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Thanks to Will for helping me out with some of the free trade good stuff.

***TRADE FILE
***Global UQ***

Protectionism High

G20 failed – statistics show protectionism is high

Barkley 6/23 - Correspondent for Dow Jones Newswires (Tom, 2010, "Trade Experts Give G-20 Poor Grades On Resisting Protectionism," http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100623-709444.html, RG)
WASHINGTON (Dow Jones)--Group of 20 leaders don't deserve to pat themselves on the back for avoiding protectionism this weekend, trade experts said Wednesday.

Discriminatory measures hurting trade are on the rise and affecting over 10% of global flows, while the prospects for a deal on the Doha round of trade talks are dimming, said participants at an event hosted by the Washington International Trade Association.

"The level of discrimination which is taking place within the global economy is not trivial, and certainly far more than some of the international organizations have led us to believe," said Simon Evenett, an economist at the University of St. Gallen in Switzerland.
Earlier this month, the World Trade Organization, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development and the United Nations all applauded G-20 leaders for upholding the pledge they made at the first summit in November 2008.

However, those views are disputed by the latest Global Trade Alert, which is a report put together by Evenett in coordination with a number of research institutions to track the G-20's commitment to resist protectionism. Unlike the OECD and WTO, the consortium counts measures beyond trade barriers, such as subsidies and impediments to investment.

The report published Wednesday found that governments around the world have imposed more than 350 discriminatory measures since the last leaders' summit in September 2009, bringing the total number that haven't been reversed to nearly 650 since the first G-20 meeting. Sixteen of the most damaging provisions cover a combined $1.6 trillion in trade flows, or more than 10% of world imports in 2008.

Evenett said the G-20 should put more teeth in its antiprotectionist pledge by taking a stand against subsidies and other discriminatory measures.

Meanwhile, Jeffrey Schott, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, said G-20 leaders haven't followed up on their commitment to complete the Doha talks this year.
The window for this year has already closed, and Schott said concluding a deal in 2011 is also a long shot unless progress is made at this week's summit in Toronto or the November meeting in Seoul.

Protectionism high – no willingness for DOHA

Corcoran 6/28 - editor of the Financial Post (Terence, 2010, "WORLDS APART; Inside, G20 leaders struggled for consensus on pressing global issues. Outside, police and protesters brought downtown Toronto to a standstill.; Rightly deciding to go it alone," National Post, L/N, RG)
The free trade file appears to be slipping out of collective control. The G8 "affirmed" its long-standing commitment to "free and open markets," but said nothing to indicate any willingness to push the Doha trade talks at the World Trade Organization. At the G20, division appears to be overwhelming. Once again, the best the G20 could do on protectionism is reiterate an unenforceable commitment to voluntarily "refrain from raising barriers or imposing new barriers" until 2013.
Protectionism High (AT: G20)

Protectionism high – GTA confirms 

Lynn 6/21 – World Trade Correspondent in Geneva (Jonathan, 2010, "Protectionism mounting despite G20 pledge: report," http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE65K2GX20100621, RG)
(Reuters) - Major trading powers are continuing to impose protectionist measures in defiance of a promise by G20 leaders to keep markets open, according to a report by independent economists.

The report, by Global Trade Alert (GTA), to be issued later this week to coincide with the G20 summit in Toronto, finds that such policies in 2009 turned out much worse than was known at the time of the Pittsburgh summit last September.

"The costs of the ineffectual G20 pledges mount quarter by quarter," Simon Evenett, an economics professor at St. Gallen University in Switzerland and coordinator of GTA, said.

The report finds that nearly 650 protectionist measures implemented since the first crisis-related G20 summit in November 2008, when leaders promised to avoid protectionism, remain in place.

The findings of GTA, which has consistently warned that protectionism is running at a far higher level than governments acknowledge, are not shared by all economists.

The World Trade Organization (WTO), for example, says that the rules-based global trading system, and memories of the 1930s Great Depression that was partly triggered by beggar-thy-neighbor policies, have kept protectionism in check.

In its own report issued last week for the G20 summit, the WTO said governments had largely resisted resorting to trade barriers.

It said the number of new trade measures was falling, with new measures since November 2009 covering only 0.4 percent of global imports -- with a smaller reduction in trade of those goods. From October 2008 to October 2009, trade measures covered 1 percent of imports.

GTA on the other hand says this understates the problem.

"The contribution of the WTO has been overstated; its agreements have channeled protectionist pressures into policies not well covered by enforceable rules," Evenett said.

Ranked by measures such as the number of actions taken, and the number of products, sectors and trading partners affected, Global Trade Alert found that the European Union was one of the most active protectionists.
Russia, Argentina and Nigeria also feature high in its lists. China, followed by the EU and United States, was the main target.

The report identifies 22 far-reaching "jumbo" actions hurting more than 15 G20 trading partners and affecting more than $10 billion in trade, that should be a starting point for any G20 exit strategy on trade.

"Few of these jumbo measures are policies for which there are strong WTO rules," Evenett said.

The policies, covering $1.6 trillion or more than 10 percent of world imports, include measures such as China's export tax rebates and U.S. "Buy American" provisions in its stimulus package.

Protectionism High (WTO Collapse)

WTO collapse coming. Complexity, international agreements and inefficiency

Dadush 7/14 – senior associate and director of the International Economics Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Uri, 2010, "The Future of the World Trading System," http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41204, RG)
For the first time, the G20 communiqué has omitted any reference to a Doha completion deadline. This surprise raises questions about not only Doha, but also the role of the World Trade Organization. As the ultimate regulator of global trade, the WTO is an integral part of the world trading system, but it is only one part: national laws and regulations in some 200 countries, several hundred bilateral and regional treaties, and dozens of plurilateral agreements also govern international trade.

Deepening international integration, increasing influence of new players in the WTO, and growing complexity of the trade issues have made enacting comprehensive multilateral agreements more difficult—a trend spectacularly obvious in the Doha Round—and now threaten the efficacy of the WTO. Though regrettable, this does not necessarily represent a disaster for the world trading system or for world trade, as regulations and agreements outside of the WTO have, to varying degrees and in different ways, made trade more predictable and increasingly open in recent decades and are likely to expand. Furthermore, there are increasingly powerful economic incentives to maintain trade open. Nevertheless, the WTO can take important steps—from supporting autonomous,  regional, and plurilateral liberalization processes to binding existing agreements—in order to further promote open trade and reaffirm its role, thus making the world trading system stronger and more resilient.

Protectionism Low

No protectionism – G20 extended a ban

Trend News 6/28 (2010, "G20 extends protectionism ban, looks for ways to Doha deal," http://en.trend.az/regions/world/ocountries/1711684.html, RG)
The Group of 20 (G20) leading developed and developing nations on Sunday agreed to extend a ban on protectionism until at least 2013 as they looked for ways to revive the stalled Doha round of trade-liberalisation talks, DPA reported.

World powers initially adopted the ban at the first-ever G20 summit in Washington in November 2008, as the world financial crisis bit deep. With the world now moving out of recession, Sunday's summit focused on measures to make sure that the recovery continues.

"We renew for a further three years, until the end of 2013, our commitment to refrain from raising barriers or imposing new barriers to investment or trade in goods and services," leaders said.

G20 members, who include such powers as China, the European Union, India, Russia and the United States, will also "minimize any negative impact on trade and investment of our domestic policy actions, including fiscal policy and action to support the financial sector," according to their statement.

Summit leaders stressed that freeing up trade would be one of the best ways to promote future growth.

Protectionism Low (AT: GTA)
The GTA over-estimates – protectionism has been kept in check

Lynn 6/21 – World Trade Correspondent in Geneva (Jonathan, 2010, "Protectionism mounting despite G20 pledge: report," http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE65K2GX20100621, RG)
The findings of GTA, which has consistently warned that protectionism is running at a far higher level than governments acknowledge, are not shared by all economists.

The World Trade Organization (WTO), for example, says that the rules-based global trading system, and memories of the 1930s Great Depression that was partly triggered by beggar-thy-neighbor policies, have kept protectionism in check.

In its own report issued last week for the G20 summit, the WTO said governments had largely resisted resorting to trade barriers.

It said the number of new trade measures was falling, with new measures since November 2009 covering only 0.4 percent of global imports -- with a smaller reduction in trade of those goods. From October 2008 to October 2009, trade measures covered 1 percent of imports.

Protectionism Low (AT: WTO Collapse)

Trade will stay strong even if the WTO collapses. Dependence on global consumption and economic incentives for trade.

Dadush 7/14 – senior associate and director of the International Economics Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Uri, 2010, "The Future of the World Trading System," http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41204, RG)
Deepening international integration, increasing influence of new players in the WTO, and growing complexity of the trade issues have made enacting comprehensive multilateral agreements more difficult—a trend spectacularly obvious in the Doha Round—and now threaten the efficacy of the WTO. Though regrettable, this does not necessarily represent a disaster for the world trading system or for world trade, as regulations and agreements outside of the WTO have, to varying degrees and in different ways, made trade more predictable and increasingly open in recent decades and are likely to expand. Furthermore, there are increasingly powerful economic incentives to maintain trade open. Nevertheless, the WTO can take important steps—from supporting autonomous,  regional, and plurilateral liberalization processes to binding existing agreements—in order to further promote open trade and reaffirm its role, thus making the world trading system stronger and more resilient.

More than the WTO

The WTO has certainly played a pivotal role in securing trade since it was established in 1995. Its influence is clearest in the accession of China and other countries and its settlement of disputes. Attempts to promote multilateral liberalization and bind existing agreements have been significantly less successful, however. In fact, according to Will Martin and Francis Ng of the World Bank, multilateral agreements accounted for only about 25 percent of the large liberalization in developing countries over 1983–2003, while autonomous changes in national law were responsible for the overwhelming majority (roughly 66 percent) and regional and bilateral agreements accounted for the rest.

Today, a similar analysis would almost certainly find that autonomous liberalization continues to dominate but that bilateral and regional agreements have increased in importance. Multilaterally-negotiated liberalization, on the other hand, has stalled since 1995, when the Uruguay Round was concluded and the WTO was created, as has the binding of tariffs and subsidies. The Doha and, in the view of many, Uruguay Rounds have been disappointing. During the Uruguay Round, agriculture, services, and intellectual property were firmly brought into the WTO for the first time but progress on multilateral disciplines in these sectors has been excruciatingly slow.

Despite the stall at the WTO level, world trade has continued to advance at historically unprecedented rates. Over the last 25 years, world trade has grown about 5 percentage points faster than has world population, compared to about 1 percentage point faster from 1870 to 1950. While many factors, including transport innovations, communication technologies, and economic growth, help account for this, liberalization clearly helped—even as multilateral trade negotiations stalled.

Most recently, WTO disciplines helped keep protectionism in check during the crisis, allowing world trade to recover at the same spectacular rates at which it fell. However, the increasing worldwide dependence on trade for production (trade in components and intra-firm trade has soared) as well as consumption (consumers have become accustomed to a diversity of imported products), as well as fears of retaliation inside and outside the WTO, must also have played an important role.
***US UQ***

Protectionism High

Trade deficits high, Means political pressures stifle free trade

Reich 7/14 – prof. of public policy @ Berkeley, secretary of labor during for Clinton (Robert, 2010, "Why today's "jobs for America" summit is a bad joke," http://www.salon.com/news/economics/?story=/opinion/feature/2010/07/14/reich_foreign_consumers, RG)
With due respect, Mr. Hochberg is being misleading. The same Commerce Department report shows that America’s trade deficit with the rest of the world has continued to widen. American businesses sold $152.3 billion of goods and services overseas in May (an increase of just over 2 percent from April) but the U.S. imported $194.5 billion (a jump of 2.9 percent).

In fact, according to the Commerce Department, America’s trade deficit expanded in May to its highest level in 18 months -- rising 4.8 percent to $42.3 billion. Our monthly trade deficit with China alone jumped $3 billion, to $22 billion.

When the president promised to double exports over five years in order to create more jobs in the U.S., most people assumed he was talking about net exports -- that is, exports minus imports. A doubling of net exports would help fill the demand gap caused by American consumers who can’t spend what they used to spend because they can no longer borrow to the gills.

But regardless of how much we export, if imports continue to exceed that amount, we’re heading in the opposite direction. Trade can’t possibly be a source of new American jobs. To the contrary, it reduces overall demand in the United States. The widening trade deficit remains a drag on the nation’s economic growth.

As a practical matter, the widening trade imbalance means no more trade agreements because Americans, worried about their jobs, don’t want to risk losing more of them to foreign workers.
Protectionism High (AT: G20)
G20 is hype – Obama is a free trade opponent.

Lizan 6/29 (Anthony, 2010, "Will Obama Stand With Other G20 Leaders in Fighting Protectionism?" http://www.atr.org/obama-stand-other-g-leaders-fighting-a5156#, RG)
World leaders decried protectionism during last weekend’s G20 Summit. The official summit declaration announced a, “ strong commitment to resist protectionism.” Canada’s trade minister, Peter Van Loan, said, “ Pockets of protectionism are hurting the global recovery.” While these comments are welcome news; the question is will Obama follow through with the tough talk? The ideal answer: yes! The probable answer: no!

History has shown that countries that practice free trade are more prosperous and peaceful. What history has also shown is that Obama’s record on free trade is horrible at best. Take the Jones Act for example. The act essentially bars foreign ships from entering American ports by requiring goods to be transported in U.S. vessels and operated by American citizens. Waiving the act would do wonders for the oil cleanup and for the American economy as well. However, Obama has predictably pandered to special interest groups who benefit from the act’s existence, and has continued to enforce the legislation. (Further examples of his trade record can be found here and here.)

Free trade is conducive to international commerce and would help end the current economic downturn. If Obama continues his protectionist streak, America can expect lower export levels, higher unemployment rates, and higher prices in general. Trade barriers are costs imposed on consumers by the state that effectively lower real income. The poor are the hardest hit by these policies.

While recent developments concerning the Korean Free Trade Agreement are hopeful, it is wise to be skeptical of the Obama Administration’s commitment to uphold the G20 declaration. The public must continue to pressure the President into enacting non-protectionist policies for the sake of the economy. As President Hu Jintao of China says, "We must take concrete actions to reject all forms of protectionism, and unequivocally advocate and support free trade.” It’s a sad day when the leader of a Communist country seems to understand free trade better than the current U.S. President.

Protectionism High (AT: FTA’s)

Political and economic barriers block new FTAs

Raum 7/7 (Tom, "Obama's export goals face hurdles here and abroad," http://www.realclearpolitics.com/news/ap/politics/2010/Jul/07/obama_s_export_goals_face_hurdles_here_and_abroad.html, RG)
Nearly all free-trade proposals are unpopular with Democrats, with protectionist sentiments running high at a time of lingering economic weakness and unemployment hovering at 9.5 percent.

