity to create and patent drugs and agricultural products to sell for profit. The quest to patent life forms, especially medicinal plants and crops, threatens our food security, access to healthcare, and the biological and cultural diversity of the Americas. 

Intellectual property rules in CAFTA and the FTAA would require that member countries grant protections to the patenting of life forms. This would facilitate a massive increase in "bioprospecting" or the practice of corporations patenting Indigenous communities' knowledge of plants and then profiting from that knowledge -- while forcing Indigenous communities to pay for what they had previously held in common. 

No GE Food Labeling 

Despite the fact that independent polls in virtually every country on the planet demonstrate that people want genetically-engineered (GE) foods labeled, corporations and the U.S. government have refused to do so. Giant agribusiness multinationals ADM and Cargill have generally refused to segregate GE from non-GE crops, eliminating consumer choice and imposing GE foods on consumers. With CAFTA and the FTAA, labeling laws would be prohibited as "more burdensome than necessary" for agribusiness investors. 

More GE Contamination 

Dozens of crops have been developed and domesticated in the Americas over the last 10,000 years, including corn and potatoes, two of the world's most important crops for food security. The traditional cradles of food diversity are threatened by encroaching genetic contamination. The experience of Mexico under NAFTA offers an example of what's to come for Central America under CAFTA. NAFTA forced open protected Mexican corn markets to a flood of cheap imports of corn from the U.S. Corn imports into Mexico have displaced at least one and a half million farmers and are steadily eroding the genetic diversity of thousands of native corn varieties. Then, in September 2001, genetic contamination of native corn varieties was discovered as a result of the introduction of artificially low-priced GE corn from the United States under NAFTA. The expansion of GE crops threatens food security around the world. 

SKFTA harms family farmers
Kim 07, executive director of the Korea Policy Institute (Thomas, “The Second Opening of Korea: U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement”, http://www.kpolicy.org/documents/policy/070614thomaskimsecondopening.html, MA)
All farming in South Korea is done by individual farmers with small- to medium-size holdings, and the average American farm is 58 times larger than the average Korean farm. Like small family farmers in the United States, South Korea's farmers cannot compete with large U.S. agribusiness capable of producing low-priced goods with the aid of significant U.S. government subsidies that will continue whether or not the FTA passes. Agricultural provisions in the new KORUS-FTA is likely to obliterate this indigenous base of family farmers, with at least half of Korea's farmers expected to lose their farms. Those who can will enter urban areas in search of work, but half of South Korean farmers are now over 60 years old. Because we are not talking about simply about dollars and cents and won, but rather, about South Korean concerns over the preservation of its cultural and familial heritage (and for some South Koreans, their sovereignty as a food-secure nation), the rise of American agribusiness and the concomitant decline of South Korean family farmers are likely to result in intensified anti-Americanism not only in the agricultural sector, but through various sympathetic sectors within civil society. The sense of cultural loss and anti-Americanism is likely to be exacerbated by the recognition that the demise of South Korean family farms will come not at the hands of other family farmers, but rather by the entry of subsidized U.S. agribusiness. 
Small farms help stop warming- Experiment proves
Ajil 2010, reporter (Max, “Return to Small Farms Could Help Alleviate Social and Environmental Crises”, http://solveclimatenews.com/news/20100110/return-small-farms-could-help-alleviate-social-and-environmental-crises?page=2, MA)

"Walter Goldschmidt’s classic study of agriculture in California’s San Joaquin Valley in the 1940s compared areas dominated by large corporate farms to areas still dominated by smallholder farmers. In towns surrounded by family farms, the wealth generated in agriculture circulated among local businesses. There were more local enterprises, paved streets and sidewalks, parks, churches, clubs, newspapers, schools, higher overall employment and more vibrant community life. "In communities near large, mechanized farms, small towns died off." Beyond the excellent effects on local economic development, one half of the seemingly intractable global warming problems, small farms are a big piece of the other half of the problem, too, because small farms cool the planet, both literally and by drawing down CO2 from the atmosphere. As Shattuck and Holt-Giménez argue, "Small, biodiverse, ecological farms have a positive effect on climate remediation because small farmers usually amend their soils with organic materials that absorb and sequester carbon better than soils that are farmed with conventional fertilizers. Around four tons of carbon per hectare is stored in organically managed soils." There are also beneficial effects on CO2 emissions because small farms, especially those 2 or 3 hectares in size, are far less likely to be input-intensive. So fewer artificial fertilizers, herbicides, machines, threshers and tillers that require a constant input of fossil fuels — on the whole, far less use of man-made artifacts that end up contributing substantially to agriculture’s CO2 emissions. Furthermore, small farmers live near their work, and thus their food seldom has to travel far in order to get from their food-plots to their stomachs. Often enough, it doesn’t have to travel at all, especially if it doesn’t have to be processed. So fossil fuels aren’t used, and so the CO2 emissions associated with burning them, the energy costs associated with transport and processing, are removed from the over-all tally sheet assessing agriculture’s CO2 cost. 
Small farms vital to food security- doesn’t produce greenhouse gas emission
Evans 7/5/2011, Chairman of the Board of  Reuters, Chief Executive Officer of Churchill Downs,  former director of ATC Technology Corp  (Robert, “Small farms key to global food security, U.N. says”,  July 5th, 2011, http://af.reuters.com/article/kenyaNews/idAFLDE7631F520110705?pageNumber=1&virtualBrandChannel=0, MA)
GENEVA, July 5 (Reuters) - Governments must work towards a major shift towards small-scale farming if endemic food crises are to be overcome and production boosted to support the global population, the United Nations said on Tuesday. In its annual World Economic and Social Survey, it said a transformation from large-scale and intensive systems of agriculture was vital if growing environmental and land degradation was to be avoided. The food crisis of 2007-08 and a price spike this year "have revealed deep structural problems in the global food system and the need to increase resources and innovation in agriculture so as to accelerate food production," the survey declared. Food production, it said, would have to increase between 70 and 100 per cent by 2050 to sustain a world population that would have grown by 35 per cent from the present 6.9 billion to around 9 billion by that time. "With current agricultural technology, practices and land-use patterns, this cannot be achieved without further contributing to greenhouse gas emissions, water pollution and land degradation," the survey argued. In its turn, the resulting environmental degradation would undermine any growth in food productivity. Of the nearly one seventh of the global population, some 925 million people who are undernourished -- or lacking access to enough food to make possible an active and healthy life -- 98 per cent live in developing countries, according to the survey. Two thirds of them are concentrated in seven countries -- Bangladesh, China, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia and Pakistan. Overall, 578 million are in Asia and the Pacific and 239 million in sub-Saharan Africa. The worst drought in 60 years in the Horn of Africa has sparked a severe food crisis and high malnutrition rates, ,with parts of Kenya and Somalia experiencing pre-famine conditions, the United Nations said last week. The survey said achieving food security would provide a long-term solution to hunger and malnutrition, easing price volatility and protecting the environment. It would require a radical change in existing policies, but this would result "in a strengthening of currently fragmented systems of innovation and an increase in resources for agricultural development and sustainable resource management." "The main challenge is to improve incentives so that they promote and lead to the development of sustainable agriculture by small farm holders," said the survey, drawn up by economists in the U.N.'s Department of Economic and Social Affairs. "Evidence has shown that for most crops the optimal farm is small in scale and that it is at this level that most gain in terms of both sustainable productivity increases and rural poverty reduction can be achieved." But to ensure that small farmers were viable, especially in the face of tougher international competitition, strengthening of marketing chains and quality standards, they must have greater access to credits and grants. 

