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Competitiveness Good – War

Competition prevents extinction – allows for disputes to be resolve without war

Gartzkey, 10 – Erik, UC San Diego Political Science Department (“Interdependence Really is Complex,” 2/15/10, http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/papers/complexinterdep_02242010.pdf)RK

Strategists in the early nuclear era faced a fundamental challenge. How was competition possible when each disagreement potentially involved the end of civilization? Brodie (1946, 1959), Kahn (1960), Schelling (1966) and others realized that the situation was analogous to a game of chicken. Nuclear nations could not precipitate a cataclysmic exchange over every disagreement. Instead, conflict in the nuclear era involved manipulating the risk of mutually dreaded outcomes (Powell 1990). Competition among the superpowers became commonplace as the cost of a contest subsided from global holocaust to some finite probability of the same. Indeed, the fact that it is common knowledge in a chicken game that contests will be contained in their intensity may help to explain why the U.S. and Soviet blocs were willing to engage in a large number of relatively minor disputes. 

Interdependence creates similar dynamics, though by extending the range of possible contests. Economic ties provide both the motive and opportunity for interdependent states to substitute relatively minor non-militarized contests for violent confrontations. As in clashes between the Soviet Union and the United States, the lower intensity and risk of escalation should mean that interdependent dyads actually increase conflict behavior, though at lower levels of dispute intensity. This insight contrasts with the classical liberal argument, which sees interdependence as deterring conflict and discouraging acts that run the risk of endangering trade or other pro table relationships.

Interdependence encourages additional low-level conflict. Militarized disputes are replaced with non-militarized disputes, but interdependent dyads are also free to pursue a greater variety of latent conflicts, given the lower cost of non-militarized disputes. Imagine a state that has a relatively modest grievance. The state can make demands in negotiation. Sometimes demands will be believed and issues resolved diplomatically, but the state often has no way of proving its valuation for issues, short of fighting. Given the high cost of warfare, the state may not be willing or able to act on any given dispute, but may instead let issues accumulate into a bundle of grievances. Once there are sufficient differences, or once grievances grow to sufficient intensity, this can provoke a war.
If instead economic linkages allow a state to signal the need for a more generous settlement, a contest can be averted. The presence of economic linkages, by allowing signaling, substitute a larger number of relatively minor economic conflicts for less frequent, but more intense militarized contests. Introducing a mechanism that is cheaper than war and more effective than talk encourages interdependent states to pursue issues for which fighting is prohibitively expensive. Interdependence thus creates a “middle way" between talk and war, reduces militarized conflict but increasing nonmilitarized conflict over a greater variety of minor issues. The need to combine the mechanisms of signaling and coercion in one conflict process in order to substitute for militarized violence also imply that interdependent dyads should be more peaceful than asymmetrically dependent dyads. 

The alternative is increased military conflict

Gartzkey, 10 – Erik, UC San Diego Political Science Department (“Interdependence Really is Complex,” 2/15/10, http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/papers/complexinterdep_02242010.pdf)RK

Rather than deterring disputes directly, interdependence can limit the intensity of contests by creating an alternative venue where states can compete that does not require military violence. Dependence increases the opportunities for non-dependent states to exercise coercion against their dependent partners. The presence of a cheaper mechanism actually increases conflict, as states are less inhibited by trade wars than by the high cost of actual war. Interdependent states should be more likely to compete over relatively minor issues that are left unaddressed by non-interdependent states. While less likely to go to war or use major violence, interdependent countries are more likely to experience non-militarized forms of conflict. In general, research must be more careful in identifying where trade inhibits conflict, and where economic linkages may encourage additional attempts to coerce concessions from competitors. I seek to provide such an explanation below.

Alt Fails

The alt fails - Society is too powerful to be changed by discourse alone – material focus key

Scott, 04 – Allen J., Department of Geography, University of California–Los Angeles (“A perspective of economic geography,” Journal of Economic Geography, vol. 4, 2004, http://ecamp.usach.cl/Portales/digeo/asignaturas/geografia_economica/GE_8.pdf)