If Obama is to push his revamped trade agenda, he'll need to reach across the aisle to pick up Republican support, as then-President Bill Clinton did in 1993 when he pushed through Congress the still-controversial U.S. free-trade agreement with Canada and Mexico.

Another obstacle to meeting Obama's goal, which he made in his State of the Union speech: the shift by many U.S. companies toward producing their goods overseas. Also, it faces a mathematical hurdle.

The United States isn't the only major power hoping to grow its way out of recession through increased sales abroad.
Protectionism Low

Protectionism low – Korea FTA, bipart agreements

Zahourek 6/28 (Kellsey, 2010, "Obama Believes its Time to Pass the US-Korea FTA. We Concur." http://www.atr.org/obama-believes-time-pass-korea-fta-a5148, RG)
Since taking office, President Obama’s trade agenda has been anything but. With continuous pandering to protectionist allies (see here, here, and here), Obama has done more to halt international commerce, than open up new markets by enacting the trade liberalizing policies that would boost domestic exports, create jobs, and lead to higher economic growth. However, over the weekend the White House signaled a shift as the Administration announced it would move forward on the stalled U.S. - Korea Free Trade Agreement. The draft agreement was negotiated in 2007, however under the leadership of anti-trade Democrats, the agreement as not gone up for a vote in the House.

Today, South Korea is the world’s 10th-largest economy and America’s seventh-largest trading partner. The US-Korea FTA would abolish 95 percent of tariffs on all industrial and consumer goods within three years, and remove most of the lingering 5 percent within a decade. Since tariffs and trade barriers amount to government-imposed costs on both companies and consumers, eliminating these barriers in a free trade agreement amounts to a significant tax cut for both countries. Additionally, the U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that enacting the FTA would increase U.S. exports by $10–11.9 billion. The gains brought to the U.S. by enacting pro trade policies is apparently something the Obama Administration now understands (it only took three years).

The push for enacting the US-Korea FTA comes nearly a month after a group of thirty nine members of Congress from both parties sent a letter urging the Administration to move forward on another agreement, the US-Colombia FTA. And don't even forget about the third agreement in waiting, the US-Panama FTA.

President Obama claims to be a supporter of free trade, saying it is vital to the economic health of our nation and he has repeatedly called for countries to avoid protectionism. Hopefully, the announcement over the weekend indicates a change in the way this Administration views trade-- as less of a political tool and more a tool for economic growth and expansion.
Obama supports free trade . Our ev is predictive and accounts for trends.

Piatak 7/15 (Tom, 2010, "Obama Still Dislikes 'Anit-Trade Sentiment'," http://www.chroniclesmagazine.org/index.php/2010/07/15/obama-still-dislikes/, RG)
David Frum has now praised Barack Obama for urging Congress to ratify free-trade pacts with Colombia, South Korea, and Panama, saying this represents “an amazing turnabout for President Obama.”  Actually, Obama’s support for free trade is quite predictable, despite the occasional protectionist noises he uttered to win over gullible voters in manufacturing states.  Obama’s true feelings were unveiled to wealthy donors in San Francisco when he disparaged Pennsylvania primary voters unreceptive to his message of “hope” and “change” for “clinging” to religion and guns.  One of the other sins of those benighted Pennsylvanians was their “anti-trade sentiment,” a sentiment quite common among members of the blue-collar middle class that was created by an American manufacturing sector decimated by free trade but alien to Obama, his San Francisco audience, and other credentialed members of the overclass.  A Democratic Party controlled by Obama and those who think like him can hardly be expected to oppose consistently or credibly the economic forces that are helping to sweep away a blue-collar middle class that has never been receptive to trendy leftism and that has long been scorned as reactionary and racist by our leftist elites.

Protectionism Low (AT: Dem Opposition)
Obama pushing trade agreements now.

Bybee 7/13 - freelance writer (Roger, 2010, "Obama’s Embrace of Free Trade, and the Subversion of Democracy," http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/6222/lebron_james_defection_causes_uproar_what_about_obamas_free-trade_shif/, RG)

The notion is of course absurd, but you have to wonder how Obama's inner circle of Wall Street-oriented geniuses—and his political advisors—dreamt up the president's new push for expanded exports via new "free-trade" agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea.

Americans already have had extremely negative perceptions of free-trade agreements like the North American Free Trade Agreement, which has cost more than 1 million jobs since 1994. Yet precisely at a moment of extreme anxiety, President Obama and his economic advisors seem bent on further amping up the economic worries of  already-insecure voters with "free-trade" proposals that the vast majority of Americans—particularly Democrats—deeply despise.

***FREE TRADE BAD***

2NC OVW EV

Prefer our evidence. The effects of interdependence depend on its perception by all actors.

Copeland ’96 – Assistant Prof. of Govt. and Foreign Affairs @ Univ. of Virginia (Dale, International Security, “Economic Interdependence and War: A Theory of Trade Expectations”, Volume 20, Number 4, Spring, JSTOR, RG)

Rosecrance is reluctant to acknowledge realist concerns, perhaps because to do so would imply that dependent states might be more willing to go to war, as realists maintain, while Rosecrance is arguing that they are less willing to do so.17 This points to a critical distinction between liberalism and realism that illuminates the liberal understanding of why wars ultimately occur. For liberals, interdependence does not have a downside that might push states into war, as realists contend. Rather, interdependence is seen to operate as a restraint on aggressive tendencies arising from the domestic or individual levels. If interdependence becomes low, this restraint is taken away, allowing the aggressive tendencies to dominate. To borrow a metaphor from Plato: for liberals, interdependence operates like the reins on the dark horse of inner passions; it provides a material incentive to stay at peace, even when there are internal predispositions towards aggression. Remove the reins, however, and these passions are free to roam as they will.18
This point becomes clearer as one examines Rosecrance's explanations for the two World Wars. World War II, for Rosecrance, was ultimately domestically driven. The main aggressors saw war as a means to cope with the upheavals flowing from "social discontent and chaos" and the "danger of left-wing revolutions"; given these upheavals, it is "not surprising that the territorial and military-political system [i.e., war] emerged as an acceptable alternative to more than one state." Connecting the Second World War to causes arising from the unit level in the First World War, he continues: "If Germany, Italy, and Japan did not fulfill their territorial ambitions at the end of World War I, they might develop even more nationalistic and solidaristic regimes and try again."19 With trade and therefore interdependence at low levels in the 1930s, "economics offered no alternative possibility"; it failed to provide what he later refers to as a "mitigat[ing]" or "restraining" influence on unit-level motives for war.20 World War I is a problematic case for Rosecrance, as it was for Angell, since the great powers went to war even though trade levels were still high. Like Angell, Rosecrance's main defense of liberalism is that leaders simply did not see how beneficial interdependence was, and how costly war would be. Due to outmoded ideas and unit-level pathologies, they misperceived the situation; hence, interdependence could not operate as it should, as a restraint on aggression. He talks about leaders' obsession with "nationalist ambitions" and "balance of power politics." He suggests that "no pre-1914 statesman or financier was fully aware of the damage that war would do to the European body economic" because of the irrational belief that "[war] would be over veryquickly."21 At one point, he even seems to cast doubt on the efficacy of interdependence as a restraint on aggression:

One should not place too much emphasis upon the existence of interdependence per se. European nations in 1913 relied upon the trade and investment that flowed between them; that did not prevent the political crisis which led to ... World War I. Interdependence only constrains national policy if leaders accept and agree to work within its limits.22

It thus appears that Rosecrance cannot really envision interdependence as being anything but a "constraint" or "restraint" on unit-level tendencies to aggress. This view is consistent with the general liberal perspective that all wars are ultimately driven by unit-level phenomena such as misperceptions, authoritarianism, ideology, and internal social conflict. Rosecrance's historical understanding of the World War II, for example, would fit nicely with the "democratic peace" literature: had all the states in 1939 been democratic, war would probably not have occurred despite the disrupted global economic situation, but since some states were not democratic, their aggressive domestic forces became unfettered once interdependence had declined. The idea that economic factors by themselves can push states to aggress-an argument consistent with neorealism and the alternative theory I will present below-is outside the realm of liberal thought, since it would imply that purely systemic forces can be responsible for war, largely regardless of unit-level phenomena.23
Trade doesn’t solve war. General openness increases the risk of war because the bilateral costs to a conflict are low.

Martin et al ‘8 – Philippe, Centre for Economic Policy Research, Thierry, Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, “Make Trade Not War?” The Review of Economic Studies, http://team.univ-paris1.fr/teamperso/mayer/MMT.pdf, RG)
This paper analyses theoretically and empirically the relationship between military conflicts and trade. We show that the conventional wisdom that trade promotes peace is only partially true even in a model where trade is economically beneficial, military conflicts reduce trade, and leaders are rational. When war can occur because of the presence of asymmetric information, the probability of escalation is lower for countries that trade more bilaterally because of the opportunity cost associated with the loss of trade gains. However, countries more open to global trade have a higher probability of war because multilateral trade openness decreases bilateral dependence to any given country and the cost of a bilateral conflict. We test our predictions on a large data set of military conflicts on the 1950-2000 period. Using different strategies to solve the endogeneity issues, including instrumental variables, we find robust evidence for the contrasting effects of bilateral and multilateral trade openness. For proximate countries, we find that trade has had a surprisingly large effect on their probability of military conflict.

And, they’re confusing causality – free trade doesn’t cause peace, peace allows free trade

Layne ‘98 – Associate Prof. @ Naval Postgraduate School (Christopher, Summer, World Policy Journal, p. 8-28, L/N, RG)

These arguments notwithstanding, international economic interdependence does not cause peace. In fact, it has very serious adverse security consequences that its proponents either do not understand or will not acknowledge. Economic relations (whether domestic or international) never take place in a vacuum; on the contrary, they occur within a politically defined framework. International economic interdependence requires certain conditions in order to flourish, including a maximum degree of political order and stability. Just as the market cannot function within a state unless the state creates a stable "security" environment in which economic exchange can occur (by protecting property rights and enforcing contracts), the same is true in international relations. Because there is no world government, it falls to the dominant state to create the conditions under which economic interdependence can take hold (by providing security, rules of the game, and a reserve currency, and by acting as the global economy's banker and lender of last resort). Without a dominant power to perform these tasks, economic interdependence does not happen. Indeed, free trade and interdependence have occurred in the modern international system only during the hegemonies of Victorian Britain and postwar America. International economic interdependence generally occurs when states feel secure, when they do not have to worry that others will transform their economic gains from trade into military advantages. Conversely, when states are concerned about their security, they are less likely to engage in free trade. When security is at issue, states are always measuring themselves in comparison with their actual, or potential, rivals. When states feel secure, they focus on the overall gains to global wealth that flow from trade. Under peaceful international conditions, the distribution of this increased wealth is not a matter of high politics: so long as all states are getting wealthier, trade is looked upon as a good thing. When security is an issue, however, states become intensely concerned about how the gains from trade are being distributed. When security concerns are paramount, the key question no longer is whether everyone is gaining something but rather who is gaining the most. Because economic power is the cornerstone of military strength, when security is an issue states want their economies to be more vigorous and to grow faster than those of their rivals. Also, when war is regarded as a real possibility, states deliberately attempt to reduce their dependence on imported products and raw materials in order to minimize their vulnerability to economic coercion by others. This also impairs economic interdependence. The bottom line here is this: When security in the international system is plentiful, trade flourishes and, so long as they are getting richer themselves, states are untroubled by the fact that others also are getting wealthier. When security in the international system is scarce, however, trade diminishes; states seek to maximize their power (economic and military) over their rivals, and hence attempt to ensure they become richer than their rivals. 

War

Free trade causes war 

Staples ‘3 – Director of the Polaris Institute's Project on the Corporate-Security State (Stephen, August 29, “How Globalization Promotes War”, http://www.unitedforpeace.org/article.php?id=1948, RG)

Globalization, more correctly called corporate globalization, is founded upon a conservative, free market-oriented worldview that seeks to limit the economic impact of government actions. 
The institutions and agreements that codify globalization, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), place restrictions on government services and regulations that might inhibit corporate profits — while championing the government’s role in providing national security.
1. Globalization promotes the conditions for war.
Ethnic and religious differences mask the underlying economic causes of the more than 30 wars raging around the world today. Inequality, competition for dwindling resources, and environmental degradation are factors in the outbreak of armed conflict that are worsened by free trade.
Globalization undermines the ability of governments to regulate and mitigate the damaging effects of the market, which leads to an intensification of all of the economic causes of war. 
2. Globalization promotes military spending over social spending.
“Security exceptions” in free trade agreements grant governments a free hand in military spending, but place limits on social spending. Thus, governments use military spending to achieve non-defense goals such as job creation, regional development, and subsidization of local corporations through defense contracts. 
Since the late 1990s, world military spending has been on the rise and is now nearly $1 trillion a year — almost half of this is by the United States alone. 
3. Globalization requires police and military protection of corporate interests.
Popular movements opposed to globalization’s harsh economic agenda have been emerging around the world, especially since the famous protests derailed the WTO in Seattle in 1999. Police forces have responded with increased repression and intolerance for political protests. 
Armed with powerful new anti-terrorism laws such as the Patriot Act, security forces can use totalitarian-like measures to investigate and detain people whose only “crime” may be to advocate for a fair global economy that serves the interests of ordinary people. 
Meanwhile, the Pentagon is realigning and expanding its vast international network of bases along the frontiers of the global economy, such as in central Asia. And in places like Colombia, U.S. troops and weapons are being deployed where uprisings threaten corporate investments.
4. Globalization undermines citizen peace work.
Government and corporate interests can use trade agreements to limit the ability of citizens to lobby for government policies that promote peace. Legislative victories by citizens advocating economic sanctions or divestment campaigns against repressive states may be challenged and overturned by free trade regimes such as the WTO. 
A successful citizen campaign encouraging local governments to not contract with corporations doing business in Burma/Myanmar was overturned by the U.S. federal government after it was threatened with a WTO challenge.
5. Globalization promotes corporate security over human security.
Globalization and free trade regimes align government interests with corporate interests, resulting in the state increasingly assuming the role of promoter and defender of corporate interests at home and abroad. 
This focus on corporate interests comes at the expense of governments providing for the security of their citizens through social programs and public-interest legislation, and deters governments from undertaking international actions to promote peace and security and achieve the greater public good.
XT: Future Expectations Cause War
Interdependence doesn’t cause peace. Expectations of future reductions cause war.

Copeland ’96 – Assistant Prof. of Govt. and Foreign Affairs @ Univ. of Virginia (Dale, International Security, “Economic Interdependence and War: A Theory of Trade Expectations”, Volume 20, Number 4, Spring, JSTOR, RG)

The theory presented in this article-the theory of trade expectations-helps to resolve these problems. The theory starts by clarifying the notion of economic interdependence, fusing the liberal insight that the benefits of trade give states an incentive to avoid war with the realist view that the potential costs of being cut off can push states to war to secure vital goods. The total of the benefits and potential costs of trade versus autarchy reveals the true level of dependence a state faces, for if trade is completely severed, the state not only loses the gains from trade but also suffers the costs of adjusting its economy to the new situation.
Trade expectations theory introduces a new causal variable, the expectations of future trade, examining its impact on the overall expected value of the trading option if a state decides to forgo war. This supplements the static consideration in liberalism and realism of the levels of interdependence at any point in time, with the importance of leaders' dynamic expectations into the future.