Food insecurity causes poverty and revolutions- history proves
Naidoo 2011, founding General Secretary of Cosatu, former Minister in Mandela Government and Chair of a GAIN a Global Foundation Fighting malnutrition in the World (Jay, “Food security: A matter of war and peace”, 2011, http://www.thedailymaverick.co.za/opinionista/2011-03-07-food-security-a-matter-of-war-and-peace, MA)

As we watch the 2011 revolutions continue to unfold in North Africa and the Middle East, it's worth reflecting on the role of food security as a trigger of unrest. At the time of the first protests in Tunisia and Egypt, bread prices had risen 30% in the past year due to global shortages in the supply of wheat. What's striking is how this is reported as some sort of novelty or unexpected phenomenon. On closer examination of history, food security issues tend to accompany protests and revolutions. What should concern world leaders is not what has happened, but that we can expect much more of what's already occurred. Early last month, the Food and Agricultural Organisation, the UN’s primary food and agriculture monitoring body, issued a release announcing global record highs for food prices and the seventh consecutive month of price increases. Those who forget history are doomed to repeat it, the adage cautions. Why are we not learning? The cautionary tales are there. From France to India, hunger and food production have long played a major role in revolutions and social upheaval. Food security, then and today, remains a trigger of conflict. While difficult to imagine, given their culinary eminence today, many Frenchmen subsisted only on bread and little else in the 18th century. The roots of the French Revolution were created during the harsh winter of 1788-89, when wheat shortages caused the price of bread to rise nearly 90% in one year, and the people turned on the government, demanding relief. During the Revolution itself, bread riots again erupted, helping to ignite the infamous Reign of Terror in 1793. Nearly 150 years later in India, Gandhi set out on his famous "Salt Satyagraha," walking 240 miles to the coast to produce salt without paying tax, enduring beatings after violating the British Raj salt laws and growing a movement. This display of civil disobedience encouraged millions of Indians to follow suit, setting the stage for the long-term recognition of claims by Gandhi and India's Congress Party. In its most recent edition, The Economist asked "the nine billion person question" -- that is to say, how will the world feed the more than 2 billion new mouths that will likely be added over the next 40 years. There were some answers -- e.g. higher yielding and "biofortified" crops, better use of technology and irrigation, reducing waste - but certainly not enough to make up the difference when you consider a billion individuals around the world are already suffering from chronic hunger today. Add in the fact that many in the emerging middle class in China and India have a growing appetite for meat and the dramatic effects of climate change, and you have a formula for serious unrest. Food, one of the staples of human survival, has long been present, if on the perimeter, of revolutions and protests across the world. Price increases have forced millions of people into poverty and who must spend more than 50% of their income on putting food on the table. As the numbers of hungry mouths grow, and we have precious few answers, we should all expect food to migrate from the periphery of protests and conflict to the centre. Consider Bangladesh, the world's eighth most populous country. I visited Dhaka recently to observe our work on the ground, and saw long lines for modest portions of rice distributed by aid trucks. This is the reality of survival for many in Bangladesh, particularly since the price of rice has increased by 100% over the past three years. But what happens when prices continue their trajectory? What happens when there's less and less rice in those aid trucks while the population of Bangladesh continues to rise? These are unpleasant ideas to consider, but to deny them entirely is to live in fantasy. As world leaders evaluate their strategies for food security and the world's population continues to grow, they should keep in mind the close historical linkages between food security and revolutions. This issue is too complicated and too central to be addressed by governments alone; researchers, organisations and engaged citizens must join in a movement and heed the lessons history has shown us. Otherwise, it could be our citizens on the streets next. 
Democracy

SKFTA kills democracy- 

KAFT N.D. (“What is the KorUS FTA?”, Older than 2006, http://www.kaft.org/about.html, MA)

