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Free Trade Defense

Trade conflicts don’t escalate

Nye 96 Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
The low likelihood of direct great power clashes does not mean that there will be no tensions between them. Disagreements are likely to continue over regional conflicts, like those that have arisen over how to deal with the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. Efforts to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and means of their delivery are another source of friction, as is the case over Russian and Chinese nuclear cooperation with Iran, which the United States steadfastly opposes. The sharing of burdens and responsibilities for maintaining international security and protecting the natural environment are a further subject of debate among the great powers. Furthermore, in contrast to the views of classical Liberals, increased trade and economic interdependence can increase as well as decrease conflict and competition among trading partners. The main point, however, is that such disagreements are very unlikely to escalate to military conflicts.

Globalization short-circuits trade conflicts before they can escalate. It is self-correcting

De Jonquieres 03 Guy de Jonquieres, Senior Fellow at ECIPE and London-based writer and speaker on international economic affairs who previously worked for The Financial Times in positions that included world trade editor and Asia columnist and commentator Financial Times, May 26, 2003, http://www.itssd.org/References/Johns%20Hopkins%20SAIS%20Ctr%20for%20Transatlantic%20Relations%20-%20highlighted.pdf
Nonetheless, multinationals are not invulnerable. Increasingly, they rely on global supply chains; as a consequence, more than a third of world trade today is within companies. As the impact of stricter US border security after September 11 showed, those networks are highly sensitive to trade disruptions. The good news is that global integration is a potent check on governments' temptation to reach for the trade weapon. It is much easier to convince politicians that lashing out at foreigners is a bad idea if it directly imperils jobs and prosperity at home. That argument has made free-traders of governors of many US states that are home to foreign-owned companies. It also explains why protectionist US measures, such as steel tariffs, are increasingly confined to industries that produce only in their home market.

Economic interdependence doesn’t stop conflict

Gelpi and Grieco 01 Christopher Gelpi, Associate Professor of Political Science at Duke University and Joseph M. Grieco, Professor of Political Science Duke University, June 27, 2001, Economic Interdependence, the Democratic State, and the Liberal Peace, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/bpollins/book/Gelpi&Grieco.pdf
At the same time, Katherine Barbieri (1996, 1998) suggested that Oneal and Russett had erred in following a rule in constructing their data set whereby they attributed zero bilateral trade to pairs of countries if neither had reported trade to the International Monetary Fund. Barbieri constructed a revised data set that supplemented IMF figures for bilateral trade with information from alternative sources. If no data could be found, she recorded the trade data as missing – effectively eliminating the case from her analysis – rather than attributing a level of zero trade for that dyad. With her revised data set, Barbieri found that growing economic interdependence did not appear to dampen the likelihood of militarized conflict and might even exacerbate it. Thus, at the end of the decade, the question of the direct effect of economic interdependence on world peace remained unresolved and highly contested.

Free trade is inevitable – technology

IFG 08 No author given, IFG, September 10, 2008. http://www.ifg.org/inevitable.html

At the ifg's recent teach-ins in New York and Washington, D.C., as well as in press interviews, a recurring theme has been that opposition to economic globalization may be quixotic. Common wisdom holds that we are already in a global economy, as witnessed by the reach of CNN, the scale of Shell, IBM, Mitsubishi, and many other corporate operations, the increasingly uniform buying and behavior patterns of citizens in Asia, Africa, Europe, and the United States, not to mention the ramifications of the Internet. It is argued that to stand in opposition to such trends is to deny reality. Europeans are so often told by their leaders that "there is no alternative" that they have begun using the acronym TINA to describe the mindset. Truly, there is no denying that economic globalization is advancing rapidly, but most IFGers consider that to accept this advance without resistance is what will finally confirm its inevitability. Presumably, great changes in democratic societies are only augmented after public debate over their consequences. But in the case of economic globalization, secrecy was emphasized, not debate. By such means as "fast track" voting procedures in the United States, and the suppression of the actual trade agreement texts from media, the public and even the legislators who voted on them, democratic debate was surely denied. In some other countries, the situation was even more extreme—no parliamentary votes, merely approval by fiat. But critical questions must still be discussed and settled, such as these: Who gains and who loses? Who works and who does not, and at what level of survivability? Is the process environmentally sustainable? (It is not.) Where will the resources come from to feed the exponential growth of development that is basic to the process? Do we really want to sacrifice community, regional, and national sovereignties for global corporate governance from Geneva? (The headquarters of the World Trade Organization.) How can people's livelihoods be protected—whether workers or farmers or even middle managers? Can a system governed from the global center ever satisfy the needs of real people where they live? In fact, was a global economy ever intended for such purposes, or only for the needs of global corporations? Is this whole line of development a good idea? We have been permitted no public debate on these matters, least of all among presidential candidates. After debate, if the answers to these questions and the hundreds of others that emerge still lead us to a negative evaluation of economic globalization, then is the process still inevitable? If so, can we say that democracy is operative? At the Washington, D.C., Teach-In, during the Saturday evening debate, pro-globalization panelist Joe Cobb, a trade policy analyst at the right-wing think tank, the Heritage Foundation, noted that perhaps globalization would not have to be inevitable, but the new technologies make it so. In other words, maybe globalization could have been reversed by democratic process, but only if we could control technology, which, he seems to feel, we cannot. Many of us found this statement especially alarming because it implied that not only was democracy to be held hostage to globalization's inevitability, but it would also have to be sacrificed to technologies' inevitabilities. That doesn't give much wiggle room for citizens in so-called democracies to influence the conditions of their lives and governance.
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