Levels of interdependence and expectations of future trade, considered simultaneously, lead to new predictions. Interdependence can foster peace, as liberals argue, but this will only be so when states expect that trade levels will be high into the foreseeable future. If highly interdependent states expect that trade will be severely restricted-that is, if their expectations for future trade are low-realists are likely to be right: the most highly dependent states will be the ones most likely to initiate war, for fear of losing the economic wealth that supports their long-term security. In short, high interdependence can be either peace-inducing or war-inducing, depending on the expectations of future trade.

This dynamic perspective helps bridge the gaps within and between current approaches. Separating levels of interdependence from expectations of future trade indicates that states may be pushed into war even if current trade levels are high, if leaders have good reason to suspect that others will cut them off in the future. In such a situation, the expected value of trade will likely be negative, and hence the value of continued peace is also negative, making war an attractive alternative. This insight helps resolve the liberal problem with World War I: despite high trade levels in 1913-14, declining expectations for future trade pushed German leaders to attack, to ensure long-term access to markets and raw materials.

Even when current trade is low or non-existent, positive expectations for future trade will produce a positive expected value for trade, and therefore an incentive for continued peace. This helps explain the two main periods of detente between the Cold War superpowers, from 1971 to 1973 and in the late 1980s: positive signs from U.S. leaders that trade would soon be significantly increased coaxed the Soviets into a more cooperative relationship, reducing the probability of war. But in situations of low trade where there is no prospect that high trade levels will be restored in the future, highly dependent states may be pushed into conflict. This was the German and Japanese dilemma before World War II.

Water 
Free trade causes water marketing that exacerbates resource wars across the globe

Barlow, ‘1 – Chairs the Council of Canadians, founding co-chair of Action Canada Network Blue Gold (Maude, Spring, "Blue Gold : The Global Water Crisis and the Commodificationof the Worlds Water Supply," www.wellnessgoods.com/bluegold.asp, RG)

Proponents say that such a system is the only way to distribute water to the world's thirsty. But, in fact, experience shows that selling water on the open market does not address the needs of poor, thirsty people. On the contrary, privatized water is delivered to those who can pay for it, such as wealthy cities and individuals and water-intensive industries, like agriculture and high-tech. As one resident of the high desert in New Mexico observed after his community's water had been diverted for use by the high-tech industry: "Water flows uphill to money." The push to commodify water comes at a time when the social, political and economic impacts of water scarcity are rapidly becoming a destabilizing force, with water-related conflicts springing up around the globe. For example, Malaysia, which supplies about half of Singapore's water, threatened to cut off that supply in 1997 after Singapore criticized its government policies. In Africa, relations between Botswana and Namibia have been severely strained by Namibian plans to construct a pipeline to divert water from the shared Okavango River to eastern Namibia. The Mayor of Mexico city has predicted a war in the Mexican Valley in the foreseeable future if a solution to his city's water crisis is not found soon. Much has been written about the potential for water wars in the Middle East, where water resources are severely limited. The late King Hussein of Jordan once said the only thing he would go to war with Israel over was water because Israel controls Jordan's water supply. Meanwhile, the future of one of the earth's most vital resources is being determined by those who profit from its overuse and abuse. A handful of transnational corporations, backed by the World Bank, are aggressively taking over the management of public water services in developing countries, dramatically raising the price of water to the local residents and profiting from the Third World's desperate search for solutions to the water crisis. The agenda is clear: water should be treated like any other tradable good, with its use determined by market principles. At the same time, governments are signing away their control over domestic water supplies by participating in trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA); its successor, the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA); and the World Trade Organization (WTO). These global trade institutions effectively give transnational corporations unprecedented access to the water of signatory countries. Already, corporations have started to sue governments in order to gain access to domestic water sources. For example, Sun Belt, a California company, is suing the government of Canada under NAFTA because British Columbia (B.C.) banned water exports several years ago. The company claims that B.C.'s law violates several NAFTA-based investor rights and therefore is claiming US$10 billion in compensation for lost profits. With the protection of these international trade agreements, companies are setting their sights on the mass transport of bulk water by diversion and by supertanker. Several companies are developing technology whereby large quantities of fresh water would be loaded into huge sealed bags and towed across the ocean for sale. Selling water to the highest bidder will only exacerbate the worst impacts of the world water crisis.

Water wars unleash 60,000 nukes

Weiner ’90 – Pulitzer Prize winning author (Jonathan, “The Next One Hundred Years”, p. 270)

If we do not destroy ourselves with the A-bomb and the H-bomb, then we may destroy ourselves with the C-bomb, the Change Bomb. And in a world as interlinked as ours, one explosion may lead to the other. Already in the Middle East, from North Africa to the Persian Gulf and from the Nile to the Euphrates, tensions over dwindling water supplies and rising populations are reaching what many experts describe as a flashpoint. A climate shift in that single battle-scarred nexus might trigger international tensions that will unleash some of the 60,000 nuclear warheads the world has stockpiled since Trinity.
Culture 

Free trade destroys cultural diversity

Barlow ‘1 – Chairs the Council of Canadians, founding co-chair of Action Canada Network Blue Gold (Maude, Spring, "Blue Gold : The Global Water Crisis and the Commodificationof the Worlds Water Supply," www.wellnessgoods.com/bluegold.asp, RG)
Global cultural homogenization is sweeping the world. Indian physicist and activist Vandana Shiva calls it "monoculture of the mind." Dominated by US and Western values and lifestyles, driven by a consumer-based, free-market ideology and carried through the massive US entertainment-industrial complex, the global monoculture has infiltrated every corner of the Earth. In China, Latin America, the Pacific Region, South America, Africa and the industrialized world, young people want Nike sneakers, Gap clothes, Michael Jordan T-shirts, the latest CDs, Hollywood blockbuster movies, American television and mass-market books. Around the world, North American corporate culture is destroying local tradition, knowledge, skills, artisans and values. Artisans groups trying to sell their products locally have been wiped out by global fashions. Much more than an economic problem, the decline of artisanship may be consuming some of the world's older traditions and finer crafts and eroding the world's cultural diversity, with little notice. There are no clear estimates of the number of artisans in the world, although some crafts groups believe it is the largest employer outside agriculture. Says the Toronto Globe and Mail's John Stackhouse, "With each endangered craft are centuries of songs, expressions and lifestyles that are part of an artisan's creative environment." Nawal Hassan, an Egyptian artisan-activist, adds, "This is an issue of identity. All our civilization has ceased to be spiritual. Our civilization has become commercial." Combined with the destruction of the habitat of aboriginal citizens in many parts of the world, this assault on local cultures is having a profound impact. Hundreds of languages spoken today are lost each decade and it is estimated that one-half of the world's 6,000 languages will no longer be spoken or read by the end of the 21st century. Technology is also advancing one culture and one language. The US has more computers than the rest of the world combined. English is used in 80 percent of websites, yet fewer than one in ten people worldwide speak the language. Everywhere, Internet access divides educated from illiterate, rich from poor, young from old and urban from rural. For many countries feeling the deadening and harmonizing impacts of economic globalization, protecting cultural diversity has become as important a fight as preserving biodiversity. Many societies, particularly indigenous peoples, view culture as their richest heritage, without which they have no roots, history or soul. Its value is other than monetary. To commodify it is to destroy it.

Loss of cultural diversity causes extinction

Barsh ’93 – prof. of Native American Studies @ Univ. of Lethbridge (Russel Lawrence, Winter, University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform, 25 U. MICH. J. L. REF. 671)
There no longer seems to be much difference in the Westernization of the Third World and of the indigenous world.  Indigenous societies are usually more isolated geographically, so the process of convergence is understandably slower. But they are catching up.  While world leaders lament the loss of biological diversity, which holds the key to the renewal and survival of ecosystems, our planet rapidly is losing its cultural diversity, which holds the key to the renewal and survival of human societies.  Scientists and scholars search for an alternative in their theories while real alternative cultures disappear.     It will be a real struggle to reassert an indigenous perspective on social justice, democracy, and environmental security.  The hardest part of the struggle will be converting words to action, going beyond the familiar, empty rhetoric of sovereignty and cultural superiority.  The struggle will be hardest here in the United States, where the gaps between rhetoric and reality have grown greater than anywhere on earth.  This is the best place to begin, however, because this is the illusory "demonstration" that is studied by the rest of the world, including the indigenous peoples of other regions.    Are American Indians ready to accept this global responsibility?  The current generation of tribal leadership appears unwilling to try.  It is firmly committed by its actions to the materialist path, and it is neutralized by its dependence on a continuing financial relationship with the national government and developers.  The next generation of American Indians may be another matter.  Disillusioned and critical, they may yet find a voice of their own that is both modern and truly indigenous, and they may have the courage to practice the ideals that their parents merely sloganize.  Let us hope so.  There is no alternative for Indian survival or for global survival.

MNC’s 
Free trade increases the power of multinational corporations – the impact is global holocaust

Reiner ‘2 – founding member of the Alliance for Democracy (Ken, "Corporism: The Systemic Disease that Destroys Civilization," www.thealliancefordemocracy.org/html/eng/1933-AA.shtml, RG)
I view the continuing growth of corporate power and its despotic control of governments throughout the world, including our own, as a socio-economic disease. While Mussolini and others named it "Fascism," I call it "Corporism" because that name better reveals its underlying institutional structure. I would define Corporism as the domination of government and society by the emergence and power of the giant publicly-traded multinational corporations and financial institutions, organized in totalitarian hierarchies, which singly and in combinations buy or destroy their competitors, corrupt the politics of nations, and seize, hoard, and wield for themselves most of the wealth of the human race.     We must recognize that we do have this cancerous disease, what it is doing to us and the world we live in, how it came about historically, and how and why it continues to be generated and sustained now in our society. Just as computer viruses find their ways into the software of our computers and destroy their operation, Corporism, promulgating itself by financial, legal, and technological means, has infected society in ways that lead to the hoarding of human resources, increasing insecurity and misery for the bulk of the world's population, perhaps even to worldwide holocaust. We must conquer this disease if we are to survive.
Disease
And, independently – free trade lowers quality control standards and spreads disease

Fidler ’97 - Associate Professor of Law, Indiana University School of Law - Bloomington (David P., Minnesota Law Review , April, 81 Minn. L. Rev. 771, L/N, RG)
The international movement of goods also contributes to the EID problem. Since the end of the Cold War, free trade dominates thinking about international economic relations, as evidenced by the World Trade Organization, the North American Free Trade Agreement, and the continued building of the common market in the European Union. Trade is, of course, not a new phenomenon in international relations, but the nature of international trade today is historically novel since it is truly universal and involves the movements of unprecedented quantities of food. Today, up to seventy percent of fruits and vegetables consumed in some U.S. states is imported from developing countries. n126 The Institute of Medicine states that "international trade has become so pervasive that it is virtually impossible to screen most of the food entering the country for known microbial hazards, let alone for new microbiological threats." n127 While international trade agreements typically reserve a country's powers to inspect, and even prohibit the entry of imported food under so-called sanitary and phytosanitary provisions, n128 [*798] the Institute of Medicine believes that the momentum of free trade will result in decreased inspections of imported food. n129 In the United States, increasing occurrence of food-borne infectious disease outbreaks underscores the dangers inherent in the global food trade. n130 In 1996, an outbreak of cyclosporan131 caught U.S. public health officials by surprise. n132 Health officials believe that imported strawberries were contaminated with cyclospora, but little is actually known about the parasite, its host, and means of transmission. n133 U.S. officials suspected a link to imported food and consulted the Pan American Health Organization, a unit of WHO, about testing for cyclospora in the water of Latin American countries that export to the United States. n134 Other reports suggest that imported Guatemalan raspberries were the source of the cyclospora outbreak. n135 [*799] Trade is a significant factor in the EID problem beyond food contamination. Means of transportation themselves - ships and airplanes - can harbor infectious agents. n136 Because transportation offers opportunities to infectious agents, the International Health Regulations require as many ports and airports in a country as possible to have facilities for disinfecting, disinsecting, and deratting of ships and airplanes used in international travel. n137 Certain internationally-traded products are also recurring conduits for infectious diseases. The Institute of Medicine warns that the lack of effective screening of animals imported for scientific research constitutes "perhaps the greatest problem associated with international commerce and its relation to disease emergence." n138 The globalization of trade in human blood, blood products, organs, and tissue represents another trade-related opportunity for infectious diseases to spread. The spread of AIDS was facilitated partly through the transfusion of commercially sold blood and blood [*800]  products. n139 Hepatitis B, Chagas' disease, syphilis, and malaria can also be spread through contaminated blood and blood products. n140 No international legal protections for blood and organ safety currently exist. n141
Diseases cause extinction

Sandberg ‘8 (Dr. Anders, Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Uehiro Centre for Practical Ethics – Oxford University, et al., “How Can We Reduce The Risk Of Human Extinction?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 9-9, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction)

The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We may face even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to become exponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law.

Poverty 
Free trade increases worldwide poverty.

Landau ‘4 – author of The Business of America, Counterpunch magazine (Saul, 6/10, “Force-feeding lies about free trade,” http://www.counterpunch.org/landau06102004.html, RG)
Unfortunately, no major newspaper or TV news show offered prime space to the UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development) biannual report. This document calls into question the entire "globalization" or "free market" system. Increased international trade, it concludes, has not led to reduction in poverty in the world's poorest countries. Indeed, during this boom of world trade poverty has increased, as has the income gap between rich and poor. The study found little linkage to show that trade had enlarged the income of the poorest in the world's 50 least developed countries. UNCTAD officials confirmed that trade had helped integrate some poor countries into the world economy; but their negative trade balances had grown more distressing as a result of the neo-liberal trade policies. So opening up markets does not spread benefits? Why does it take a panel of experts to state what observant people already knew: world trade investment--without tariffs, taxes or government regulation harms the world's 3 billion plus neediest people and helps the wealthiest. Data to back this conclusion comes from a recent report from the UN Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean. The report's authors estimate that 227 million Latin American and Caribbean citizens live below the limits of poverty. In the first years of 21st Century, this region recorded an unemployment rate of 10.3 percent almost akin to the depression of the 1930s.