South Korean civic groups concerned about the possible consequences of the FTA--outraged by the lack of democratic process and with no venue to express their worries--created a unified coalition of 270 organizations from diverse sectors of civil society to oppose FTA negotiations. Over 1 million South Koreans have protested the KorUS FTA in the past year, refusing to be silenced by an agreement that would violate 169 Korean laws. In response, the South Korean government stepped up repression against farmer and labor leaders, banned all protests against the FTA, issued warrants for the arrest of 85 farmer and labor leaders, and deployed armed police and hired thugs to forcibly enter local union offices, indiscrimately arrest union members and supporters, and seal the offices shut. The South Korean's government repression against labor and farmer leaders is an authoritarian attempt to silence the vocal representatives of over half of the South Korean population that stands in opposition to the FTA. Meanwhile the FTA negotiations continue on a fast track timeline, excluding the public opinion of vast sectors in Korea and the concerns of U.S. workers and small farmers, and behind closed doors in a deeply undemocratic manner. If the FTA passes after such a profound lack of respect for democracy, it will have a tremendously negative popular impact on a nation that has enjoyed a liberal democracy for less than 20 years. To add injury to insult, the downgrading of labor standards and workers' rights that the FTA threatens to impose will make it all the more easier for the South Korean government to engage in these types of intimidating and oppressive actions in the future.
South Korean democracy key to Asian stability- democracy helps the region
The Nation 09 (“Skorea shouldn't forget its place in democracy”, July 18th, 2009, http://www.nationmultimedia.com/home/Skorea-shouldn-t-forget-its-place-in-democracy-30107760.html, MA)
Government funds supporting postgraduate studies by South Korean students on Southeast Asia's civil-society-related topics have also been curbed. The right to protest has also been further restricted since Lee came into power, and there's a broad consensus among South Korean political activists and progressives that democracy and their rights as citizens to actively engage in politics are under attack. The surprise suicide of former president Roh Moo-hyun on May 23, which led to a massive vigil and demonstration, has made it all too apparent that the country is divided and many are upset with the current administration. For all the private and public debates taking place in Seoul and beyond, the Thai public should be made aware that a serious setback to democracy and human-rights institutions in South Korea will likely be a blow to democracy and human rights, not just in Korea but also in East and Southeast Asia. This is because South Korea has been a pillar of democracy in Asia. Its citizens have successfully fought one military dictatorship after another as exemplified in the May 1980 Gwangju democratic uprising against Chun Doo-hwan. At least 165 people died after students and citizens of the southern city of Gwangju rose up against the dictator and successfully defended the city for more than a week. The uprising eventually led to the downfall of military rule in South Korea. Unlike Thailand, it is now virtually unimaginable that there will ever be a coup again in South Korea. However, the struggle against a democratically elected government, albeit one which apparently is dismissive of or even adversarial to the idea of active citizens and human-rights institutions, has been taking place since Lee came to power. Lee need not take his country down this path and undermine the democratic gains as well as human-rights standards of South Korea. The country's vibrant democracy and human-rights community have been a boon to the region, which stretches from Tokyo to Islamabad, as South Korean human-rights, labour and political activists engage with their Asian counterparts and support their peers. For instance, the protest in South Korea against the United States' war against Iraq in 2001 was arguably the strongest mounted by any Asian nation. 

Commons

FTA only favors big corporations and investors; avoids the interests of the commons

Sorcher, Stan (Legislative Director at the Society for Professional Engineering Employees in Aerospace (SPEEA), a union representing over 20,000 scientists, engineers, technical and professional employees in the aerospace industry.) 8/17 2010 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/stan-sorscher/free-trade-flawed-theory-_b_682707.html
In each case, the assumptions of free trade overstate gains and understate risks. As Joe Biden might say, these are big deals. Comparative Advantage is discredited in terms of logic, experience, policy, and common sense. It survives in the land of punditry. We can understand the tyranny of this dead idea by looking at those interests which are well served by prolonging our free trade policies. Free trade works very well for investors, financial institutions, and large multinational companies. At the same time, our free trade agreements push aside interests of workers, communities and the environment. To see this in action, look at three global financial institutions, each designed to enforce the rules of free trade - WTO, World Bank and IMF. These institutions serve the interests of banks, large corporations, and investors. They do play a role in humanitarian projects, but their primary purpose is to enforce interests of business and investors. When we industrialized, our strong civil society pushed us to a different approach. We created strong public institutions, such as the Environmental Protection Agency, OSHA, the FDA, the National Science Foundation, the National Institutes of Health, among others, all dedicated to public interest. Where are the global institutions that promote these important interests of civil society? When we regulate carbon, or protect natural resources, or defend human rights, we should expect global institutions to act with enforcement powers comparable to the powers we've already given to the WTO, IMF and World Bank. Professor Jagdish Bhagwati wrote a defense of free trade, which he expressed in terms of 3 "I's" - ideas, interests and institutions. I say those same 3 I's - ideas, interests, and institutions - make a stronger, more coherent argument against free trade, revealing a bankrupt theory with a predictable track record of failure. We need a new trade policy. No country in the world is pure free trade or pure protectionism. Countries around the world have found middle ground including an industrial policy to guide their development. If we intend to rebuild our middle class and re-industrialize our economy, we will need a national industrial policy that recognizes the interests of environment, labor rights, human rights and public health, in balance with investor and business interests. 
Capitalism

Free Trade re-inforces cap

The American Dream (a political think tank written by experts on politics) 8/18/2010 “The Shockingly High Cost Of Free Trade: 10 Reasons Why Globalism Is Bad For Middle Class Americans” http://endoftheamericandream.com/archives/the-shockingly-high-cost-of-free-trade-10-reasons-why-globalism-is-bad-for-middle-class-americans
Today, there are very few national figures that are dissenting from the politically-correct viewpoint that free trade is a good thing.  The vast majority of Republican politicians believe in free trade.  The vast majority of Democrats believe in free trade.  Barack Obama believes in free trade.  Nancy Pelosi believes in free trade.  Rush Limbaugh believes in free trade.  Glenn Beck believes in free trade.  In fact, just about anyone who goes on mainstream media and starts speaking out against free trade is immediately branded an idiot who does not understand the first thing about economics.  So considering the fact that leaders on both sides of the "political spectrum" fully embrace free trade, shouldn't we just go with the consensus and consider the debate about trade to be over?  Well, there is just one problem.  All of this globalism and free trade is killing the American Dream and is destroying the American middle class. 