In a series of recent writings, Barnes (e.g., 1996; 2001; 2003), has pursued a related line of investigation opened up by the cultural turn. Barnes’ work is much influenced by Derrida and Rorty, and is centrally focussed on the metaphorical and narratological character of geographical writing. There is actually much of interest in the approach Barnes takes. He has many useful things to say about the ideologies and working habits of economic geographers, as well as about the rhetorical devices that they deploy in their written reports. This helps among other things to keep us focussed on the critical idea that our intellectual encounters with the real are always deeply theory-dependent (Sunley, 1996). But as the plot thickens—or thins, according to your taste—we steadily lose sight of economic geography as a discipline with concrete substantive concerns (such as regional development or income inequalities), for these simply dissolve away into the primacy of the text and its metaphorical perplexities. I am perfectly prepared to admit that there may be strong elements of metaphor in, for example, a geography of hunger, but I certainly have no sympathy for the idea that hunger is just a metaphor, if only on the ad hominem grounds that it has painful physical manifestations and morbid long-term effects. Here, the legitimate claim that we can only know the world through socially-constructed codes of reference seems to have given way to the sophism that all we can know about the world is the codes themselves. An even more extreme case of the solipsism that haunts much of the cultural turn can be found in the book by Gibson-Graham (1996) about strategic possibilities for progressive social change in contemporary capitalism. The central arguments of the book hinge upon the proposition that the criteria for validating a theory are purely internal to the theory to be validated. As Gibson-Graham writes (p.60): ‘We cannot argue that our theory has more explanatory power or greater proximity to the truth than other theories because there is no common standard which could serve as the instrument of such a meta theoretical validation process’. If this proposition were indeed true it would presumably undermine much of the point in Gibson-Graham proceeding any further in her argument, though she does in fact continue on for another 200-odd pages. In the course of this discussion, the relativism of her main thesis is steadily transformed from a merely academic exercise into a political agenda of sorts. Thus, she announces (p.260), ‘the way to begin to break free of capitalism is to turn its prevalent representations on their heads’. Presto. Not even a hint about a possible transitional program, or a few suggestions about, say, practical reform of the banking system. The claim is presented in all its baldness, without any apparent consciousness that attempts to break free of any given social system are likely to run into the stubborn realities of its indurated social and property relations as they actually exist. More generally, Gibson- Graham’s argument leads inexorably beyond the perfectly acceptable notion that all intellectual work is theory-dependent and into those murky tracts of idealist philosophy where reality is merely a reflection of theory, and where theory produces social change independently of concrete practice and disciplined attention to the refractory resistances of things as they really are. So, quite apart from its dysfunctional depreciation of the role of economic forces and structural logics in economic geography, the cultural turn also opens a door to a disconcerting strain of philosophical idealism and political voluntarism in modern geography. The net effect is what we might call economistic grand theory in reverse: a remarkable failure to recognize sensible boundaries as to just what precisely a cultural theory of the economy can achieve, and a concomitant over-promotion of the notion that social and economic transformation involves nothing more than the unmediated power of theoretical ideas. Again, nothing in this argument is intended to deny the important continuities and intersections between culture and economy or the significance of the economy as a site of cultural practices; neither is it in any sense an attempt to eject the study of cultural economy from geography. The problem is not ‘culture’ but the cultural turn as it has emerged out of cultural studies with its militant project of reinterpreting all social relations as cultural relations, and its naive, if understandable, attempt to humanize the iron cage of capitalist accumulation by unwarranted culturalization of its central economic dynamics (Rojek and Turner, 2000; Eagleton, 2003).

Policy Focus Good

The economy is complex and irreducible to culture – policy is key to reversing inequality

Scott, 04 – Allen J., Department of Geography, University of California–Los Angeles (“A perspective of economic geography,” Journal of Economic Geography, vol. 4, 2004, http://ecamp.usach.cl/Portales/digeo/asignaturas/geografia_economica/GE_8.pdf)