Poverty makes extinction inevitable 

Gilligan ’96 – prof. of Psychiatry @ Harvard Medical School (James, Director of the Center for the Study of Violence, and a member of the Academic Advisory Council of the National Campaign Against Youth Violence, ‘Violence: Our Deadly Epidemic and its Causes,’ p. 191-196)

The deadliest form of violence is poverty. You cannot work for one day with the violent people who fill our prisons and mental hospitals for the criminally insane without being forcible and constantly reminded of the extreme poverty and discrimination that characterizes their lives. Hearing about their lives, and about their families and friends, you are forced to recognize the truth in Gandhi’s observation that the deadliest form of violence is poverty. Not a day goes by without realizing that trying to understand them and their violent behavior in purely individual terms is impossible and wrong-headed. Any theory of violence, especially a psychological theory, that evolves from the experience of men in maximum security prisons and hospitals for the criminally insane must begin with the recognition that these institutions are only microcosms. They are not where the major violence in our society takes place, and the perpetrators who fill them are far from being the main causes of most violent deaths. Any approach to a theory of violence needs to begin with a look at the structural violence in this country. Focusing merely on those relatively few men who commit what we define as murder could distract us from examining and learning from those structural causes of violent death that are far more significant from a numerical or public health, or human, standpoint. By “structural violence” I mean the increased rates of death, and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted with the relatively lower death rates experienced by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society’s collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting “structural” with “behavioral violence,” by which I mean the non-natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on. Structural violence differs from behavioral violence in at least three major respects. *The lethal effects of structural violence operate continuously, rather than sporadically, whereas murders, suicides, executions, wars, and other forms of behavioral violence occur one at a time. *Structural violence operates more or less independently of individual acts; independent of individuals and groups (politicians, political parties, voters) whose decisions may nevertheless have lethal consequences for others. *Structural violence is normally invisible, because it may appear to have had other (natural or violent) causes. The finding that structural violence causes far more deaths than behavioral violence does is not limited to this country. Kohler and Alcock attempted to arrive at the number of excess deaths caused by socioeconomic inequities on a worldwide basis. Sweden was their model of the nation that had come closes to eliminating structural violence. It had the least inequity in income and living standards, and the lowest discrepancies in death rates and life expectancy; and the highest overall life expectancy in the world. When they compared the life expectancies of those living in the other socioeconomic systems against Sweden, they found that 18 million deaths a year could be attributed to the “structural violence” to which the citizens of all the other nations were being subjected. During the past decade, the discrepancies between the rich and poor nations have increased dramatically and alarmingly. The 14 to 18 million deaths a year caused by structural violence compare with about 100,000 deaths per year from armed conflict. Comparing this frequency of deaths from structural violence to the frequency of those caused by major military and political violence, such as World War II (an estimated 49 million military and civilian deaths, including those by genocide—or about eight million per year, 1939-1945), the Indonesian massacre of 1965-66 (perhaps 575,000) deaths), the Vietnam war (possibly two million, 1954-1973), and even a hypothetical nuclear exchange between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. (232 million), it was clear that even war cannot begin to compare with structural violence, which continues year after year. In other words, every fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide, perpetrated on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world. Structural violence is also the main cause of behavioral violence on a socially and epidemiologically significant scale (from homicide and suicide to war and genocide). The question as to which of the two forms of violence—structural or behavioral—is more important, dangerous, or lethal is moot, for they are inextricably related to each other, as cause to effect.

XT: Poverty

Free Trade causes poverty 

Stone-Mediatore ‘5 – Prof. of Philosophy @ Ohio Wesleyan University (Shari, May 20, “Paper for the Civil Society-UNCTAD Consultation,” http://www.wilpf.int.ch/economicjustice/2005unctad_overview.html, RG)

The lending systems developed under "free trade" also tend to exacerbate existing poverty and inequality. These lending systems enable those with control over international finances, operating through the IMF, the World Bank, and private international banks, to impose harsh and debilitating conditions on communities who are in need of capital. As a result, many debtor countries now spend more money on servicing their debts to international banks than they spend on crucial services for their citizens. Moreover, international banks gain leverage over debtor country's policy-making, with the consequence that national policies often reflect the interests of banks rather than wise national planning or social welfare. In particular, banks have compelled debtor countries to restrict healthcare, education, and food distribution as a condition of loans. Such practices not only create disease and hunger crises but, in debilitating the country's human capital, further undermine the country's ability to participate as equal players in the world market.

Terrorism
Free trade facilitates terrorism

Echevarria ‘3 – Lieutenant Col., Director of Strategic Research at the Strategic Studies Institute (Antulio II, March, “Globalization And The Nature Of War,” Strategies Studies Institute, www.mindfully.org/WTO/2003/Globalization-War-SSI%20Mar03.htm, RG)

In the global war on terrorism, the element of blind natural force is playing the decisive role. Globalization has, among other things, contributed to the creation of fertile breeding grounds for terrorism as some groups try to resist its encroachment. Al Qaeda has associated the United States with the spread of globalization, which it sees as a form of decadence. Building on the perception that Islamic society’s current political and economic problems are the result of the West’s decadent values and duplicitous policies, Al Qaeda has penetrated Islamic nongovernmental organizations and woven itself into the social, political, and religious fabric of Muslim societies. Consequently, it has managed to create a substantial support base that may enable it to regenerate itself indefinitely.53 Despite the arrest of hundreds of operatives in North America and abroad since the attacks of September 11, 2001, for example, Al Qaeda has created new cells and reconstituted older ones.54 While operations in Afghanistan and elsewhere have led to the killing or capture of some 16 of its 25key leaders, Al Qaeda’s ideology remains intact and will probably continue to draw young Muslims.55 
Terrorism results in extinction 
Sid-Ahmed ‘4 – Graduate of Cairo University's School of Law (54) & Cairo University's School of Engineering (55) (Mohamed “Extinction!,” Al-Ahram Weekly, Issue No. 705, 26 August - 1 September 2004, pg. http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm, RG)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Proliferation
Free trade causes proliferation

Echevarria ‘3 – Lieutenant Col., Director of Strategic Research at the Strategic Studies Institute (Antulio II, March, “Globalization And The Nature Of War,” Strategies Studies Institute, www.mindfully.org/WTO/2003/Globalization-War-SSI%20Mar03.htm, RG)

Globalization also facilitates the proliferation of destabilizing capabilities, such as weapons of mass destruction or mass effect. Eleven countries currently have nuclear weapons programs; thirteen more are actively seeking them.16 More than 25 countries now possess ballistic missiles, and over 75,000 cruise missiles are in existence, with the number expected to rise to between 80,000 and 90,000 by 2010.17 Also, at least 17 countries— including the so-called “Axis of Evil”—currently have active chemical and biological weapons programs, and the number is rising.18 As the Assistant Secretary of State for Non-proliferation recently explained, despite the provisions of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty and the Chemical and Biological Weapons conventions, proliferation of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and high explosive/high yield weapons continues worldwide: “There is an intense sort of cooperation that goes on among countries that are trying to acquire such weapons.”19 For example, China and North Korea have long contributed to the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons, both for strategic leverage against the United States and for economic advantages.20 Thus, globalization assists some powerful motives that run counter to nonproliferation efforts.

Many hope trade will constrain or perhaps pacify a rising China, resurgent Russia, and proliferation-minded Iran, as it well may. Nonetheless, any prudent analysis must incorporate caveats drawn from states' particular political economy of security policy. In non-democratic states, however important global markets may be to the economy in aggregate, elites will be most sensitive to sectoral interests of their specific power base. This mismatch can cause systematic distortions in their ability to interpret other states' strategic signals correctly when genuine conflicts of interest emerge with a nation more domestically constrained. Leadership elites drawn from domestic-oriented, uncompetitive, or non-tradable constituencies will tend to discount deterrent signals sent by trading partners whose own domestic institutions favor those commerce-oriented interests, believing such interests make partners less likely to fulfill their threats. For example, one reason the BJP government of India decided to achieve an open nuclear weapons capability was that its small-business, domestic-oriented heart constituency was both less vulnerable to trade sanctions and less willing to believe that the US would either impose or long sustain such sanctions, given its own increased economic interests in India. Sometimes, deterrent signals may not be sent at all, since one nation's governing coalition may include commerce-dependent groups whose interests prevent state leaders from actually undertaking necessary balancing responses or issuing potent signals of resolve in the first place; the result can be fatally muddled strategy and even war -- as witness the series of weak attempts before the First World War by finance-dominated Britain to deter "Iron and Rye"-dominated Germany.
Proliferation dramatically increases the risk of accidental, preemptive and terrorist based nuclear war – mass slaughter of entire nations is likely

Utgoff ‘2 (Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses and former Senior Member of the National security Council Staff, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, 44:2, Summer, p. 87-90)

Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Increased prospects for the occasional nuclear shootout Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.3 These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples. Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat.4 And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?’5 If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.6 Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.7 Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Econ

Free trade kills the global economy

Stone-Mediatore ‘5 – Prof. of Philosophy @ Ohio Wesleyan University (Shari, May 20, “Paper for the Civil Society-UNCTAD Consultation,” http://www.wilpf.int.ch/economicjustice/2005unctad_overview.html, RG)

Proponents of "free trade" appeal to a theory of "comparative advantages" to argue that the "liberalisation" of trade allows resources to be allocated efficiently and eventually raises all incomes. In reality, however, "free trade" has produced neither wealth nor freedom for the majority of the world's people. Despite technological progress, for instance, almost half of the world population remains below the World Bank's $2/day poverty line and almost 3 billion people are either chronically malnourished or unsure of their next meal. Moreover, the gap between rich and poor, both within and between countries, has reached record heights and continues to escalate.

The Reality of Unequal Power Relations

The failure of "free trade" to provide either freedom or basic welfare for most of the world is no mystery, when we consider what proponents of free trade conveniently overlook: the grossly unequal playing field in the context of which "free trade" is imposed. In this context, the opening of local markets to transnational corporations and finance only further empowers those who already control large amounts of capital, for it enables those who are capital-wealthy to impose the conditions of trade. Specifically, it enables large corporations and their government allies in the industrialized nations to pressure Third World communities into the role of providing them with cheap labor and resources. As a result of such arrangements, many Third World communities suffer chronic malnutrition, poverty, and disease despite their wealth of natural resources. At the same time, the pressure on displaced men and women in the Third World to work for desperately low wages weakens the bargaining position of workers in the United States and Europe, thus contributing to the poverty of working people in the U.S. and Europe.

"Free trade" also exacerbates poverty and economic insecurity because, when transnational corporations are "freed" from labor and environmental rules and given unregulated access to local communities, small local industries are driven out of businesses. (This is not because the local industries are "inefficient"--on the contrary, small local industries are often more sustainable and do not waste resources on overseas transportation -- but because local businesses are unfairly disadvantaged by trade rules and lending practices.) Similarly, when lending institutions favor capital-intensive agriculture and trade rules prohibit Third World countries from regulating influxes of cheap (heavily subsidized) U.S. [and European?] grain, small farms are likewise undermined. In fact, as a result of neoliberal agricultural policies, land has become concentrated in the hands of fewer people while millions of indigenous farmers have been forced to sell their land and join the ranks of the urban poor and unemployed.

Nuclear war

Mead ‘92 Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Author of Mead 92
(Walter Russell, World Policy Institute, 1992)

If so, this new failure--the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression--will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-- billions--of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the West--because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates--or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India--these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s





US Econ Heg
Free trade kills manufacturing and our economic hegemony

Buchanan ‘3 – two-time Republican Presidential Candidate and author of seven books (Pat, August 11, The American Conservative, “Death of Manufacturing”, August 11, http://amconmag.com/08_11_03/cover.html, RG)

Every month George Bush has been in office, America has lost manufacturing jobs. One in seven has vanished since his inauguration. In 1950, a third of our labor force was in manufacturing. Now, it is 12.5 percent. U.S. manufacturing is in a death spiral, and it is not a natural death. This is a homicide. Open-borders free trade is killing American manufacturing.
In 2002, we ran a trade deficit in goods of $484 billion. This May, it reached the level of $562 billion, nearly 6 percent of GDP. Evangelists of free trade tell us trade deficits do not matter. Michael Boskin, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers under Bush I, declared, “It does not make any difference whether a country makes computer chips or potato chips.”
History teaches otherwise. In 1860, Britain abandoned its Britain First trade policy for the free-trade faith of David Ricardo, John Stuart Mill, and Richard Cobden. By World War I, Britain, which produced twice what America did in 1860, produced less than half and had been surpassed by a Germany that did not even exist in 1860.
Free trade does to a nation what alcohol does to a man: saps him first of his vitality, then his energy, then his independence, then his life. 
America today exhibits the symptoms of a nation passing into late middle age. We spend more than we earn. We consume more than we produce.
Why does it matter where our goods are produced? Because, as I wrote in The Great Betrayal:
Manufacturing is the key to national power. Not only does it pay more than service industries, the rates of productivity growth are higher and the potential of new industries arising is far greater. From radio came television, VCRs, and flat-panel screens. From adding machines came calculators and computers. From the electric typewriter came the word processors. Research and development follow manufacturing.
Alexander Hamilton, the architect of the U.S. economy, knew this. He had served in the Revolution as aide to Washington and lived through the British blockades. He had led the bayonet charge at Yorktown. And he had resolved that never again would his country’s survival depend upon French muskets or French ships.
As first Treasury Secretary, he delivered in 1791 the “Report on Manufactures,” one of America’s great state papers. Reflecting on how close his country had come to losing its liberty, Hamilton wrote,
Not only the wealth, but the independence and security of a country, appear to be materially connected with the prosperity of manufactures. Every nation … ought to endeavor to possess within itself all the essentials of a national supply. These comprise the means of subsistence, habitation, clothing and defense.
Under the Constitution he helped write, a national free-trade zone was created. Hamilton’s idea was to use tariffs to end our dependence on Europe and force British merchants to finance our government and the roads, harbors, and canals that would tie America together with commerce.
Tariffs would give our national government the revenue to operate, while providing our people both privileged access to the fastest growing market on earth and incentives to go into manufacturing. With American manufacturing thus encouraged, we would soon produce ourselves the guns and ships to defend the republic and the necessities of our national life so we could stand alone against the world.
For 12 decades, America followed Hamilton’s vision. On the eve of World War I, the 13 agricultural colonies on the eastern seaboard had become the richest nation on earth with the highest standard of living, a republic that produced 96 percent of all it consumed while exporting 8 percent of its GNP, an industrial colossus that manufactured more than Britain, France, and Germany combined.
The self-sufficiency and industrial power Hamiltonian policies created enabled us to rearm in security, crush the Axis in four years, rebuild Europe and Japan, and outlast the Soviet empire in a Cold War, while meeting all the needs of our people.
But in the Clinton-Bush free-trade era, Alexander Hamilton is derided as a “protectionist.” Woodrow Wilson’s free-trade dogma is gospel. Result: our trade surpluses have vanished, our deficits have exploded, our self-sufficiency has been lost, our sovereignty has been diminished, and an industrial base that was the envy of mankind has been gutted.