But isn't being able to purchase products at the store for a much lower price a good thing?  If China can make clothing much cheaper than we can, then why shouldn't our clothes be made in their factories?

Well, it turns out that free trade and low prices come with a shockingly high cost.

The following are 10 reasons why globalism and free trade are really bad for middle class Americans....

1- Millions upon millions of good paying middle class jobs have been outsourced and offshored and they are never coming back.  The transition to a global economy has put middle class American workers in direct competition with the cheapest labor in the world.  The gigantic global predator corporations that now dominate the world economy have made their choice and they are moving factories and offices out of the United States at a staggering rate.  30 million Americans are now unemployed or underemployed.  Today there are approximately 6 unemployed Americans for every single job opening.  But why should giant global corporations hire middle class Americans?  In many areas of the third world, the taxes are much lower, regulations are virtually non-existent and highly-motivated workers will gladly work for less than a tenth of what a middle class American worker would make.   

2 - The millions of American workers that have lost their jobs end up being supported by the government.  The truth is that we pay for American workers one way or another.  Either we buy the products and services they create or we support welfare payments to them.  In the United States today, the average time needed to find a job has risen to an all-time record of 35.2 weeks.  The number of Americans receiving long-term unemployment benefits is at record levels.  The number of Americans who are receiving food stamps rose to a new all-time record of 40.8 million in May.  In fact, the number of Americans on food stamps has set a new all-time record for 18 months in a row.  One way or another, we are going to end up financially supporting American workers.  Would you rather buy their products and services or would you rather have your taxes raised to pay for their welfare benefits?

3- In our new system of "global trade", the profits that are made leave our communities.  When you buy something at Wal-Mart, the profits do not stay in your local community.  Instead, that money leaves and it goes to support sweatshop workers in China and the third world, and it goes to fatten the wallets of the Walton family and other Wal-Mart owners.  The only thing the local community gets out of the deal is a bunch of minimum wage "jobs" that do not pay nearly enough to support a family.  

4 - Globalism and free trade provides jobs in China, India and dozens of third world nations and it enables big global corporations to make larger profits.  That sounds like a good deal, right?  Unfortunately, there is a big loser in all of this.  The big loser is the American middle class.  The truth is that free trade is enabling the rich to get richer, is causing the poor to get poorer and is destroying the American middle class.  If you doubt that the American middle class is being wiped out of existence, then please read the following article that we previously did on this topic: 22 Statistics That Prove That The Middle Class Is Being Systematically Wiped Out Of Existence In America.

5- In the name of "free trade", big global corporations are able to operate sweatshops around the globe in countries where there is very little regulation, and they are able to pay these workers little more than slave labor wages.  The truth is that case after case after case has been documented of big, global corporations running sweatshops where children work in some of the most horrific conditions imaginable.  But as long as we are able to save 50 cents down at the Wal-Mart what do we care, right?

6 - Over the past 20 years, the U.S. trade deficit has exploded to nightmarish proportions.  Every single day, we buy much more from the rest of the world than they buy from us.  The massive transfer of wealth that this is creating is absolutely staggering.  Each year, somewhere between a half trillion and a trillion dollars of our national wealth gets transferred out of the United States.  Free trade is literally bleeding us dry in slow motion, but nobody seems to want to do anything to stop it.

7 - Globalism and free trade give each of us less political control over the economy.  Back in the old days, our representatives could very easily regulate American companies and American workers.  But today, our representatives simply do not have much power over what is happening in China, India and dozens of other third world nations around the globe.  So if you or I wanted to change the global economy, exactly how are we supposed to go about doing that?

8 - Thousands and thousands of products are now made outside the United States far from the watchful eyes of our regulatory agencies.  Not that our regulatory agencies are doing much good anyway,  but the reality is that many of the products made over in China and in other nations have proven to be very dangerous to American consumers.  The U.S. government can try to do their best to regulate what is sold inside the United States, but the reality is that it is really hard to control what is being done on the other side of the world, and as these past couple of years have demonstrated, way too many dangerous products have been slipping through the cracks.

9- Globalism and free trade are big steps towards world government.  After all, what does a global economy require?  Well, it requires global rules and regulations.  So who will implement and enforce those global rules and regulations?  Global organizations of course.  Today, the G20, the WTO, the IMF, the World Bank and hordes of regional trade agreements govern the world economy.  What an average middle class American has to say is essentially meaningless in such a system.

10 - All of this "free trade" has enabled the economies of nations such as communist China to dramatically expand while formerly great American manufacturing cities such as Detroit have slowly been dying a brutal death.  China has gone from a third world nation to a major world superpower.  The Chinese economy is now the second largest in the world.  This would have never have happened without the tremendous amount of trade that we have developed with them.  All of this new affluence is allowing the Chinese government to dramatically upgrade and modernize its military.  If one day we find ourselves in a war against the Chinese military we will be fighting a monster of our own creation.