A prospective economic geography capable of dealing with the contemporary world must hew closely, it seems to me, to the following programmatic goals if it is to achieve a powerful purchase on both scientific insight and progressive political strategy. 1. To begin at the beginning: economic geography needs to work out a theoretical re-description of capitalism as a structure of production and consumption and as an engine of accumulation, taking into account the dramatic changes that have occurred in recent decades in such phenomena as technology, forms of industrial and corporate organization, financial systems, labor markets, and so on. This theoretical re-description must be sensitive to the generic or quasi-generic forms of capitalist development that occur in different times in different places, which, in turn, entails attention to the kinds of issues that regulation theorists have￼identified under the general rubric of regimes of accumulation (Aglietta, 1976; Lipietz, 1986). 2. In addition to these economic concerns, we must recognize that contemporary capitalism is intertwined with enormously heterogeneous forms of social and cultural life, and that no one element of this conjoint field is necessarily reducible to the other. Directions of causality and influence across this field are a matter of empirical investigation, not of theoretical pre-judgment. Note that in this formulation, class becomes only one possible dimension of social existence out of a multiplicity of other actual and possible dimensions. 3. This nexus of economic, social, and cultural relationships constitutes a creative field or environment within which complex processes of entrepreneurship, learning, and innovation occur. Geographers have a special interest in deciphering the spatial logic of this field and in demonstrating how it helps to shape locational dynamics. 4. In combination with these modalities of economic and social reality, we need to reserve a specific analytical and descriptive space for collective action and institutional order at many different levels of spatial and organizational scale (the firm, the local labor market, the region, the nation, etc.), together with a due sense of the political tensions and rivalries that run throughout this sphere of human development. By the same token, a vibrant economic geography will always not only be openly policy-relevant (Markusen, 1999), but also politically engaged. A key question in this context is how to build local institutional frameworks that promote both economic success and social justice. 5. We must recognize that social and economic relations are often extremely durable, and that they have a propensity to become independent in varying degree of the individuals caught up within them. This means that any normative account of social transformation and political strategy, must deal seriously with the idea that there are likely to be stubborn resistances to change rooted in these same relations. The solutions to this problem proposed by sociologists like Bourdieu (1972) and Giddens (1979) strike me as providing reasonable bases for pushing forward in this respect, for they explicitly recognize the inertia of social structures while simultaneously insisting on the integrity of individual human volition. Unfortunately, these solutions (most especially the structure-agency formulation of Giddens) have been much diluted in recent years by reinterpretations that lean increasingly heavily on the agency side of the equation, partly as a reflection of the cultural turn, partly out of a misplaced fear of falling into the pit of determinism.5 Invocations of unmediated agency (or, for that matter, neoclassical utility) as an explanatory variable in social science are often little more than confessions of ignorance, in the sense that when we are unable to account for certain kinds of relationships or events, we are often tempted to fall back on the reassuring notion that things are thus and so for no other reason than because that’s the way we want them to be, irrespective of any underlying structural conditions. 6. A corollary of the structured organization and sunk costs of social life is that economic relationships (especially when they are locationally interrelated, as in the case of a regional production system) are likely to be path-dependent. This observation suggests at once that an evolutionary perspective is well 0suited to capture important elements of the dynamics of the economic landscape (cf. Nelson and Winter, 1982; Boschma and Lambooy, 1999). It follows that any attempt to describe the economic landscape in terms of instantaneous adjustment and readjustment to a neoclassical optimum optimorum is intrinsically irrelevant. 7. All of these moments of economic and social reality occur in a world in which geography has not yet been—and cannot yet be—abolished (Leamer and Storper, 2001). The dynamics of accumulation shape geographic space, and equally importantly, geographic space shapes the dynamics of accumulation. This means, too, that capitalism is differentiated at varying levels of spatial resolution, from the local to the global, and that sharp differences occur in forms of life from place to place. Indeed, as globalization now begins to run its course, geographic space becomes more important, not less important, because it presents ever-widening possibilities for finely-grained locational specialization and differentiation. Critical analysis of these possibilities must be one of modern economic geography’s principal concerns. 8. Finally, I want to enter a plea for methodological variety and openness. One corollary of this plea is that economic geographers need to recover the lost skills of quantitative analysis, not out of some atavistic impulse to reinstate the economic geography of the 1960s, but because of the proven value of these skills in the investigation of economic data. The steady erosion of geographers’ capabilities in this regard over the last couple of decades is surely a net loss to the discipline.

Culture Not Important

Discourse doesn’t come first – economic realities can’t be explained by culture 

Scott, 04 – Allen J., Department of Geography, University of California–Los Angeles (“A perspective of economic geography,” Journal of Economic Geography, vol. 4, 2004, http://ecamp.usach.cl/Portales/digeo/asignaturas/geografia_economica/GE_8.pdf)

These brief remarks, schematic as they may be, already underline the obvious and pressing need for economic geographers to pay close attention to the ways in which culture and economy intersect with one another in mutually constitutive ways. The urgency of this need is reinforced by the observation that the economic and the cultural come together with special intensity in place (Shields, 1999), and that many of the key agglomerations constituting the focal points of the new economy around the world are critically dependent on the complex play of culture. Thus, to an ever-increasing degree, the productive performance of agglomerations like the City of London (Thrift, 1994), Hollywood (Scott, 2002a), or Silicon Valley (Saxenian, 1994) can only be understood in relation to their joint economic and cultural dynamics. Each of these places is shot through with distinctive traditions, sensibilities, and cultural practices that leave deep imprints on phenomena such as management styles, norms of worker habituation, creative and innovative energies, the design of final outputs, and so on, and these phenomena in turn are strongly implicated in processes of local economic growth and development. 4.2. For culture; against the cultural turn In view of the discussion above, it seems fairly safe to say that only a few die-hards and philistines are likely to make strenuous objections to attempts to bring culture more forcefully into the study of economic geography. In spite of the neologisms and cliche ́-ridden prose that Martin and Sunley (2001) rightly complain about, there is obviously a significant nexus of ideas in a more culturally-inflected economic geography that responds in a very genuine way to major problems posed by contemporary capitalist society. Once this point has been made, however, a number of the reforms of economic geography that have been most strenuously advocated under the rubric of the cultural turn are rather less obviously acceptable, and have recently been subject to heated debate by economic geographers (see, for example, Sayer, 1997; Martin and Sunley, 2001; Plummer and Sheppard, 2001; Rodr ́ıguez-Pose, 2001; Storper, 2001). This debate has tended to find its sharpest expression in relation to the curious reluctance by some proponents of the cultural turn to make any concession to the play of economic processes in economic geography except insofar as they are an￼expression of underlying cultural dynamics. In a number of their more fervent statements, indeed, some of these proponents occasionally verge on an inversion of the classical Marxian conceit to the effect that culture flows uni-causally from the economy, by offering equally exaggerated claims about the influence of culture on the economy. In a statement that displays much enthusiasm about the study of culture and much acrimony in regard to the discipline of economics, Amin and Thrift (2000) essentially recommend withdrawal from economic analysis, as such, and a wholesale re-description of economic realities in terms of cultural points of reference. Thus, in writing about the problem of eventuation they one-sidedly argue that ‘acting into the words confirms the discourse and makes a new real’ (p.6), so that in their formulation, the economy becomes nothing more than a series of ‘performances’ derived from a script. Elsewhere, Thrift (2001) further proclaims that the new economy of the 1990s was fundamentally a rhetorical phenomenon. The argument here starts off promisingly enough with an examination of the role of the press, business consultants, financial advisors, and the like, in helping to foment the fast-paced, high-risk economic environment of the period, but then it veers into the blunt assertion that the new economy as a whole can be understood simply as a discursive construct. In formulations like these, basic economic realities—the state of technology, the rhythms of capital accumulation and investment, the rate of profit, the flow of circulating capital, etc.—become just so much inert plasma to be written upon this way or that as cultural shifts occur and as revisions of the script are introduced. Certainly, words are a critical moment in the circuit of mediations through which economic reality operates, and there can be no doubt that many unique effects are set in motion at this particular level of analysis. Conversely, and it is puzzling that so trivial and obvious a point should need to be made, there are also deeply-rooted economic logics and dynamics at work in the contemporary space-economy, and at least some of these (such as the dynamics of industrial organization, or the increasing returns effects that lie at the root of industrial districts), require investigation on their own terms above and beyond invocations of the causal powers of discourse and culture.