Economic leadership prevents economic collapse—leadership preserves resilience

Mandelbaum ‘5 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005 [Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 192-195]

Although the spread of nuclear weapons, with the corresponding increase in the likelihood that a nuclear shot would be fired in anger somewhere in the world, counted as the most serious potential consequence of the abandonment by the United States of its role as the world's government, it was not the only one. In the previous period of American international reticence, the 1920s and 1930s, the global economy suffered serious damage that a more active American role might have mitigated. A twenty-first-century American retreat could have similarly adverse international economic consequences. The economic collapse of the 1930s caused extensive hardship throughout the world and led indirectly to World War II by paving the way for the people who started it to gain power in Germany and Japan. In retrospect, the Great Depression is widely believed to have been caused by a series of errors in public policy that made an economic downturn far worse than it would have been had governments responded to it in appropriate fashion. Since the 1930s, acting on the lessons drawn from that experience by professional economists, governments have taken steps that have helped to prevent a recurrence of the disasters of that decade.' In the face of reduced demand, for example, governments have increased rather than cut spending. Fiscal and monetary crises have evoked rescue efforts rather than a studied indifference based on the assumption that market forces will readily reestablish a desirable economic equilibrium. In contrast to the widespread practice of the 1930s, political authorities now understand that putting up barriers to imports in an attempt to revive domestic production will in fact worsen economic conditions everywhere. Still, a serious, prolonged failure of the international economy, inflicting the kind of hardship the world experienced in the 1930s (which some Asian countries also suffered as a result of their fiscal crises in the 1990s) does not lie beyond the realm of possibility. Market economies remain subject to cyclical downturns, which public policy can limit but has not found a way to eliminate entirely. Markets also have an inherent tendency to form bubbles, excessive values for particular assets, whether seventeenth century Dutch tulips or twentieth century Japanese real estate and Thai currency, that cause economic harm when the bubble bursts and prices plunge. In responding to these events, governments can make errors. They can act too slowly, or fail to implement the proper policies, or implement improper ones. Moreover, the global economy and the national economies that comprise it, like a living organism, change constantly and sometimes rapidly: Capital flows across sovereign borders, for instance, far more rapidly and in much greater volume in the early twenty-first century than ever before. This means that measures that successfully address economic malfunctions at one time may have less effect at another, just as medical science must cope with the appearance of new strains of influenza against which existing vaccines are not effective. Most importantly, since the Great Depression, an active American international economic role has been crucial both in fortifying the conditions for global economic well-being and in coping with the problems that have occurred, especially periodic recessions and currency crises, by applying the lessons of the past. The absence of such a role could weaken those conditions and aggravate those problems. The overall American role in the world since World War II therefore has something in common with the theme of the Frank Capra film It's a Wonderful Life, in which the angel Clarence, played by Henry Travers, shows James Stewart, playing the bank clerk George Bailey, who believes his existence to have been worthless, how life in his small town of Bedford Falls would have unfolded had he never been born. George Bailey learns that people he knows and loves turn out to be far worse off without him. So it is with the United States and its role as the world's government. Without that role, the world very likely would have been in the past, and would become in the future, a less secure and less prosperous place. The abdication by the United States of some or all of the responsibilities for international security that it had come to bear in the first decade of the twenty-first century would deprive the international system of one of its principal safety features, which keeps countries from smashing into each other, as they are historically prone to do. In this sense, a world without America would be the equivalent of a freeway full of cars without brakes. Similarly, should the American government abandon some or all of the ways in which it had, at the dawn of the new century, come to support global economic activity, the world economy would function less effectively and might even suffer a severe and costly breakdown. A world without the United States would in this way resemble a fleet of cars without gasoline.
That goes nuclear without economic leadership

Mandelbaum ‘5 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005 [Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 224]

At best, an American withdrawal would bring with it some of the political anxiety typical during the Cold War and a measure of the economic uncertainty that characterized the years before World War II. At worst, the retreat of American power could lead to a repetition of the great global economic failure and the bloody international conflicts the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the potential for economic calamity and wartime destruction is greater at the outset of the new century than it was in the first half of the preceding one because of the greater extent of international economic interdependence and the higher levels of prosperity—there is more to lose now than there was then—and because of the presence, in large numbers, of nuclear weapons.

XT:US Econ Heg
Free trade kills allows China to become the economic hegemon

Buchanan ‘3 – two-time Republican Presidential Candidate and author of seven books (Pat, August 11, The American Conservative, “Death of Manufacturing”, August 11, http://amconmag.com/08_11_03/cover.html, RG)

While Americans are sacrificing the future for the present, China is sacrificing the present for the future.
Beijing’s boom began after it devalued its currency in 1994. While a blow to Chinese consumers, devaluation gave Beijing a competitive edge over the other “Asian tigers.” Beijing then invited Western companies to locate new factories there to tap its pool of low-wage labor. As the price of access, Beijing demanded that Western companies transfer technology to Chinese partners. What the companies do not transfer, the Chinese extort or steal.
By offering excellent workers at $2 a day, guaranteeing no union trouble, allowing levels of pollution we would not tolerate, and ignoring health and safety standards, China has become the factory floor of the Global Economy and surpassed the United States as the world’s first choice for foreign investment.
What analyst Charles McMillion calls “the world’s most unequal trading relationship,” can be seen in the trade statistics. In 2002, the U.S. trade deficit with China was $103 billion. In May, it was running at $120 billion, the largest deficit between two trading nations in history.
It is thus a myth to say President Bush is presiding over a “jobless recovery.” The Bush tax cuts and Bush deficits are creating millions of manufacturing jobs —in China. America buys 14 percent of China’s production and delivers Beijing a trade surplus of 12 percent of its entire GDP. American purchases probably account today for 100 percent of China’s economic growth.
The U.S.-China relationship cannot truly be described as trade. It is rather the looting of America by China and its corporate collaborators in the United States. Beijing understands what economic nationalist Friedrich List wrote long ago: “The power of producing wealth is infinitely more important than the wealth itself.”
China has now amassed $360 billion in reserves from her trade surpluses since 1990. Much of that is invested in U.S. bonds and T-bills, earning Beijing billions in interest from the U.S. Treasury. America may be the most advanced nation on earth, and China a developing country, but you could not tell that from studying the trade statistics.
In 2002, China ran up its largest trade surpluses with us in electrical machinery, computers, toys, games, footwear, furniture, clothing, plastics, articles of iron and steel, vehicles, optical and photographic equipment, and other manufactures. Among the 23 items where we had a surplus with China were soybeans, corn, wheat, animal feeds, meat, cotton, metal ores, scrap, hides and skins, pulp and waste paper, cigarettes, gold, coal, mineral fuels, rice, tobacco, fertilizers, glass. Beijing uses us as George III used his Jamestown colony.


Heg

Free trade destroys US global power.

Buchanan ‘3 – two-time Republican Presidential Candidate and author of seven books (Pat, August 11, The American Conservative, “Death of Manufacturing”, August 11, http://amconmag.com/08_11_03/cover.html, RG)


One need not have a Nobel Prize in economics to understand that U.S. trade deficits cannot continue rising indefinitely. As Choate reports,
In the 1970s, [the United States] mounted a decades-long deficit of $75 billion. … In the 1980s, the deficit soared to $843 billion as Japan began to take away our industries. … In the 1990s, that trade deficit doubled to $1.7 trillion. … At this pace, we’re probably going to have a $6 trillion cumulative deficit in this decade—and that’s probably an understated number given the pace we are losing our manufacturing base.
But the world is not going to continue lending Americans $500 or $600 billion a year to indulge our appetite for foreign goods. The U.S. dollar has already lost 25 percent of its value against the Euro, and foreigners have begun to buy up America, purchasing our land, stocks, bonds, and T-bills. Foreigners now claim a lion’s share of the $300 billion we pay in annual interest on the U.S. debt and have liens against all future profits of our Fortune 500 companies.
Consider the altered situation we face today compared with five years ago. When the Asian crisis broke, our economy was booming. We could see budget surpluses out to the horizon. With the IMF, we poured over $200 billion in fresh loans into Thailand, Indonesia, the Philippines, South Korea, Russia, Argentina, and Brazil. To enable them to earn the cash to pay back the sums they owed private creditors and international banks, we pledged to keep America’s markets open to their exports.
These, then, are the three pillars of the Global Economy: first, the willingness of America to bail out nations about to default. Second, the willingness and capacity of America to run enormous trade deficits indefinitely. Third, continued wealth transfers to the Third World.
And this is why the Global Economy is in peril. When Argentina declared it could not service its debt, America and the IMF refused to lend new money. Argentina defaulted. A tottering Brazil was bailed out, but the message was clear. The days of automatic bailouts of bankrupt regimes are over.
And with the dollar sinking, the U.S. budget deficit soaring, our merchandise trade deficit at $562 billion and rising, and manufacturing jobs vanishing at the rate of 80,000 a month, America’s willingness and ability to continue sacrificing for the Global Economy are coming to an end.Perhaps the most inexplicable free traders are the neoconservatives who champion “unilateralism,” talk of a Pax Americana, and cheer the coming American empire of pith helmets and jodhpurs. Do they not understand that trade is not an end in itself but a means to an end: national power? Can they not see that our growing dependence on foreign oil and nations like China for the necessities of national defense imperils our security? Can they not see that these mammoth trade deficits must sink the dollar and that no nation with a falling currency can maintain the troops and subsidies to sustain an empire?

American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse

Thayer, 6 - professor of security studies at Missouri State (Bradley, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy”, November/December, p. 32-37)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. 

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. 

The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. 

Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. 

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic
XT: Heg

Free Trade Kills Heg 

Hawkins ‘2 – Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the U.S. Business and Industry Council (William, June 28, “Manufacturing, Wealth, and National Power”, http://www.americaneconomicalert.org/view_art.asp?Prod_ID=515, RG)

Some commentators have raised the question of whether the United States has the resources needed to maintain a 'unipolar' hegemony. Michael Lind, a Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation, has argued,  "Even at an impressive 20 percent of global GDP, the United States is still far less important today than it was in 1945, when it accounted for half of the industrial production in a war-devastated world. The EU has a larger, though less dynamic, economy than the United States. And long-term growth in Asia and elsewhere will inevitably diminish America's relative weight in the world economy."

Lind is an economic nationalist. He is an admirer of American statesmen like Alexander Hamilton who understood the importance of finance and industry to the world balance of power. Yet, even Lind did not mention the contradiction between Bush's willingness to dominate the world's military balance and his willingness to let others seek dominance in the world economy, as if the two were separate fields of action.

In Bush's West Point speech, he seems to place trade rivalries in a box marked 'peace' that sits over in a corner away from kind of political rivalries that can lead to war. Such an artificial distinction has little basis in history or logic. Rather, it is the product of the classical liberal ideology which has been misleading key elements of elite opinion for decades. In this Pollyannaish doctrine, trade promotes general economic growth which, by improving living standards around the world, reduces conflict. 

Yet, the history of the modern world has shown that one of the consequences of the greater development of economic resources has been the greater ability to wage war, in magnitude, distance and duration. The 20th century was the bloodiest era in human history despite enjoying levels of prosperity beyond the wildest imaginations of previous generations.

Liberal free trade doctrine was not an attempt to describe the world, but an attempt to escape from it; to take the control of economic resources out of the hands of government so they could not be used for military purposes. Many liberals migrated to socialism for the same reason, seeing in the expansion of welfare programs a way to draw money away from defense budgets. "Left-wing liberalism, in so far as it was doctrinaire, put up a strong fight against armaments and power politics, the acquisition of non-European territories, the establishment of naval bases, and, above all, the retreat from its economic principles." writes historian Heinz Gollwitzer in his study Europe in the Age of Imperialism 1880-1914.

But in the divided and dangerous world of the 21st century, the United States needs armaments and power politics, as well as naval and other bases in non-European areas. Just as it needs to reject utopian 19th century notions on defense issues, it will need to reject libertarian economic principles as well if America is to maintain the economic lead it needs to sustain its military superiority.

The rival philosophy of integrating trade and economics into the nation's larger global strategy has been called many names over the centuries. 'Mercantilism' was described famously by economist Jacob Viner as including all the following propositions: 1) wealth is an absolutely essential means to power, whether for defense or aggression; 2) power is essential or valuable as a means to the acquisition or retention of wealth; 3) wealth and power are each proper ultimate ends of national policy. The key to this doctrine was to run a trade surplus, first to bring in gold and then, as the industrial revolution advanced, to support domestic manufacturing.

The Chinese call their modern form of this doctrine 'comprehensive national power.' Army General Ding Henggao, then head of the Commission on Science, Technology and National Defense Industry, wrote in 1994 that "world competition is essentially about comprehensive national power." And Deng Xiaoping, the Communist leader who put China on the path of quasi-capitalist development using foreign investment and export-led growth, acknowledged that the aim was to  "bide our time and build up our capabilities." 

During the 1990s, China earned over $800 billion in trade surpluses, the major share of foreign capital going to economic development and prodigious amounts of technology. As a result, Beijing has emerged as a power widely held to be on its way to dominating East Asia. Even though its military is well behind that of the US, it is expected to convert its economic growth into improved war-fighting capabilities.

In contrast, the US is running ever mounting trade deficits. It must be remembered that a trade deficit measures the extent to which American consumers are supporting industry located overseas rather than industry located in the US.  It is both a transfer of wealth and a transfer of capabilities from America to foreign lands.  It is by such transfers that the balance of power in the world is changed. 

If President Bush does not want the global military balance to change, he had better take stronger steps in trade policy than he has to ensure that the global economic balance does not turn any further against the United States.
Environmennt

Free trade hampers environmental protection

Grossman ‘2 – prof. @ NYU (Peter, Sociological Inquiry, “The Effects of Free Trade on Development, Democracy, and Environmental Protection”, Volume 72, Number 1, Winter, p. 136, RG)

The process of trade agreement creation has important limitations for democracy and environmental protection, the central problem being that government and industry have the greatest influence in this domain. While some have examined the fractured political interests that limit the implementation of free trade (Schattschneider 1935; Destler 1992), concentrated economic interests have recently been shown to be effective in pressing for freer trade (Davis 1992; Lewis and Ebrahim 1993). In Mexico, the president does not need permission to enter into trade negotiations, but does need Senate approval for passage. Once passed, treaties are the supreme law of the land. In the NAFTA debates, the strong PRI control of Congress and the centralized decision-making structure of the Mexican polity gave President Salinas few obstacles in passing NAFTA (Cornelius 1996, p. 26). In the United States, the procedures of trade negotiation are highly undemocratic and provide a great deal of discretion to executive branch administrative agencies, notably the U.S. Trade Representatives Office (USTR). After the agreements are negotiated between the countries, the U.S. Congress can only vote up or down, with only a limited period of debate.6 Defenders of the U.S. policy of fast track negotiating procedures argued that such measures are necessary in order to preempt fracturing public debate (Cotton 1992, p. 550). However, labor, citizen, and environmental groups are left out of the process. In addition, as many political scientists have indicated, foreign policy is the least democratic element of public policy because of constraints in managing foreign nations, citizens, and state interests (see Nincic 1992). While advocates of trade call for expedient processes, they ignore a variety of social, political, and environmental consequences, and fail to consider the manner in which citizens are left out of important debates (Avery, Drake, and Lang 1993).