US Heg
Free trade kills leadership

Heffner, Thomas( Publisher/Founder of Concerned Citizens and their website - EconomyInCrisis.org. Writer for the Economic Crisis, a report on the U.S economy) 6/10/2011 “Why "Free Trade" Hurts America” http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/why-free-trade-hurts-america

At an individual level, our economy is driven by consumption (70 percent of GDP is consumer spending). Since most of this consumption is on foreign goods, to restrict that flow would have a devastating effect on many industries. Industries that would suffer include retailing, as most textiles are produced overseas, as well as electronics equipment and components; freight and shipping industries would suffer as trillions of dollars flow over transportation routes each year; and finally, marketing, advertising, law, and banking, are all tied directly to American consumption of foreign goods. On the other side of free trade, encouraging foreign manufacturers to produce in the U.S. creates a big defeat for us. For example, Ohio and Indiana competed to get a new Honda auto factory. Indiana succeeded. They gave Honda an $81 million enticement gift and other intangibles. Honda said they would put up a $500 million facility to produce 200,000 cars per year. They did put up a facility, cost unknown. And 23,000 Americans applied for 2,000 jobs. Two thousand Americans are now turning out 200,000 Honda cars per year in Indiana which translates to one American supplying the labor to turn out 100 cars per year. One American can earn on average about $50,000 per year to turn out $2,000,000 worth of cars (Average car sale $20,000 x 100 cars = $2,000,000). This may be a simplification, but the American labor cost is approximately 3 percent. Almost nothing is made in that factory. The sell-off of American companies is greatly rewarded by those doing the selling. Given record low capital gains taxes and other incentives, CEO’s and shareholders of major companies stand to gain more from the one-time bonus of selling their company at a massive premium to a foreign purchaser than from continuing to run them on a salary basis. Countries like Japan, Germany and China take great pride in protecting their industries from foreign purchasers. They have government agencies devoted entirely to doing just that. In the U.S., we seemingly do everything to encourage foreign takeovers. Of course, no politician likes being the bearer of bad news. Most politicians are not willing to risk their political careers by saying we must take drastic action to the short-term detriment of many Americans, even though that is precisely what they are charged with doing. “Free trade” is a convenient, well-packaged ideology that resonates well with consumers, and lines the pockets and ambitions of CEO’s and politicians. The result is that nearly 50 percent of all new cars now sold in this country are foreign. Our domestic auto manufacturers are consistently losing market share and teetering perpetually on default. There exists in America, now, a stigma that buying American is cheap, undesirable, of poor quality, and in poor taste. Clearly, the group unquestionably damaged by “free trade” is the American industry in general. As a result the American middle-class that relies on American industry for employment and opportunity is being destroyed and falling further and further into debt. No rational argument exists to continue policy that leads to “free trade” agreements. FTA's are damaging America’s ability as a country to compete, even as the results of free trade continue to provide cheap goods to American consumers. If we do not reverse this path of selling our assets and borrowing from foreign sources to finance our lifestyle of imports, we will eventually receive a call on our debt and will find our cheap goods cost much more than we had ever imagined.

Environment
FTA favors big corporations and allows them to harm the environment


Sierra Club (largest and most influential grassroots environmental organization in the United States.) 2011 “Facing KORUS in the Fight for Fair Trade” http://www.sierraclub.org/trade/downloads/2011-04-korea-factsheet.pdf
The South Korea-U.S. FTA perpetuates a flawed trade model that puts investor rights and corporate profits above the public interest. The pending agreement includes investorstate dispute settlement, which restricts the ability of governments to confront environmental challenges and legislate in the public interest. Investor-state dispute resolution enables corporations to sue governments directly when they believe laws or regulations impinge upon their property rights. Not only can this compromise the ability of governments to protect the environment, but it also can limit their ability to resolve labor and public health problems. Investor-state dispute mechanisms have become increasingly common in free trade agreements and bilateral investment treaties since the 1990s. Hundreds of cases have been filed costing governments millions in legal fees and arbitration payments. Perhaps an even greater consequence than monetary loss, however, is a chilling effect on good environmental governance when governments choose not to pass legislation that protects citizens and the environment if threatened with an investment dispute. For instance, the tobacco giant Philip Morris filed a lawsuit against the government of Uruguay on February 19, 2010, charging that new health measures involving cigarette packaging amount to unfair treatment of the company. In response, Uruguay promised to water down its public health laws.
The South Korea-U.S. FTA specifically allows foreign investors and corporations to bring suit over contracts with the government related to natural resource exploration, extraction and refining; power generation or distribution services; water treatment or distribution services; and roads, bridges, canals, dams, or pipeline infrastructure. This means that if the U.S. government changes the terms of a contract -- for instance its contract with BP in the wake of the Gulf oil spill -- corporations could use the terms of the free trade agreement to sue. Given how many oil spills, levee breaks, and bridge failures we’ve seen in recent years, we need to be assured that the private interest is not put ahead of the public interest with such flawed trade agreement provisions.
FTA’s destroy biodiversity and increase resource exploitation – NAFTA AND CAFTA prove

The Global Exchange (education and resource center Global Exchange envisions an alternative economics of quality centered upon protecting international human rights) 3/23/2011 “Free Trade and the Environment” - http://www.globalexchange.org/campaigns/wto/Environment.html 

For decades, governments have worked together through the United Nations to develop agreements to protect the natural resources of our shared planet. Unfortunately, so-called "free trade agreements" threaten to erode many of the advances in global environmental protection, endangering our planet and the natural resources necessary to support life. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and certain agreements of the World Trade Organization (WTO) were written to prioritize rights for corporations over protections for our shared environment. 
But rather than being repealed, corporate interests are negotiating the expansion of these corporate rights. The U.S.-Dominican Republic-Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA), soon to go before Congress, and the proposed Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), currently in negotiations, are modeled on NAFTA. In addition, negotiations are proceeding within the WTO to expand many of its policies. 

These new agreements threaten global biodiversity, would accelerate the spread of genetically engineered (GE) crops, increase natural resource exploitation, further degrade some of the most critical environmental regions on the planet, and erode the public's ability to protect our planet for future generations. 