Perm

Competitiveness discourse key to mobilizing resources and political coalitions.  

Martin, 06 Ron MARTIN Economic Geography @ Cambridge ‘6 in Economic Geography: Past Present and Future eds. Sharmistha Bagchi-Sen and Helen Smith p.170-171

Similarly, the study of regional competitiveness also opens up opportunities for a greater engagement by geographers with public policy research and debate, of the sort argued for by some commentators (such as Markusen 1999; Martin 2001). As noted above, regional competitiveness policy has tended to rush ahead of theoretical understanding and the evidence base. Economic geographers can make valuable contributions on both fronts. There is a pressing need to constructively interrogate the meaning and nature of 'regional competitiveness', both to provide a fIrmer base for understanding regional differences in economic success and for informing policy discourse. A geographical-theoretic perspective, for example, would not only highlight the importance that place makes to economic organisation and performance, and thus how local context matters even in an increasingly global world, but also - to pick up the argument made by Porter - how the processes influencing competitive advantage operate and interact at various spatial scales. It would also highlight the need to include intraregional (or intra-urban) socio-spatial distributional issues into any defInition and analysis of regional or city competitiveness. Economic geographers are likewise well placed to engage directly with policy discourse, not only because competitiveness policy is itself increasingly regional and city -based, but because such policies are often predicated on an explicit comparative argument, involving direct comparisons between individual regions and cities. Geographical research can help reveal the scope for and limits to this 'benchmarking' and use of 'exemplar' places that seems now to be an essential part of competitiveness policy at national, regional and city levels. Certainly, if done properly, regional benchmarking can help identifY a region's or city'S competitive strengths and weaknesses, and hence form the basis of policy formulation and priorities. It can help mobilise and articulate the interests of the key actors and groups in the regional economy: the local business community, workers, and public and private institutions. And it can help a region's business, political and social communities forge a common sense of purpose in terms of ambitions for the future, and in presenting the region to the global market place, even in lobbying efforts to influence government policies and the allocation of resources. Regional benchmarking can facilitate the development and ongoing review of a vision defIning the region's role in a world economy characterised by a steadily increasing and ever-shifting division of labour. But such benchmarking is fraught With dangers and limitations. What precisely does it mean to compare one city, one region, with another? While it is certainly instructive to examine and learn from successful regions, policymakers should be wary about treating them as exemplars that can be easily replicated or imitated in their own region. Policies rarely travel well: successful strategies developed in one region need not transplant easily into other regions (especially in other countries). Indeed, given that many of the sources of regional competitive advantage are locally based and embedded, policies necessarily have to respond to, and take account of, regionally-specific circumstances. Together with the problems in defining, measuring and explaining regional competitive advantage discussed in this chapter, it follows that there is unlikely to be any 'one size tits all' strategy for enhancing regional competitiveness. Different regions will face different problems, different types of competition, and require somewhat different policy mixes and emphases. Economists prefer universal tendencies and transferable policies: economic geographers have a comparative advantage in recognising and demonstrating the difference that place makes. Whether we like it or not, whether we agree with it or not, competition is an integral feature of economic, political, social and cultural life . It is not simply a neoliberal invention. Economic geographers have an important role to play in elucidating the nature of and limits to the idea of 'regional competitiveness', as a way of thinking about the economic landscape, as an empirical process, and as a form of policy thinking.

Permutation is superior – proposing alternative economic narratives does nothing. 