The international trade agreements and related panels and organizations that are created lack democratic accountability. In GATT and NAFTA negotiations, technical advisors from major corporations like Quaker, Ralston Purina, and Cargill have had a major influence on standard setting (Wiener 1992, p. 549). Similar international harmonization has already occurred in the form of the U.N. Codex standards. While there has been some movement to include environmental actors in dispute resolution, trade panels have been run by economic, not environmental, experts (Avery et al. 1993; Goldman and Wiles 1994). Trade agreements lack the legitimacy of domestic laws and have threatened a variety of regulatory measures (Esty 1994).

Production and Efficiency

Many trade advocates suggest that free trade inherently creates more environmentally sound production processes (for a review see Grossman, forthcoming). Defenders of NAFTA assert that the economy–environment relationship is not inherently antagonistic. Jagdish Bhagwati, a leading proponent of free trade, states that environmentalism and trade are ultimately complementary concerns:

The simultaneous pursuit of the causes of free trade and a protected environment often raises problems to be sure. But none of these conflicts is beyond resolution with goodwill and by imaginative institutional innovation. The aversion to free trade and the GATT that many environmentalists display is unfounded, and it is time for them to shed it. Their admirable moral passion and certain intellectual vigor are better devoted to building bridges between the causes of trade and the environment. (Bhagwati 1998, p. 243)

Many argued that corporations have an inherent interest in environmental protection. USA*NAFTA, the leading corporate group supporting NAFTA, claimed that NAFTA encourages efficient use of natural resources, technologies, and management practices (USA*NAFTA 1995, p. 696). Digital Corporation executive, C. Foster Knight, argued that businesses adopt sustainable practices by reducing raw material use, energy and water use, and waste product disposal (Knight 1993, p. 33). Trade advocates made great use of modernization arguments suggesting the increased convergence between societies to argue that free trade increases competition and results in greater efficiency in production.7 They point out that larger, more efficient companies are better able to comply with environmental regulations and that older, inefficient, and heavily polluting industries will be driven out of business (Anderson and Leal 1991; see Anderson 1993). They also claim that multinational corporations do not seek out countries with weak environmental standards, but that they use the same standards that they use in developed countries, with strong environmental protection. While many have criticized the maquila industry in Mexico, the Mexican government claims that foreign corporations have stronger safety records than domestic firms, suggesting a positive influence on environmental conditions (Barry 1995, p. 66). Furthermore, trade advocates argue that, through the process of industrialization, Mexican businesses will increasingly comply with U.S. standards (Hufbauer and Schott 1992, p. 135). In the NAFTA debates, businesses insisted that the environmental problems on the U.S.–Mexico border would improve, rather than deteriorate.

Businesses also claim that efficient utilization of resources and less environmental impact occurs with increased scales of production, new technology, and management practices. They indicate that clean natural gas and hydroelectric power become important energy sources, and that it is more efficient to use environmentally sound technologies rather than to refit factories to weaker standards (Oil and Gas Journal 1993, p. 44). Representatives doing business in Mexico insist that they carefully follow environmental regulations and sound environmental practices that have met with widespread approval (USA*NAFTA 1995).

Free trade advocates admit that pollution levels may rise initially with development, but they suggest that they ultimately decline. In their study, Gene Grossman and Alan Krueger (1992) find improved environmental conditions with economic development. Similarly, Robert Lucas, David Wheeler, and Hemamala Hettige find a curvilinear relationship between gross domestic product (GDP) and toxic emissions, which suggests that emissions increase at first, but later taper off (Lucas, Wheeler, and Hettige 1992, p. 69). Ultimately, trade advocates assert that trade ensures sustainable development by increasing competition, efficiency, and self-interest in the reduction of environmental impact.

There are some environmental benefits from trade; however, trade advocates dismiss many real environmental concerns. A fundamental point that is frequently ignored is that economic development increases production, transportation, and consumption, which places greater stress upon the environment (Greenpeace 1992; Schnaiberg and Gould 1994).8 It cannot be expected that new technologies adequately compensate for the increased energy and industrial production associated with trade. For example, while many point to the benefits of hydroelectric power, the environmental costs have been vastly underestimated, and Canadians are effectively subsidizing American energy consumption (Canadian Environmental Law Association n.d., p. 2). Free trade increases access to raw materials, and limits federal and state government controls over resource sectors, which inhibits sustainable resource management (Bunker and Ciccantell 1999, pp. 116, 120; Hudson 1991, p. 53).

Environmental destruction risks extinction

Diner ‘94 (David, Major in JAG Corps, Military Law Review, “THE ARMY AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT: WHO'S ENDANGERING WHOM?” 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, L/N)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.  Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction.  Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.   Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, n80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Environment – Pollution, MNC’s, Sust. Ag
Free trade leads to environmental destruction, pollution, MNC’s, and collapses sustainable ag. Can’t be put off to later which answers their offense.

Grossman ‘2 – prof. @ NYU (Peter, Sociological Inquiry, “The Effects of Free Trade on Development, Democracy, and Environmental Protection”, Volume 72, Number 1, Winter, p. 136, RG)

Free trade also has negative effects on sustainable agricultural production.

While there is some increased efficiency through increased production and economies of scale, free trade discourages sustainable agriculture by hurting small family farms and encouraging large-scale, intensive agricultural production. NAFTA, combined with legal reforms in Mexico, has resulted in a farm crisis in Mexico (Barry 1995). Trade-related shifts in agricultural production also increase the use of pesticides and chemicals, putting farm workers at higher risk of pesticide poisoning (Greenpeace 1992, p. 1; Canadian Environmental Law Association n.d., p. 1). Trade also increases the use of biotechnology and genetically modified food, which can create environmental, health, and safety threats (Sifry 1999). Intensification of agricultural production by large-scale agribusiness threatens small-scale family farmers; it also increases Third World dependency on developed nations (Canadian Environmental Law Association n.d., p. 1; Rosset 1999; Margaronis 1999).9 Increased trade has raised health threats as there are difficulties inspecting the increased imports (Wiener 1992).

Trade has led to many environmental abuses by multinational corporations operating in developed nations. Extensive pollution, unlawful toxic waste dumping, and dangerous workplaces were some of the offenses found along the U.S.–Mexico border (McGaughey 1992, p. 64; Simon 1997). Research suggests that pollution abatement costs affect trade patterns (Robinson 1988), and studies indicate that reduced environmental protection costs have been a factor in industry relocation (U.S. General Accounting Office 1992).10 Trade is an important influence on economic development, which in turn affects pollution levels. In their study of economic development, Albert J. Bergesen and Laura Parisi (1999) find rising toxic emissions which then moderate. While trade advocates emphasize the leveling off of emissions, Bergesen and Parisi indicate that the process of development still creates increased environmental pressures. They agree that there may be improvements in efficiency, as well as a shift to a postindustrial service sector, which may be less environmentally threatening. However, there are limits to efficiency gains and, ultimately, development increases the volume of production (Bergesen and Parisi 1999, p. 50–1). Furthermore, Bergesen and Parisi, controlling for GDP per capita, find more toxic emissions with democracy (p. 51), which suggests a further problem in the hypothesized relationship between free trade, democracy, and environmental protection.

Finally, while trade advocates admit that some trade-related environmental problems exist, they continually treat environmental protection as something that can be put off to be dealt with at a later date. While there are frequent calls for ‘‘goodwill’’ and ‘‘imaginative institutional innovation’’ (Bhagwati 1998, p. 243), such arguments consistently assert the importance of trade while downplaying environmental concerns. As a result, there are no assurances that environmental concerns will be dealt with later. There may be some situations in which trade and environmental protection emerge together, but without environmental regulation incentives for green practices they will be quite limited (Marchak 1998).

Pollution Impact
Pollution runoff leads to dead zones – risks extinction

Bachtell 02 [John Bachtell, “Life in the balance: Capitalism at war with nature and humanity,” Opening to the National Board June 20, 2002, pg. http://www.cpusa.org/article/articleview/465/1/47/edlee]
 
A large amount enters nature's chain through nitrogen based fertilizers. The use of nitrogen fertilizer has accelerated world wide to overcome the mineral depletion of soil. Little of it is absorbed by the soil and it turns to runoff. It further depletes the soil by leaching other essential nutrients.
 The amount of nitrogen in our rivers and streams has grown dramatically. Nitrogen content has doubled in the Mississippi River since 1965. Many scientists believe this is responsible for creatinglarge scale ecological crises, particularly in the oceans. It causes Eutrophication, mass algae blooms, in estuaries and coastal areas, leading to creeping "dead zones." These are areas where the bottom water is devoid of oxygen. For example a huge dead zone many miles across has appeared at the mouth of the Mississippi River.
 Eutrophication is linked to the loss of oceanic biodiversity, destruction of the corral reefs, sea grasses and seaweeds. In the last few decades 35 million acres of corral reefs have been destroyed. This has reverberating effects all the way up the food chain.
 We are experiencing mass deforestation and desertification, particularly in Asia and Africa. Many tropical forests which contain the greatest concentrations of biodiversity are being destroyed. We have our own desertification crisis in Montana and some western states reminiscent of the Dust Bowl. Worldwide over 135 million people in 110 countries are affected, particularly in poor rural regions. Some 60 million people are expected to leave the Sahelian region of North Africa if desertification there is not halted.

 The shortage of water for human consumption is a world crisis. Water tables are dropping drastically, agricultural production is threatened over vast areas, and conflicts are brewing between countries over water resources. Public water supplies are threatened with privatization.

 There is a sharpening contradiction between the dominant mode of production and sustaining the Earth's ecology. The capitalist mode of production seeks infinite economic expansion and the consumption of finite non-renewable energy sources. Nature has limits. At some point the destruction and altering of nature'secology reaches a qualitative stage where the destruction is irreversible making life unlivable. We are approaching that point.
Sustainable Ag Impact

Genetic diversity from sustainable ag key to prevent extinction

Boyce ‘4 – dept. of Economics & Political Economy Research and Environmental research at the University of Massachusetts (James K, July, “A Future for Small Farms? Biodiversity and Sustainable Agriculture”. Political Economic Research Institute, http://ideas.repec.org/p/uma/periwp/wp86.html, RG) 
There is a future for small farms. Or, to be more precise, there can be and should be a future for them. Given the dependence of ‘modern’ low-diversity agriculture on ‘traditional’ high-diversity agriculture, the long-term food security of humankind will depend on small farms and their continued provision of the environmental service of in situ conservation of crop genetic diversity. Policies to support small farms can be advocated, therefore, not merely as a matter of sympathy, or nostalgia, or equity. Such policies are also a matter of human survival. The diversity that underpins the sustainability of world agriculture did not fall from the sky. It was bequeathed to us by the 400 generations of farmers who have carried on the process of artificial selection since plants were first domesticated. Until recently, we took this diversity for granted. The ancient reservoirs of crop genetic diversity, plant geneticist Jack Harlan (1975, p. 619) wrote three decades ago, ‘seemed to most people as inexhaustible as oil in Arabia.’ Yet, Harlan warned, ‘the speed which enormous crop diversity can be essentially wiped out is astonishing.’

The central thesis of this essay is that efforts to conserve in situ diversity must go hand-in-hand with efforts to support the small farmers around the world who sustain this diversity. Economists and environmentalists alike by and large have neglected this issue. In thrall to a myopic notion of efficiency, many economists fail to appreciate that diversity is the sine qua non of resilience and sustainability. In thrall to a romantic notion of ‘wilderness,’ many environmentalists fail to appreciate that agricultural biodiversity is just as valuable – indeed, arguably more valuable from the standpoint of human well-being – as the diversity found in tropical rainforests or the spotted owls found in the ancient forests of the northwestern United States.

MNC’s Impact

Corporate domination causes extinction.

Reiner '3 - Founder of the Alliance for Democracy (Ken, “Corporism: The Systemic Disease That Destroys Civilization,” Information Clearinghouse, http://www.unobserver.com/index.php?pagina=layout5.php&id=885&blz=1, RG)

I view the continuing growth of corporate power and its despotic control of governments throughout the world, including our own, as a socio-economic disease.  While Mussolini and others named it "Fascism," I call it "Corporism" because that name better reveals its underlying institutional structure.  I would define Corporism as the domination of government and society by the emergence and power of the giant publicly-traded multinational corporations and financial institutions, organized in totalitarian hierarchies, which singly and in combinations buy or destroy their competitors, corrupt the politics of nations, and seize, hoard, and wield for themselves most of the wealth of the human race.

We must recognize that we do have this cancerous disease, what it is doing to us and the world we live in, how it came about historically, and how and why it continues to be generated and sustained now in our society.  Just as computer viruses find their ways into the software of our computers and destroy their operation, Corporism, promulgating itself by financial, legal, and technological means, has infected society in ways that lead to the hoarding of human resources, increasing insecurity and misery for the bulk of the world's population, perhaps even to worldwide holocaust.  We must conquer this disease if we are to survive.
Democracy

Free trade hampers democracy

Grossman ‘2 – prof. @ NYU (Peter, Sociological Inquiry, “The Effects of Free Trade on Development, Democracy, and Environmental Protection”, Volume 72, Number 1, Winter, p. 136, RG)

In the early 1990s, at the time of NAFTA negotiations, Mexico doubled its environmental inspectors from 100 to 200, procured an 84 million dollar loan from the World Bank, and took part in a debt for nature swap around Mexico City in 1991. In response to both domestic and international pressures, Mexico reorganized the environmental agency SEDUE into a social development agency called SEDESOL. Budgets were increased, the National Ecology Institute was created to address technical norms, and the Attorney General for the Protection of the Environment gained greater enforcement power (Griffith 1993, p. 194). Accordingly, some environmental improvements have occurred alongside the development of free trade.

However, while restructuring has taken place in Mexican environmental policy, many critics argue that environmental concerns remain subsumed to economic development ones and that funding remained inadequate for the many problems in Mexico. Thus, while President Salinas proclaimed the development of an autonomous environmentalist culture in Mexico, the new environmentalist actions can be seen as surface repairs in order to gain international approval and passage of the NAFTA agreement. The decisions to pursue free trade are often made under fiscal constraint and by governments and administrations that limit public influence, extended debate, and political activism (Sandbrook 1993, p. 114). Miguel Centeno’s study of economic and political change in Mexico finds, at least initially, economic change with only limited political reforms (Centeno 1994). Peter H. Smith (1992) argues that analysts have failed to explore the many possible political outcomes of free trade on Mexico, and Ester Wilson Hannon suggests that neoliberalism in Mexico has the ‘‘paradoxical goal of strengthening a centralized political system’’ (Wilson Hannon 1994, p. 145). This also suggests the importance of organizational dynamics and interagency politics in achieving substantive goals, such as environmental protection. Research on both developed and developing countries indicates the importance of bureaucratic politics. Studying the U.S., Richard Tobin (1993) shows that conflicts between agencies have limited the protection of biological diversity. Similarly, Clark Gibson (1999) indicates the centrality of politics in African bureaucracies by showing how bureaucratic design is not simply a technical endeavor but involves the interests, strategies, and power of political actors.14 As a result, state structures and political dynamics often limit effective environmental protection.