No Protections for the Environment 

Neither CAFTA nor the FTAA require member countries to adopt internationally recognized standards for environmental protection. Nor does either agreement ensure that member countries don't lower or waive their existing environmental laws in an effort to attract investment. What's more, rules in CAFTA and the FTAA would actually prohibit member countries from enacting many new environmental regulations, allowing those regulations to be challenged as "barriers to trade." This strips the public from a fundamental democratic right to pass laws that protect our environment in favor of corporations' "right" to profit from environmental destruction. 

Mega-Diverse Countries 

Latin America is one of the most biologically and culturally diverse regions on the planet. Four of the five Central American countries included in CAFTA have tropical areas that have been identified as "critical regions" for their biodiversity. Additionally, 7 of the world's 12 "megadiverse" countries, (Mexico, Brazil, Venezuela, Peru, Ecuador, Costa Rica and Colombia) are found in the Americas. "Mega-diversity" countries represent the majority of the world's biodiversity and surviving Indigenous peoples, the true guardians of biodiversity. Unfortunately, so-called "free trade" agreements directly contradict important international legislation designed to protect the rights of Indigenous peoples and biodiversity, like the Convention on Biological Diversity as well as the International Labor Organization Convention 169, which states that Indigenous groups must be consulted on issues that affect their rights to land and livelihood. 

SKFTA is bad for the environment-loss of emissions regulations on auto industry and corporations

NJGI 11- (Network for Justice in Global Investment: “The Korea Free Trade Agreement: Bad for the Environment” June 20, 2011. http://justinvestment.org/2011/06/the-korea-free-trade-agreement-bad-for-the-environment/ [JUNEJA])

The U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement1 and in particular its investment chapter and the side agreement on autos threaten to undermine environmental and climate protection policies in both countries. South Korea is attempting to clean up its environment by adopting improved regulatory standards,2 but the Korea FTA would facilitate challenges to these standards by U.S. investors, as well as weaken critical fuel efficiency measures. In the United States, adoption of the FTA would similarly facilitate challenges to enforcement actions against South Korean investment projects, especially in sensitive activities, such as uranium mining. Korea FTA chapter 20 on environment: will it be enforced? To its credit, the text of chapter 20 of the Korea FTA calls on both parties to enforce environmental laws at the national level and to observe listed multilateral environmental agreements.3 And, provision is made for state-to-state dispute resolution to enforce these obligations.4 However: •Limited coverage for sub-national measures. Strictly state and local environmental regulations are exempt from chapter 20 coverage, limiting its efficacy.5 Many environmental regulations dealing with water, as one illustration, are strictly state and local policies. They would be unprotected by chapter 20, even though water policy issues are frequent topics of international trade or investment litigation.6 Typical of such frequently litigated cases is Metalclad v. Mexico, where a North American Free Trade Agreement tribunal found Mexican state and local governments in violation of the investment chapter for shutting down a hazardous waste facility believed to pollute the local source of drinking water.7 . . 8 The Upper Amazon Conservancy argues that because “illegal mahogany loggers are plundering uncontacted Indian land” in the Amazon, Peru is in violation of its environmental and forestry obligations under the 2009 U.S.Peru Free Trade Agreement. Survival International, “US timber demand threatens uncontacted Peruvian tribe,” 13 July 2010, http://www.survivalinternational.org/news/6196; Jeremy Hance, Photos reveal illegal logging near uncontacted natives in Peru, Mongabay.com, August 17, 2009, http://news.mongabay.com/2009/0816-hance_ uncontacted_logging.html. CONTACT: Bill Waren ~ Trade Policy Analyst ~ 202-222-0746 ~ wwaren@foe.org Most important of all, when considered as a whole, the Korea FTA would weaken environmental regulation. It is based on the flawed model of the NAFTA9, and includes provisions, most notably the investment chapter and the side agreement on autos, that undermine environmental and climate protections. Korea FTA chapter 11 on investment: threat to environment & climate change policies Multinational corporations are eager to extend investor-state dispute resolution, as provided in chapter 11, across the world.10 Many of these firms appear to be motivated by a desire to avoid new environmental and other regulations or tax and royalty adjustments that could affect their expectations for return on investment. They, evidently, want to freeze regulations and revenue measures in place once an investment is made.11 The Korea FTA’s investment chapter replicates the most undesirable provisions of NAFTA’s chapter 11 on investment, including: • A separate court for foreign capital. Foreign investors are granted expansive rights by the investment chapter of the Korea FTA. It would allow these investors to bypass domestic courts and bring suit before special international tribunals designed to encourage international investment.12 Chapter 11 of the Korea FTA would allow investors to seek awards of money damages, of unlimited size, in compensation for the cost of complying with environmental and other public interest regulations, including climate change measures.13 • Greater rights than the U.S. Constitution. Chapter 11 would allow foreign investors to sue governments directly when they believe laws or regulations impinge upon their rights under the agreement. These rights are more broadly defined in the Korea FTA than in U.S. constitutional law. They include the designation of expected future profits as a property interest14 and procedural rights that are unavailable under U.S. law.15 Many Korean companies are invested in environmentally sensitive projects in the U.S. This may well increase the likelihood of investment chapter litigation. Examples of such projects include: • Korea Electric & uranium mining. The Korea Electric Power Corporation is invested in Dennison Mines, a Canadian company seeking to mine uranium near the Grand Canyon. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management is proposing to bar new mining claims in a 1 million acre area near the Grand Canyon.16 • Samsung Engineering & Texas hydrocarbon plant. On January 11, 2011, Samsung, in a joint venture with Dow Chemical and Mitsui, signed a $411 million contract in a ceremony held in Seoul to build a chlorine plant in Freeport Texas. The factory is expected to be one of the world’s largest, producing 816,000 tons of the chemical every year.17 • Other investors. Many other Korean multinational companies, investing in the United States, operate in environmentally sensitive sectors, for example: Daewoo International in chemicals; SK Group in oil exploration and production; Hyundai Engineering and Construction in infrastructure development, including dams, and harbor projects; and Hanwha Machinery in explosives, pesticides, chemicals, and construction.18 South Korean firms are significant investors in the United States.19 Prior to the recession, between 2002 and 2007, Korean investments in the United States grew by 77%, from $3 billion to $13 billion.20 Given this scale of investment and the environmentally sensitive nature of many of these projects, adoption of the Korea FTA would likely result in an increase in investor-state suits, challenging U.S. laws and regulations. Side agreement on autos: threat to fuel economy & greenhouse gas policies Korea’s fuel economy standards are an effective tool for reducing oil consumption and greenhouse gas emissions.21 Given the current volume of U.S. auto exports to Korea, the side agreement would exempt nearly all US auto exports from these rigorous Korean measures. Between 2012 and 2015, U.S. automakers would be allowed to sell up to 4500 cars to Korea that meet fuel economy standards that are 19% less stringent than Korean standards.22 The side agreement on auto fuel standards is a reversal of the longstanding U.S. position that private corporations should bear the consequences of their decisions to export less fuel efficient vehicles. In 1994, the European Union challenged U.S. Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards at the World Trade Organization (WTO), arguing that CAFE was discriminatory.23 The U.S. strongly rebutted these claims, at the time, in defense of its own regulations.24 