Barry, 07John BARRY Reader in Politics @ Belfast ‘7  “Towards a model of green political economy: from ecological modernisation to economic security” Int. J. Green Economics, Vol. 1, Nos. 3/4, 2007 p. 447-448

Economic analysis has been one of the weakest and least developed broadly areas of green/sustainable development thinking. For example, whatever analysis there is within the green political canon is largely utopian – usually based on an argument for the complete transformation of modern society and economy as the only way to deal with ecological catastrophe, an often linked to a critique of the socioeconomic failings of capitalism that echoed a broadly radical Marxist/socialist or anarchist analysis; or underdeveloped – due, in part, to the need to outline and develop other aspects of green political theory. However, this gap within green thinking has recently been filled by a number of scholars, activists, think tanks, and environmental NGOs who have outlined various models of green political economy to underpin sustainable development political aims, principles and objectives. The aim of this article is to offer a draft of a realistic, but critical, version of green political economy to underpin the economic dimensions of radical views about sustainable development. It is written explicitly with a view to encouraging others to think through this aspect of sustainable development in a collaborative manner. Combined realism and radicalism marks this article, which starts with the point that we cannot build or seek to create a sustainable economy ab nihlo, but must begin from where we are, with the structures, institutions, modes of production, laws and regulations that we already have. Of course, this does not mean simply accepting these as immutable or set in stone; after all, some of the current institutions, principles and structures underpinning the dominant economic model are the very causes of unsustainable development. We do need to recognise, however, that we must work with (and ‘through’ – in the terms of the original German Green Party’s slogan of ‘marching through the institutions’) these existing structures, as well as change and reform and in some cases, abandon them as either unnecessary or positively harmful to the creation and maintenance of a sustainable economy and society. Equally, this article also recognises that an alternative economy and society must be based in the reality that most people (in the West) will not democratically vote for a completely different type of society and economy. That reality must also accept that a ‘green economy’ is one that is recognisable to most people and that indeed safeguards and guarantees not just their basic needs but also aspirations (within limits). The realistic character of the thinking behind this article accepts that consumption and materialistic lifestyles are here to stay (so long as they do not transgress any of the critical thresholds of the triple bottom line) and indeed there is little to be gained by proposing alternative economic systems, which start from a complete rejection of consumption and materialism. The appeal to realism is in part an attempt to correct the common misperception (and self-perception) of green politics and economics requiring an excessive degree of self-denial and a puritanical asceticism (Goodin, 1992, p.18; Allison, 1991, p.170–178). While rejecting the claim that green political theory calls for the complete disavowal of materialistic lifestyles, it is true that green politics does require the collective reassessment of such lifestyles, and does require a degree of shared sacrifice. It does not mean, however, that we necessarily require the complete and across-the-board rejection of materialistic lifestyles. There must be room and tolerance in a green economy for people to live ‘ungreen lives’ so long as they do not ‘harm’ others, threaten long-term ecological sustainability or create unjust levels of socioeconomic inequalities. Thus, realism in this context is in part another name for the acceptance of a broadly ‘liberal’ or ‘post-liberal’ (but certainly not anti-liberal) green perspective.1

AT: Competitiveness Illusory
Competitiveness isn’t illusory – infrastructure strongly affects economic performance.  

Martin, 06 Ron MARTIN Economic Geography @ Cambridge ‘6 in Economic Geography: Past Present and Future eds. Sharmistha Bagchi-Sen and Helen Smith p.162-163

However, just as in a Coasian view of the world, where it is the organisation of productive assets in a firm that gives rise to the analysis of the firm as a unit of production, so nations, regions and cities too can be seen as collections of assets, variously organised, so that it is reasonable to think in terms of the competitiveness of that bundle of assets, even if Krugman is right in advocating caution about making analogies between the firm and the nation or region. Furthermore, although most regional units used for policy and analytical purposes are based on political or administrative boundaries that need bear little correspondence to economic relationships, there are certain features about such 'official' regions that do give them some measure of meaning as economic entities. Thus regional authorities often have tax -raising powers and responsibilities for spending on public services, utilities and infrastructure, all of which impact on local firms. Also, as noted above, regional authorities and bodies are becoming increasingly active in other areas of local economic governance, whether as the delivery agents of decentralised national government policies, or as active policy agents in their own right and capacity. It may be that regions are difficult to define as 'essential' economic units, but the fact is that a process of 'regional institutionalisation' of policy intervention and responsibility appears to be underway that is endowing politically and administratively defined regions with some degree of functional economic meaning. It is as part of this institutionalisation process that regional authorities and bodies are busy devising policies to improve and upgrade the competitiveness and productivity of the businesses, workers and organisations in their jurisdictions. If only because of this rise of the region as an arena of economic governance and intervention, and the increasing trend for policymakers to think of regions as the sites of competitive advantage, it is important to appraise the different senses in which the term 'regional competitiveness' is used.

AT: Competitiveness Models Flawed (Krugman)

Krugman’s model is flawed – regional competitive advantages assist growth.