Finally, while theorists of nationalism and state development have argued that individual citizenship develops in conjunction with state power (Giddens 1987, p. 210; see also Calhoun 1997), trade agreements can be seen as constraints on states and citizens. As Anthony Giddens indicates, nationalism helps to define particular areas of interest while blocking off others, ‘‘If programmes of reform on the part of subordinate classes (or other groupings) are to succeed, they have normally to be made to appear in the ‘national interest’’’ (Giddens 1987, p. 221). Accordingly, arguments about the power of markets, and ‘‘right to work’’ development strategies, which lower the costs of production, are proclaimed in terms of national interest. While such practices may encourage the national agenda of industrial development, they often leave worker rights and environmental problems unaddressed.
In the same manner that international trading patterns can lead to conditions of inequality that benefit developed countries (Frank 1967), free trade agreements often encourage the transfer of pollution and waste from advanced industrialized nations to less developed ones (Simon 1997).15 Yet, at the same time, however, developing countries are subject to repeated demands that they join international treaties and make commitments to environmental protection. Both trade agreements and international environmental treaties are often forms of imperialism in which nations become subject to foreign laws.

Environmental Citizenship

I have indicated several limitations to arguments which suggest that trade influences modernization, environmental values, and state capacity for public policy. I want to further argue that free trade alters public culture in such a way as to constrain democratic initiatives and limit avenues for sound environmental policy and practices. Free trade creates conditions under which few feel that they can afford to make the investments needed for environmental protection.

Social theorists have argued that there has been a dual expansion of state sovereignty and citizenship rights (Giddens 1989, p. 268; see also Mann 1993). While modernization theorists view these developments as developing in a pacific manner, such gains are the outcomes of political struggle; greater attention is needed to the political processes by which citizenship, democracy, and social and environmental gains are achieved.
Substantive models of democracy suggest the importance of policy developments in particular issue areas (Mansbridge 1986), and formal models indicate the importance of institutions that allow public access and involvement (Dahl 1970). However, democracy involves more than simply formal institutions and substantive gains:

Neither the celebration of liberal democracy nor its dismissal as a purely formal mechanism or ‘‘empty shell’’ provides adequate means of assessing its strengths and limitations. Democracy bestows an ‘‘aura of legitimacy’’ on modern political life. Yet, under what conditions political regimes may reasonably be considered legitimate and when one can justifiably claim the mantle of democracy remain unclear. (Held 1996, p. 291)

While formal democratic institutions may flourish, free trade increases economic pressures, constraining civil society and a strong public sphere. Trade can increase income inequality within and across nations, highlighting a tension inherent in the concept of liberal democracy:

Democracy is associated with the ideal of equality, in particular, formal political equality; liberalism champions liberty, especially the right of individuals to accumulate property. In practice, the power of the dominant classes or elites often obstructs state-directed reformism under the guise of defending liberty and the efficacy of market forces. And market relationships, in the absence of a welfare-oriented state, inevitably favour those individuals, firms, and regions that are already richer and better endowed than others, thereby exacerbating inequality. (Sandbrook 1993, p. 120)

Thus, democracy involves more than formal institutions, regular elections, and political parties (Habermas 1989, p. 345; Tilly 1995; Held 1995, 1996). While democracy has developed along with the centralization of authority and the expansion of representation in nation-states (Mann 1993; Tilly 1995), trade weakens these elements of national power by placing power in international trade agreements. The market relations defined by large-scale corporations can act, therefore, as a limiting force upon social movements. While trade advocates utilize modernization arguments about the growth of the middle class and emerging claims for environmental goods, by pressing against international environmental governance they deny environmentalist claims. Thus, they fail to recognize that democracy has emerged through struggles and by elite concessions. Trade advocates, while indicating trends toward democracy and environmental protection, try to resist those trends.

Democratic citizenship is compromised because state agents are bound to global capital through international trade agreements. Democracy involves a dynamic relationship between citizens and the state. As Charles Tilly describes: Democracy combines broad and relatively equal citizenship with (a) binding consultation of citizens in regard to state personnel as well as (b) protection of citizens from arbitrary state action. (Tilly 1995, p. 370)

Trade liberalization involves secretive negotiations, limited public involvement, inequality, and a heightened sense of competition. Democratic rights may develop, but they are often more symbolic than real (see Held 1989, p. 177). The environmental organizations created in association with NAFTA are widely cited as insulated and having no effective sanctions. As a result, free trade agreements may support formal rights rather than actual capacities for social change. The environmental side agreements created in NAFTA are significant institutional developments in terms of international environmental management, but they still lack effective environmental protection mechanisms (Mumme 1993). The bureaucracies created, while under the control of the environmental ministers from the three countries, are not directly under a legislative body subject to public pressure. As Max Weber emphasized, state organizations must be under the control of a strong parliament to ensure effective policies. The risk of bureaucratic autonomy and inefficiency exists even more with international than national governance. The European Union parliament is of questionable power, and the World Trade Organization and the North American Free Trade Agreement lack parliamentary control. As critics have argued, these agreements fail to provide adequate citizen input (Public Citizen 1996; Arden-Clarke 1991). Indicating the importance of social actors, Frederick Buttel states:

If sustainable societies are to be achieved, they will need to be societies that are embedded in civil society in the most broad-based manner imaginable, societies that reject the notion of a self-regulating market—that is, the market as master rather than servant of society. (Buttel 1998, p. 281) The political and economic relations created by free trade, however, constrain civil society and sustainable development.

Democracy solves multiple scenarios for extinction.

Diamond ’95 (Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”, December, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html) 
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

XT: Democracy

Globalized trade undermines democracy. It is a tool to weaken state planning and citizen participation.

Herman ’99 – Prof. Emeritus of Finance @ Wharton School of UPenn (Edward, New Perspectives, “The Threat of Globalization”, Volume 7, Number 2, Winter, http://www.wpunj.edu/~newpol/issue26/herman26, RG)

THE GLOBALIZATION OF RECENT DECADES WAS NEVER A DEMOCRATIC CHOICE by the peoples of the world--the process has been business driven, by business strategies and tactics, for business ends. Governments have helped, by incremental policy actions, and by larger actions that were often taken in secret, without national debate and discussion of where the entire process was taking the community. In the case of some major actions advancing the globalization process, like passing the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) or joining the European Monetary Union (EMU), publics have been subjected to massive propaganda campaigns by the interested business-media elites. In the United States, public opinion polls showed the general public against NAFTA even after incessant propaganda, but the mass media supported it,8 and it was passed. In Europe as well, polls have shown persistent majorities opposed to the introduction of the Euro, but a powerful elite supports it, so that it moves forward.

This undemocratic process, carried out within a democratic facade, is consistent with the distribution of benefits and costs of globalization, and the fact that globalization has been a tool serving elite interests. Globalization has also steadily weakened democracy, partly as a result of unplanned effects, but also because the containment of labor costs and scaling down of the welfare state has required the business minority to establish firm control of the state and remove its capacity to respond to the demands of the majority. The mix of deliberate and unplanned elements in globalization's antidemocratic thrust can be seen in each aspect of the attack process.
Free trade kills democracy 

Stone-Mediatore ‘5 – Prof. of Philosophy @ Ohio Wesleyan University (Shari, May 20, “Paper for the Civil Society-UNCTAD Consultation,” http://www.wilpf.int.ch/economicjustice/2005unctad_overview.html, RG)

In the context of global inequality, "free trade" also undermines democracy. The "liberalisation" of international trade threatens democracy because it limits the power of governments to regulate corporations. At the same time that state control over corporations is restricted, the institutions which are set up to govern "free trade," such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), enable corporations and capital-rich nations to exercise greater autocratic power, for representatives of these groups (all unelected) dominate the trade institutions and operate outside of public control. Finally, democracy is threatened because the same corporations (and their government allies) which seek unregulated access to Third World markets also seek authoritarian Third World governments which can impose by force unpopular economic policies.

Tobacco

Free trade causes more tobacco sales – the systemic impacts outweigh 

Third World Network 2k (“WTO FREE TRADE RULES PUSH UP TOBACCO CONSUMPTION”, http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/pushup.htm)

Geneva, 8 Aug 2000 -- The liberalisation of tobacco-related trade, mandated by agreements reached during the Uruguay Round of GATT, has contributed to global increases in cigarette smoking and other tobacco use, particularly in low-income and middle-income countries, says a new World Bank/WHO report released Tuesday.
The report “Tobacco control in developing countries,” timed for release at an international conference on tobacco in Chicago, is a sequel to a report brought out last year by the World Bank - “Curbing the Epidemic: Governments and the Economics of Tobacco Control.” That earlier report outlined ‘effective policy  interventions to reduce smoking in developing  countries.’
Interestingly, both the reports give more or less the same prescription - that demand management holds the key to tobacco control and that raising taxes to reduce consumption holds the greatest promise.
Yet, the new  512-page joint report of the World Bank and the World Health Organization (WHO) brings out clearly - in evaluating the supply-side economics of tobacco control - that international trade rules at the World Trade Organization were used without pity to force open cigarette markets in the developing world.
That led to dramatic increases in tobacco use in the developing world and may possibly lead to millions of tobacco-related deaths.
In reality, what the GATT/WTO rules did in expanding the markets for tobacco products through its dictum of free trade—achieved through flooding of the developing-country markets by once-expensive but now ‘cheap’ foreign-made cigarettes—is that it boosted the demand and supply of tobacco products worldwide. And the new report confirms this.  But both the earlier World Bank report and the new Bank/WHO one really make no recommendations with regards to containing or even reversing the damaging role that the GATT/WTO has played in expanding the tobacco trade and thereby leading to increased consumption and resultant tobacco-related deaths.
“Ultimately, the most effective supply-side policy may be to focus on reducing the demand for tobacco, and to allow supply to respond to slow changes in demand,” says the new report. The agreements reached during the Uruguay Round of GATT appear to have had a dramatic impact on global trade in tobacco and tobacco products.
“Controlling the rapid globalisation of the tobacco epidemic is an extraordinary public health challenge,” says the report. “The recent liberalisation of the tobacco-related trade through bilateral, regional, and international trade agreements has significantly reduced tariff and non-tariff trade barriers. The elimination or reduction of these barriers has almost certainly increased competition in tobacco-product markets leading to reductions in the relative prices of these products and increases in their advertising and promotion.”
A growing body of empirical research clearly indicates that the liberalisation of tobacco-related trade has contributed to global increases in cigarette smoking and other tobacco use, particularly in low-income and middle-income countries, the report affirms. “In the absence of strong tobacco-control activities, the long-term consequences of this will be a significant increase in the burden of death and disease caused by tobacco.”
The WTO multilateral agreements significantly expanded global trade in tobacco  products by mandating sizable reductions in tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade in tobacco products. For example, notes the report, GATT 1994 calls upon the European Union to reduce its tariff on cigars by 50%, on cigarettes and other manufactured tobacco products by 36%, and on unmanufactured tobacco by 20%.
Similarly, it calls upon the United States to eliminate its tariff on cigar wrappers and reduce its tariff on cigar filler and binder tobacco, cigars and most cigarettes by 55%, on tobacco stems and refuse by 20% and on other manufactured and smoking tobacco by 15%.
“From 1994 through 1997, there was a 12.5% increase in unmanufactured tobacco exports globally, after a decade of virtually no growth,” the report observes. “Similarly, cigarette exports, which had been relatively stable over the period from 1975 through 1985, began rising at an increasing rate in the mid-1980s, and have accelerated since GATT 1994, with global cigarette exports rising by 42% from 1993 to 1996.  The increased trade in tobacco products is likely to have contributed to the 5% growth in global cigarette consumption during this same period.”
But instead of suggesting any solutions to such systemic problems to public health caused by WTO rules which clearly favoured corporate wealth, the report highlights raising taxes to reduce demand. “On average, a price rise of 10% on a pack of cigarettes would be expected to reduce demand for cigarettes by about 4% in high-income countries and by about 8% in low and middle-income countries, where lower incomes tend to make people more responsive to price changes.”
The report argues that an increase in the real price of cigarettes by 10% worldwide would cause 40 million smokers alive in 1995 to quit, and prevent a minimum of 10 million tobacco-related deaths.
Describing tobacco as “the great epidemic of the 21st century,” the report says it could kill up to a billion people during the coming century if no ‘control policies’ are put in place.
Current tobacco-related mortality is about four million deaths per year, with half of these deaths in low- and middle-income countries, says the report. But the majority of the smokers (70%) today live in low- and middle-income countries, where consumption has risen over the last two decades, it adds.
But a comparison of the per capita cigarette consumption shows a rather slow inter-temporal change. For instance, while the per capita cigarette consumption in the developed countries was about 2700 in 1970-72, it was about 800 in the developing countries. In 1980-82, their respective figures were 3000 and 1300. But in 1990-92, the developed world consumption was down to 2600 while that of developing world went up to about 1900.
According to the latest WHO Bulletin, which has tobacco as its special theme, four cigarette manufacturers dominate about three-quarters of the global market: Philip Morris, British American Tobacco (BAT) and Japan Tobacco are transnational companies; the China National Tobacco Corporation is a monopoly, producing about 30% of the world’s cigarettes, but mainly supplying its domestic market. China is, however, preparing to become a major exporter of tobacco.









AT: Free Trade Solves War (Costs too Much)

Their studies don’t assume the inevitable severing of trade and dependent states – expected values are not constant.

Copeland ’96 – Assistant Prof. of Govt. and Foreign Affairs @ Univ. of Virginia (Dale, International Security, “Economic Interdependence and War: A Theory of Trade Expectations”, Volume 20, Number 4, Spring, JSTOR, RG)

When a state trades, it specializes in and exports goods in which it enjoys a comparative advantage, while forgoing the production of other goods, which it then imports. This process of specialization, however, entails potentially large costs of adjustment if trade is subsequently cut off. This is especially so in the modern world if the state becomes dependent on foreign oil and certain raw materials. With the economy's capital infrastructure (machines, factories, transportation systems, etc.) geared to function only with such vital goods, a severing of trade would impose huge costs as the economy struggles to cope with the new no-trade situation.29 In short, the severing of trade, as realists would argue, would put the state in a situation far worse than if it had never specialized in the first place.