Free trade agreements contribute to gw; vast consumption of fossil fuels and factory farm agriculture

Global Justice for Animals and the Environment n.d (post 2008)  “CLIMATE ALERT:Tell President Obama and Congress to Stop Bush’s NAFTA Expansion: Free Trade = Global Warming” http://freetradekillsanimals.org/?page=ClimateMain
Free trade agreements contribute to global warming in a big way: Encourage the globalization of a US-style meat-centered diet, increasing livestock emissions- the single biggest source for global warming. - Lead to increased use of “factory farm” agriculture. Factory farms are energy intensive consume vast quantities of fossil fuels. - Shift global agriculture towards industrial scale production and fossil fuel consuming farm machinery, while driving sustainable “low-tech” farmers out of business. - Contribute to deforestation by destroying the economy for local farmers, who lose their lands and proceed to cut down forests for fuel and new farmland (documented by Oxfam International and the Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF). 25% of global warming can be attributed to deforestation. - Challenge environmental selective purchasing agreements (e.g. bills that require governments to buy recycled products and prohibit purchasing of wood from endangered forests) under trade agreement procurement rules. - Provide vast investor protections for natural resources extractive industries, increasing access and lowering costs for corporate extraction of fossil fuels and additionally contributing to deforestation through land clearing for mines and oil rigs and pipelines. - Contribute to a shift towards globalization of consumption, undermining efforts ecological friendly ³buy local² campaigns and contributing to vast consumption of fossil fuels in transportation of products to market via trucks, airplanes, and ships. - Contribute to deforestation through road construction for bringing commodities to market (e.g. Plan Pueblo Panama and I-69.)
*** NEG***

A2 Korea N/U
KORUS FTA faces little opposition in South Korea due to economic incentives 

Cooper ’10- (William, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance @ CRS, The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [JUNEJA]) 

In South Korea, the KORUS FTA must be approved by a majority vote in the unicameral National Assembly to take effect. The Assembly is controlled by President Lee Myung Bak’s Grand National Party, which officially supports the agreement. Unlike in the United States, trade agreements are not subject to any fast-track time lines. President Lee Myung Bak, who was elected in December 2007, has made passage of the KORUS FTA a priority for his government. Most opinion polls generally have shown a majority of South Koreans in favor of the agreement, though opposition has been intense from the opposition parties and rural interests, among others. Furthermore, most polls of South Korean legislators show broad support for the agreement within the National Assembly. The KORUS FTA was not a significant issue in either the 2007 presidential election campaign, despite the fact that one of the major candidates opposed the agreement in the April 2008 parliamentary elections. 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 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.

A2 Alliance Turn
Absent KORUS FTA- US ROK relations will crumble

Cooper ’10- (William, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance @ CRS, The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [JUNEJA]) 

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 

A2 Econ Turn
KORUS FTA critical to safe-guarding the US economic interests in East Asia

Cooper ’10- (William, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance @ CRS, The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf [JUNEJA]) 

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
A2 Jobs Turn
SKFTA doesn’t cause a job loss, but not ratifying it will destroy the alliance and undermine U.S heg

Sahlgren, Research Fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, 07- (CEI: “The United States South Korea Free Trade Agreement.” October 2007.http://cei.org/pdf/6189.pdf [JUNEJA])

Furthermore, the unions’ argument that free trade has detrimental effects on American workers does not hold true. Lower wages do not compensate for the lower productivity prevalent in other countries. In 2006, hourly Korean labor productivity remained—despite the country’s remarkable economic journey—$29.49 lower than America’s. The same year, hourly compensation costs for manufacturing workers in Korea were merely $10.09 lower than in the U.S. Due to the positive correlation between productivity and wages, trade agreements have little effect on rich countries’ labor markets. Yet organized labor was not satisﬁed with the enforceable standards enshrined in the FTA. Labor unions are still calling for Congress to reject the agreement—which betrays their call for enforceable standards as a Besides hurting South Korea, such standards may also harm America’s foreign policy interests, since it would undermine our commitment to democracy. South Korea has been a vibrant democracy for over two decades, and it is up to the Korean people, acting through their elected representatives, to decide what standards should be adopted at which stage of their country’s development. Furthermore, South Korea has been a strong U.S. ally for over 50 years, and to patronize that nation by intruding in its domestic politics could worsen America’s standing in East Asia. The labor and environmental provisions are a serious ﬂaw in the KORUS-FTA. The enforceable standards are problematic with respect to U.S. national sovereignty. Exactly what the provisions actually allow is ambiguous, which could lead to a slippery-slope situation in which international laws may trump domestic laws. Despite its ﬂaws, the KORUS-FTA is still worth pursuing, due to the enormous economic and political beneﬁts it would generate in both America and Korea a. Rejecting the agreement would lead to severe consequences for the U.S. The Korean government negotiated and renegotiated the FTA in good will, and to dismiss it now may lead South Korea and its neighbors to search for alternative trading partners, including possibly a fast-growing and increasingly assertive China.