Scott, 06 Allen SCOTT Urban Planning @ UCLA ‘6 in Economic Geography: Past Present and Future eds. Sharmistha Bagchi-Sen and Helen Smith p. 64-65

Four specific lacunae of the core model merit turther attention in this connection: First, the model identifies productive activity only in terms of monopolistically competitive tirms with fixed and variable costs. In its initial tormulation it makes no reterence whatever to the dynamics of the social division of labor and the networks of transactional relations that How trom this process. In later tormulations (e .g. Krugman and Venables 1996; Venables 1996) an intermediate goods industry is assumed by fiat to exist in the model. However, the model is silent on the endogenous relations that exist in reality between the vertical structure of production and spatially dependent transactions costs. These relations tend to be of special interest and importance in clustered economic systems where intra and inter-firm transactional structures are usually extremely complex (e.g. Scott 1983). Accordingly, the model pays inadequate attention to the wider logic of locational convergence/divergence, and, in particular, it is deficient in its grasp of the individual regional economy as a source of competitive advantage (cf Porter 2001 ). Second, these tailings are compounded by the model's neglect of local labor market processes, such as information flows, job search patterns, labor-force training, and so on (Peck 1996). True enough, Krugman pays lip service to the existence of processes like these, but makes no effort to incorporate them into the workings of the core model. Third, region -based learning and innovation processes are conspicuous by their absence from the core model. A consequence of this absence is that the core model pays little or no attention to patterns of temporal change in the qualitative attributes and competitive advantages of regional production systems. The rich parallel literature by economists such as Jatle et al. (1993), Audretsch and Feldman (1996), or Acs (2002) on regional innovation systems compensates in some degree tor this omission, but the model itself remains more or less impervious to conceptions of technology-led growth (Acs and Varga 2002). Fourth, given its resolute commitment to microeconomic forms of analysis, the model actively suppresses the possibility that collective region-based strategies of economic adjustment might playa role in the construction of localized competitive advantages (Neary 2001). In practice, such strategies are often highly developed in regions with active production systems, both in the private sphere (e .g. interfirm collaboration), and in the public sphere (e.g. local economic development and training programs under the aegis of regional agencies) . Numerous researchers have shown time and again that strategies like these are critical to the creation of regional competitive advantages and an important tool in the search tor improved rates of local economic growth (Bianchi 1992; Cooke 1999; Saxenian 1994; Storper and Scott 1995). Some of the lacunae pointed out here can no doubt be dealt with in part by appropriate reformulations of the model (such as the introduction of commuting costs to reflect the spatial organization of local labor markets, or explicit reference to coalition formation processes), but at the cost of enormous increases of algebraic complexity. The Krugman model is for the most part a black box that occludes what by many accounts must be seen as some of the most important aspects of regional economic growth and development. As such, it casts only a very limited light on the full play of externalities, competitive advantage, and locational agglomeration in economic geography. Needless to say, the model is silent on wider social and political issues of relevance to the analysis of agglomeration, such as, tor example, region -specific forms of worker socialization and habituation, the emergence ofl ocal governance structures, or the historical shifts that occur periodically in technical -organizational structures of accumulation, and that greatly impact regional trajectories of development.

Competitiveness is economically important – the quality of networks determines capital investment and growth.

Camagni, 02 Roberto CAMAGNI Department of Management, Economics and Industrial Engineering, Politecnico di Milano ‘2 “On the Concept of Territorial Competitiveness: Sound or Misleading?” Urban Studies 39 (13) p. 2397-2398