A2 Farms
Their theories are wrong- food production won’t go down
Lomborg 2011,  Danish author, academic, and environmental writer. He is an adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Business School (Bjørn, “Food security: the seed of solution is already here,” 2011, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2011/Climate-Action/Food_Security_Solutions/EN/index.htm [MA])
 

When the Copenhagen Consensus Center convened a panel of Nobel Laureates to identify the best investments that could be made to help the planet, they highlighted incredibly cheap, highly effective ways to fight malnutrition, such as micronutrient supplementation, micronutrient fortification, biofortification, and community nutrition programmes. Sadly, in the developed world we do not hear enough about these solutions – or even about this challenge. When we do focus on hunger, we often see it through the wrong lens. The proportion of people starving has steadily declined since 1950 from more than 50% of the world’s population to less than 18% today We have long worried about massive levels of future starvation: in 1968, Paul Ehrlich declared that humanity had already lost the battle to feed itself. His prediction of impending widespread starvation was based on the rudimentary idea that greater numbers of people inevitably mean less food for each individual. In actual fact, the world’s population has doubled since 1961, but food production has almost tripled. The developing world’s population has slightly more than doubled while food production there has quadrupled. The result has been rapidly rising calories available, especially in the developing world. The proportion of people starving has steadily declined since 1950 from more than 50% of the world’s population to less than 18% today. The longest-term UN scenarios expect this proportion to drop steadily toward 2.9% in 2050. This will still represent 290 million people undernourished at that time. Several large-scale surveys that have looked at the effect of climate change on agricultural production and the global food trade system have four crucial findings in common. First, they envision a large increase in agricultural output – more than a doubling of cereal production over the coming century. In the words of one modeling team: “Globally, land and crop resources, together with technological progress, appear to be sufficient to feed a world population of about 9 billion people in 2080.” 
SKFTA solves for farmers- government boosts agricultural sector
Cooper and Manyin 07,  William H. Cooper Specialist in International Trade and Finance Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division,  Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (“ The Proposed South Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA)”, July 18th, 2007, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl33435.pdf [Ma])
 
In late June 2007, as U.S. and South Korean negotiators were finalizing negotiations to sign the KORUS FTA, the South Korean Ministry of Finance and Economy provided the Korean National Assembly with the outlines of the trade adjustment assistance package that could be expected if the Assembly and the U.S. Congress approve the deal. Seoul has provisionally budgeted for approximately 131 trillion won (approximately $143 billion at an exchange rate of 920 won per U.S. dollar) through 2013 to be provided to farmers and fishermen negatively affected by the KORUS FTA. Farmers and fishermen would be able to apply for government support equivalent to 85% of their revenue reduction from the KORUS FTA. Additionally, the assistance package is designed to help restructure the South Korean economy by helping adversely affected farmers and fishermen to move into other lines of work. To that end, businesses that employ farmers or fishermen who leave their vocation reportedly will receive monthly payments, as will elderly farmers who sell their land and retire from farming. The government also will encourage the creation of private equity funds in order to boost investment in promising areas of the agricultural sector. The government will increase its budget for research in the pharmaceutical industry from about $20 million in 2007 to around $90 million by 2012. Additionally, manufacturing and service firms that experience more than a 25% drop in revenues due to the KORUS FTA will receive government loans. 
SKFTA is good for the farming sector- gives access to the largest export market

Western Farm Press 11- (“Free trade deals good for nation’s farm economy” Jul 8, 2011. http://westernfarmpress.com/government/free-trade-deals-good-nation-s-farm-economy [JUNEJA])

During informal mark-ups, the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee approved three pending free trade agreements that will benefit the fresh produce industry. Trade pacts with the United States and South Korea, Panama and Colombia will help fresh produce farmers who depend on export markets throughout the world to compete on the global stage. After debating the agreements, both committees approved all three agreements. “We applaud the Ways and Means Committee and Senate Finance Committee for their approval of these agreements. While this is only the first step in the process, it’s clear that these free trade agreements will give our family farmers the competitive advantage they need for success in key international markets,” said Ken Barbic, director of federal government affairs for Western Growers. California is the nation’s leading agricultural exporter. Nearly 20 percent of California’s agricultural production is exported to international markets annually, totaling more than $12.5 billion. Arizona agricultural exports exceed $625 million. Without the adoption of these agreements, California and Arizona farms may face the loss of market share as other countries enjoy various trade agreements. The U.S.-Korea FTA will provide the largest net export benefit to the U.S. specialty crop industry of any FTA. Korea is already the seventh largest export market for U.S. fruit, vegetables and tree nuts. While Colombia enjoys duty-free access to our market on specialty crops, California and Arizona growers are subject to applied tariffs ranging anywhere from 5 percent to 20 percent. For Panama, growers face tariffs ranging 5 percent to 15 percent. South Korea applies tariff rate quotas and maintains tariffs up to 50 percent on key specialty crops. “Exports are essential to high value, specialty crop commodities from California, Arizona and the rest of the country,” Barbic said. “We hope the Congress will quickly approve these agreements, so U.S. producers can reap the benefits.” 