In this field, two opposite and extreme positions confront each other. On the one side, the pessimistic one, merging (and sometimes adding up) different and disparate concerns, from the survival of local cultures to the fear about the economic and political power of multinational corporations, from the possibility of environmental dumping to the challenge of emerging countries to employment levels in rich countries. On the other side, the optimistic, ‘don’t worry’ position, claiming that open markets have sufficient self-adjusting mechanisms to ensure local well-being and that the law of comparative advantage will assure each country a role in the international division of labour, irrespective of its international competitiveness. On the political side, what has been called ‘localisation’—namely, ‘the growing desire of people for a greater say in their government’ (World Bank, 1999) through higher levels and effective ways of participation in decision-making (OECD, 1999a)—derives exactly from a growing feeling of insecurity among citizens about the capability of governments to take care of them and rightly interpret their needs. In fact, globalisation affects their lives in many respects, destroying the shelters once provided by physical space (local captive markets), by local specificities (consumption and production habits), local organisational models and the ‘patriotism’ of local forms. On the other hand, national governments increasingly give up policy tools that in the past proved effective, from monetary policies (attributed to supranational authorities, managing wide—optimal?— currency areas), to fiscal policies (due to tight budget constraints), from exchange rate policies (in monetary unions) to many industrial policies (replaced by common supranational regulations and trade agreements). Concerns are real, at least because they in fact exist, and are rational in many respects, as will be shown later in the paper; demands for greater participation and regional federalism are also perfectly correct, the danger residing in possible policy outcomes totally oriented towards defensive attitudes, separatism and closure—the regional equivalent of national protectionism. On the purely economic side, one may judge opportunities and threats generated by globalisation as equivalent, balanced and therefore neutral in terms of spatial effects. But this judgement changes radically if one considers some new, qualitative aspects of the present international economic picture: the increasing importance of knowledge factors, of immaterial elements linked to culture, taste and creativity in present economic processes and the characteristics of what could be called the production function of these elements and the ways of their accumulation. In fact, these immaterial elements develop through slow learning processes, fed with information, interaction and long-term investments in research and education (Amin and Wilkinson, 1999; Keeble and Wilkinson, 2000). Like all learning processes, they are inherently localised and cumulative, as they are embedded in human capital, interpersonal networks, specialised and highly skilled local labour markets and local innovative milieux (Camagni, 1991b; Lundvall and Johnson, 1994; Asheim, 1996). When analysed in an international perspective, technical progress ceases to be a public good, perfectly mobile and accessible to everybody; on the contrary, it circulates rapidly only inside some restricted networks, as it requires high-quality immaterial assets in order to be properly adopted and its profits appropriated (Savy and Veltz, 1995, ch. 1). While forms can access an increasing stock of codified knowledge, they require greater investments in tacit knowledge, such as human capital, management and organisation, to derive tangible benefits from technological change and innovation. … Firms may now benefits less from imitation and ‘free’ technology spillovers, as they require substantial investments in innovation and in cooperation and networking to access the stock of global knowledge (OECD, 1999b, p. 3). We see here a complex dialectics and confrontation between the hyper-mobility of some production factors and the territorial ‘anchorage’ of some others, which act as crucial location factors for the more advanced production processes. The likely result is the cumulative strengthening of the centripetal forces of growth (scale and scope economies, all sorts of increasing returns) and the centrifugal forces of territorial exclusion and decline. It is perfectly true that technologies and capital goods may be marketed and utilised almost everywhere (better: they have to be used everywhere, as they impose internationally shared standards in product and process quality) and that telecommunication networks and facilities are (more or less) ubiquitous, but the skills and relational capital required for their proper or innovative use are by no means available everywhere (Graham, 1999).

Competitiveness is crucial for growth – different technological strategies affect future growth.
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(3) Krugman warns us against a fast acceptance of the policy implications of the ‘strategic trade theory’, to which he himself gave relevant contributions. In a world of increasing returns (at the firm level and at the level of the local milieu), where history, chance, accident and policy intervention explain international specialisation and trade patterns better than factor proportions or the attributes and inherent differences of single countries, strategic industrial policy could be very effective and justified. Krugman’s opposition in this case regards the difficulty, costs and risks involved in attributing to a public administration the choice of sectors and products that will prove successful in the future. I think though that some risks are worth taking up, especially if the target is not a product but a technological  lie`re, and if the strategic approach means taking into account the potential effects of general political decisions, not directly concerned with tariffs or export support. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the explicit political decision by the Italian government to postpone the introduction of colour-tv broadcasting meant imposing a competitive disadvantage on the domestic electronic industry that was never later made up, with wide negative external effects on the entire technological trajectory. Conversely, in many countries, the early introduction of environmental regulations on emissions meant the early development of an environmental technology industry, taking advantage of all kinds of positive feed-back effects. Certainly, a careful assessment of alternative strategies should be made (for example, military expenditure vs medical care and research), but it is the kind of evaluation that public administrations should normally make, in all intervention fields (for example, in infrastructure provision). Moreover, intervention policies may well be horizontal, nonsectoral policies, like those addressed to the improvement of the quality of production factors: human capital, social overhead capital, regional accessibility, information and communication networks, to which we can add institutional interventions on rules and regulations. These are not policies targeted (selectively and ‘strategically’) to specific sectors, but may be crucial for many important ones.7 Is this neo-mercantilism? Once again, yes, in the progressive sense of historical mercantilist thought and practice. We owe to the mercantilist view the abatement of feudal restrictions on goods mobility inside each country, the improvement of internal infrastructure in order to enhance accessibility to (national and international) markets, the utilisation of the trade surplus in order to widen money supply, reduce interest rates, speed up investments and encourage entrepreneurship (Tiberi, 1999). (4) Considering not just international trade patterns (as in international trade theory) but also factors movements, and international capital flows in particular, a competitive production system may mean not just a good export performance but more interestingly an international attractiveness with respect to both ‘real’ and ‘financial’ capital. This last fact may easily turn a potential export surplus into a trade balance deficit, allowing the country to pay for its (cheap) imports and for a rising standard of living through the international trust of the capital markets (the present condition of US external accounts comes close to this last picture). This is why competitiveness and technical change should never be hampered in an open country, through any sort of social resistance to change. David Ricardo, the father with Robert Torrens of the comparative advantage principle, even if convinced of the job-killing nature of technology, in his famous chapter “On machinery” affirmed that The employment of machinery could never be safely discouraged in a State, for if a capital is not allowed to get the greatest net revenue that the use of machinery will afford here, it will be carried abroad, and this must be a much more serious discouragement to the demand for labour, than the most extensive employment of machinery (Ricardo, 1817/1971, p. 388).8 Leaving the assumption of factor immobility of the abstract model of international trade and assuming a dynamic perspective, the relevance of concerns about the efficiency of the local production sectors vis-a`-vis the other countries appears very clearly: not only will a reduced efficiency hamper external demand, but it will force both capital and labour to migrate, as it will be shown later on.

Technological changes lock-in economic competitiveness.  Infrastructure change can create positive economic feedbacks.
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The 'dynamic adaptive capability' of regional economies is therefore of central importance. By this is meant the capacity of a region's firms, industries, and institutions to sense opportunities (market, technological, organizational), to nurture, adapt and regenerate their knowledge assets and competences, and to develop and enhance the organizational capabilities that translate that knowledge into effective actions. This general notion applies to individual firms, to whole industrial sectors, to social and public institutions, and to policy-making bodies alike. It reflects the capacity of firms to experiment with and shift: to new product-specific capabilities; for industrial sectors it has to do with the success with which the firms in that sector are able to move into new markets, or upgrade existing ones; it has to do with the capacity of local entrepreneurs to identity and venture into new products and technologies; and it has to do with the capacity of institutions of all kinds to be receptive to change and new opportunities. In short, the greater the dynamic adaptive capability of a region's economy and socio-institutional base, the more likely it is to maintain or enhance its relative competitive performance over time. In other words, regional competitiveness should be seen as an evolutionary process (Boschma 2004). Economic geographers have barely begun to explore the full scope of 'evolutionary economics' (of which there are several different variants, including neo-Schumpeterian, institutionalist, game-theoretic, and complexity-theory based, for example), but it is clear that evolutionary economics contains several concepts, analogies and metaphors that bear directly on tlle definition and explication of regional competitiveness. Evolutionary theory forces us to think carefully about what economic competition means, the basic economic units that evolve - such as firms, routines, institutions - and what the mechanisms of regional structural, technological and institutional change are. Essentially, economic evolution is about innovation and adaptation, and how these drive the direction and nature of structural change. Understanding the processes that determine patterns of innovation and adaptive structural change across regions should therefore throw valuable light on why regions differ in competitive advantage, and moreover, how and why patterns of regional competitive advantage shift: and change over time. Economic geographers put particular emphasis on innovation as a source of regional performance. But what determines regional differences in innovation? Evolutionary theory stresses the importance of variety as a source of novelty. This accords with a Jacobsian view of economic change, whereby innovation is promoted by local economic diversity and heterogeneity, since this maximises both the scope for interaction and the variety of market opportunities for new ideas. Many successful large city-regions fit this model. In contrast, numerous economists and economic geographers have tended towards the Marshall-Arrow-Romer view that innovation is stimulated by local economic specialisation, where it is driven by intense rivalry between, and knowledge spillovers amongst, local firms in the same industry (or in closely related industries). This is essentially the assumption employed by Porter in his cluster model of regional competitive advantage, and by economic geographers in their studies of high-technology regions and districts. Certainly some successful regions and localities fit this model, although economic landscapes everywhere are littered with old specialised regions and localities that were once innovative leaders, but which have long since lost their prominence and are today's problem areas. So local economic specialisation is not of itself a guarantee of sustained competitive advantage. This relates to another central idea of evolutionary economics that is highly pertinent to the question of dynamic regional competitiveness, namely that of path dependence. The concept of path dependence is intended to capture the process by which the evolution of the economy is always the contingent outcome between change and inertia. Economic choices and opportunities are always conditioned to some extent by dependence on past structural, institutional, social and technological developments. The economy is an irreversible historical process, in which at any point in time the state of the economy depends on the historical adjustment path taken to it. Technology and institutions are two of the primary 'carriers of history' that result in path dependence . And both are characterised by tendency for 'lock-in', that is for particular patterns of behaviour, technological organisation, economic specialisation, institutional arrangements and the like to become selt~ reproducing over time, despite other possible patterns, activities and arrangements. The neo-Marshallian and related local external economies referred to earlier tend to impart such lock-in, as do other forms of inter-relatedness amongst local firms, sunk costs, and institutionalised social routines and networks. Lock-in, in fact, is a pervasive feature of socioeconomic life. In a regional context, the emergence of economic, technological, social and institutional structures can be heavily dependent on local context, but once established, the very interactive, situated and continuity-preserving nature of socio-economic activity is such that there are likely to be a tendency for the selected structures to get 'locked in' . Regional economies everywhere inherit the legacy of their past development. Geographers invoking the concept of , lock-in' have invariably tended to ascribe negative or sub-optimal connotations to it, to view it as a barrier to change - the 'weakness of strong ties' argument. But this is too one -sided a reading: 'lock-in' can also be a positive feature , the source of increasing returns and competitive advantage. Indeed, this is how selfreinforcing development is typically initiated, and almost every regional economy - highly successful as well as less prosperous - displays attributes and examples of lock-in. What matters is why and under what circumstances lock-in turns from being a positive process into a negative one, and why this varies across regions, how some regions have proved better able to escape negative lock-in and to foster new paths of development and competitive advantage: in short, why some regional economies are more adaptive than others.