This analysis leads to a clearer understanding of any particular state's total level of "dependence." On a bilateral basis, that level is represented by the sum of the benefits that the state would receive from free and open trade with another state (versus autarchy), and the costs to the state of being cut off from that trade after having specialized (versus autarchy). If state A started with an economy of 100 units of GNP before any trade with B (the autarchic position), and open trade with B would mean economic expansion to a level of 110 units of GNP on an ongoing basis, then the "benefits of trade" could be considered as 10 units. If the specialization that trade entails, however, would mean the economy would fall to 85 units should B sever trade ties, then the "costs of severed trade" would be 15 units versus autarchy. State A's total dependence level would thus be the benefits of trade plus the costs of severed trade after specialization, or 25 units.

The dependence level will itself be a function of such parameters as the overall compatibilities of the two economies for trade, the degree of A's need for vital goods such as oil and raw materials, and the availability of alternative suppliers and markets. Thus if A's need for trade with B is great because the economies are highly compatible (say, in terms of mutual comparative advantages), B has valuable natural resources that A lacks, and A has few other countries to turn to, then A's dependence can be considered high.30 In deciding between peace and war, however, a state can not refer simply to its dependence level. Rather, it must determine the overall expected value of trade and therefore the value of continued peace into the foreseeable future. The benefits of trade and the costs of severed trade on their own say nothing about this expected value. Dynamic expectations of future trade must be brought in. If the state has positive expectations that the other will maintain free and open trade over the long term, then the expected value of trade will be close to the value of the benefits of trade. On the other hand, if the state, after having specialized, comes to expect that trade will be severed by the trading partner, then the expected value of trade may be highly negative, that is, close to the value of the costs of severed trade. In essence, the expected value of trade may be anywhere between the two extremes, depending on a state's estimate of the expected probability of securing open trade, or of being cut off.31

This leads to a crucial hypothesis. For any given expected value of war, we can predict that the lower the expectations of future trade, the lower the expected value of trade, and therefore the more likely it is that war will be chosen.

It is important to note that the expected value of trade will not be based on the level of trade at a particular moment in time, but upon the stream of expected trade levels into the future. It really does not matter that trade is high today: if state A knows that B will cut all trade tomorrow and shows no signs of being willing to restore it later, the expected value of trade would be negative. Similarly, it does not matter if there is little or no trade at present: if state A is confident that B is committed to freer trade in the future, the expected value of trade would be positive.

The fact that the expected value of trade can be negative even if present trade is high, due to low expectations for future trade, goes a long way towards resolving such manifest anomalies for liberal theory as German aggression in World War I. Despite high levels of trade up to 1914, German leaders had good reason to believe that the other great powers would undermine this trade into the future; hence, a war to secure control over raw materials and markets was required for the long-term security of the German nation. Since the expected value of trade can be positive even though present trade is low, due to high expectations for future trade, we can also understand such phenomena as the periods of detente in U.S.-Soviet relations during the Cold War (1971-73 and after 1985). While East-West trade was still relatively low during these times, the Soviet need for Western technology, combined with a growing belief that large increases in trade with the West would be forthcoming, gave the Soviets a high enough expected value of trade to convince them to be more accommodating in superpower relations.32

In making the final decision between peace and war, however, a rational state will have to compare the expected value of trade to the expected value of going to war with the other state.
The expected value of war, as a realist would emphasize, cannot be ascertained without considering the relative power balance. As one state moves from a position of relative inferiority in economic and military power to relative superiority, the expected value of war will move from negative to positive or even highly positive. This proposition follows directly from the insights of deterrence theory: the larger the state in relative size, the higher the probability of winning a victory, while the lower the costs of fighting the war.33 32.

AT: Free Trade Solves War

Their theory of trade is based on naïve assessments of benefits. If one side disproportionately values trade, it can increase the risk of war.

Morrow ’99 – prof. of Political Science @ Univ. of Michigan (James, July, Journal of Peace Research, “How Could Trade Affect Conflict?” Volume 36, Number 4, SAGE, RG/WC)

 However, if the range of unobservable resolve is unbounded, as it is in a normal distribution, then the potential dissatisfaction condition is always true. Put simply, the target believes that there is some chance that the potential initiator is so motivated that it finds war preferable to the status quo. If so, then the initiator is always potentially dissatisfied in the eyes of the target. This last observation has important implications for how we model unobservable resolve as an error term in econometric estimations of crisis initiation and escalation. Econometric techniques that assume that error terms are unbounded may be inappropriate for estimating the relationship between trade and conflict. If we assume the range of unobservable resolve has no upper bound, then high levels of trade cannot eliminate the possibility of a dissatisfied initiator and so deter conflict by undermining the credibility of the initiator’s threat to use force. Third, asymmetry of trade could increase the chance of conflict. If one state valued the trade more than its trading partner, its resolve would be reduced more than the latter’s resolve. The latter would find the initiation of a dispute more attractive than for cases in which the two had no trade at all, because its observable resolve relative to the former would be higher. Empirical research on the role of trade dependence in conflict assumes that we can measure the difference in the value of the trade, typically by comparing the trade flows to the size of the national economies. If those measures do capture the relative value of the trade, then trade dependence would predict conflict behavior better than straight measures of trade flows. Those measures focus our attention on asymmetric dyads. The other possibility is that such measures of trade asymmetry fail to capture the difference in each side’s value for the trade. The value of trade depends on the producer and consumer surpluses produced in both countries, and such surpluses are unobservable by their very nature. Instead, the value of the trade becomes a part of unobservable resolve rather than observable resolve. The relationship between trade flows and conflict becomes unclear if the value of the trade is an element of unobservable resolve. The variance of unobservable resolve rises with the flow of trade between the parties, suggesting that the distribution of the e is heteroskedastic with the trade flows in a dyad. Those heteroskedastic error terms would then be included in the likelihood function of an empirical estimation. The same general argument on the indeterminacy of trade follows for escalation of disputes. Both sides’ evaluation of the trade appears in each side’s calculation of whether to escalate. Higher trade flows do not have a determinate effect on the likelihood of escalation. They could increase or decrease the chance of escalation, depending on how much trade lowers resolve (i.e. the b on trade flows in observable resolve). 

Trade doesn’t solve war. Only actors with good ties trade, and those that fight have already paid the cost of disrupted trade due to low relations.

Morrow ’99 – prof. of Political Science @ Univ. of Michigan (James, July, Journal of Peace Research, “How Could Trade Affect Conflict?” Volume 36, Number 4, SAGE, RG)

Some studies (Oneal & Russett 1997, 1999) show a correlation between trade and conflict: states with higher trade flows have fewer militarized disputes. The obvious question is whether this correlation is spurious, and the argument of this article only reinforces the suspicion that it is. Oneal & Russett (1997) control for possible sources of a spurious correlation. Here I wish to raise some other evidence relevant to the possibility of a spurious correlation between trade and conflict. Politics influences trade flows in many ways. In particular, political conflict raises the possibility of the disruption of trade. Economic actors anticipate the possibility of such disruptions in their trading enterprises. Morrow et al. (1998) show that the relationship between two states strongly influences the trade flows between them.5 Pairs of states with close relations have much higher levels of trade than dyads with poor relations. Moving from poor relations to good relations can produce close to a 400% increase in trade in a dyad (Morrow et al. 1998, Table 3). There is little difference in trade flows, however, between poor relations and actual conflict. The occurrence of a militarized dispute has no statistically significant effect on trade flows in the year of the dispute (Morrow et al., 1998: Table 1).6 A militarized dispute can be thought of as a specific realization of the underlying poor relations between two states that provides a reason for the disputants to block trade with one another. Because a dispute has no aggregate effect on trade flows, it appears that economic actors engaged in trade have already used the pre-existing state of political relations to judge the chance of a militarized dispute and reduced activities if poor relations indicate that a dispute may be in the offing. Consequently disputes themselves may have no direct impact on trade flows: their impact has been absorbed by economic traders’ anticipation of such conflict. Together, these two results reinforce the argument that trade has no effect on international conflict. If economic actors arrange their trading activities to account for the possibility of political disruptions of trade, then states have already paid the cost of conflict in trade before a dispute occurs. The realization of a crisis does not impose a cost on the actors, and so should not discourage them from engaging in conflict

AT: Chavez

Chavez is not a threat – just hype

Friedman ‘6 (George, Political Scientist, Founder, CEO of Stratfor, “The United States and the ‘Problem’ of Venezuela”, 2-22, http://junkpolitics.blogspirit.com/archive/2006/02/23/venezuela.html)
In reality, Chavez's ability to challenge the United States is severely limited. The occasional threat to cut off oil exports to the United States is fairly meaningless, in spite of conversations with the Chinese and others about creating alternative markets. The United States is the nearest major market for Venezuela. The Venezuelans could absorb the transportation costs involved in selling to China or Europe, but the producers currently supplying those countries then could be expected to shift their own exports to fill the void in the United States. Under any circumstances, Venezuela could not survive very long without exporting oil. Symbolizing the entire reality is the fact that Chavez's government still controls Citgo and isn't selling it, and the U.S. government isn't trying to slam controls onto Citgo.  Washington ultimately doesn't care what Chavez does so long as he continues to ship oil to the United States. From the American point of view, Chavez -- like Castro -- is simply a nuisance, not a serious threat. Latin American countries in general are of interest to Washington, in a strategic sense, only when they are being used by a major outside power that threatens the United States or its interests. The entire Monroe Doctrine was built around that principle.  There was a fear at one point that Nazi U-boats would have access to Cuba. And when Castro took power in Cuba, it mattered, because it gave the Soviets a base of operations there. What happened in Nicaragua or Chile mattered to the United States because it might create opportunities the Soviets could exploit. Nazis in Argentina prior to 1945 mattered to the United States; Nazis in Argentina after 1945 did not. Cuba before 1991 mattered; after 1991, it did not. And apart from oil, Venezuela does not matter now to the United States.

Prefer Our Studies
Prefer our evidence – studies in support of free trade are worse

Barbieri, ‘2 (Katherine, ‘The Liberal Illusion: Does Trade Promote Peace,’ p. 45-48)

Even at the dyadic level, the empirical findings are mixed. Wallen- Steen (1973) and my own work provide evidence of the conflictual nature of interdependent relationships.4 These analyses include a more comprehensive temporal and spatial domain than those found in dyadic studies that support the trade-promotes-peace hypothesis and are there​fore more generalizable to a diverse group of trading relationships.

***FREE TRADE GOOD***

2NC OVW EV
Trade is inevitable – just a matter if we cooperate – lack of US involvement causes global conflicts

Bergsten ‘97 – Director of the Peterson Institute for International Economics & former Assistant Secretary for International Affairs at the Treasury Department (C. Fred, 9-27, “America and the World,” The Economist, http://www.iie.com/publications/papers/print.cfm?doc=pub&ResearchID=291, RG)

Third, American leadership has been crucial in assuring the compatibility, indeed the complimentarity, of regional and global liberalisation. Some purists have condemned the United States for deviating from the exclusive pursuit of multilateral agreements. But American strategy has promoted regional arrangements (starting with its pact with Canada and extending through NAFTA to the current FTAA and APEC initiatives) partly to press the more inward-looking EU and others to move ahead on the global path. Now that so many regional arrangements are in place or underway, America's defection could throw the whole process into reverse. Key groups—the EU, Mercosur and perhaps some new Asian groupings—could forget the global track and bring to life the much feared nightmare of a world of hostile trade blocs.

Fourth, American trade policy itself could suffer irreparable harm from a failure of the current legislative effort. The United States is in its seventh year of expansion with unemployment and inflation at their lowest in decades. Its chief competitors in Europe and Japan remain mired in prolonged slumps. President Clinton was decisively re-elected a year ago and remains extremely popular. If the United States cannot pursue trade liberalisation now, when will it ever be able to?

A failure, or a severe limitation on the use of new authority (e.g., to add only Chile to NAFTA), would represent a stunning victory for organised labor and others that oppose globalisation. Such a victory would be led by Congressman Richard Gephardt, the minority leader of the House of Representatives, and a likely presidential candidate in 2000. The United States has not had a protectionist President for a century (though Ronald Reagan's wrong-headed macroeconomic policies produced a spate of new import quotas) but such an outcome is by no means impossible if the present debate were to misfire. The countries that have taken out insurance policies against a US reversion to protectionism via free trade agreements, Canada and Mexico, have not idly overcome their historical aversions to getting into bed with their superpower neighbor.

The Global Impact

Would all this be so serious for the rest of the world? After all, the United States is no longer hegemonic in economic terms. Its share of world output has dropped below a quarter and its share of trade is even less. The EU is larger on both counts and the creation of the euro will end America's monetary dominance. Moreover, globalisation has enormous momentum. Big trade agreements have been proceeding without America. The EU brokered an interim financial services agreement in 1995 when America chose to stay out, is expanding its membership and heading toward mostly free trade with its Mediterranean neighbors by 2010, and is pursuing agreements with Mercosur and Mexico. Subregional pacts such as Mercosur and the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement are moving ahead. Canada and Mexico have concluded their own free trade agreements with Chile.

All these deals hurt the United States, by creating or threatening discrimination against it,—but this is nothing more than turnabout for America's own preferential compacts. The global problem is that American disengagement would puncture, and probably destroy, the prospects for consummating the extraordinarily promising scenario for world trade that has evolved since the end of the Uruguay Round and is now poised to proceed. That scenario has two related elements.

The first is credible implementation of the two huge regional free trade agreements launched in 1994, the FTAA and APEC. Their conversion from political pledges to practical realities would provide huge new reductions of trade barriers. It would also bring irresistible pressure on the EU and others to avoid the risk of facing costly discrimination by joining a new global liberalisation initiative.

APEC is particularly crucial to this strategy. Because of it's size, its pledge in 1994 to achieve free trade in the region is potentially the most far-reaching economic agreement in history. At the same time, its devotion to “open regionalism” means that it will offer to extend its liberalisation to non-members. The EU has always said that “it will not be left behind if APEC does what it says it will do,” as was indeed the case with the Information Technology Agreement (ITA) a year ago. APEC thus dramatically magnifies America's own effort to continue reducing global barriers.

The second element in the global scenario would then be a major new effort in the WTO, perhaps the “Millennium Round” called for by Sir Leon Brittan or at least a simultaneous “round-up” of key issues as proposed by my colleague Jeffrey Schott. As in the past, rounds or round-ups that include a number of issues and sectors will be needed to meet the diverse interests of the full WTO membership and permit the necessary tradeoffs across topics that produce far-reaching liberalisation. It is true that the ITA and the telecommunications agreement represented victories for the sectoral approach but talks on maritime services collapsed and the outcome of the current renewed effort on financial services is unclear. A broader approach will almost certainly be required to provide substantial global progress.

Once all the regional arrangements are on their way to being realised, about two-thirds of world trade will in fact have achieved, or be headed toward, barrier-free status. The WTO membership would then recognise that global free trade was a practical reality and guide the next round(s) by setting an explicit goal of reaching that milestone—perhaps by 2010 on the APEC and Euromed models. The WTO's director-general Renato Ruggiero, the Canadian government, and the declaration of the WTO's ministerial conference in Singapore last December have all already endorsed variants of that prospect.

In addition, this scenario would decisively counter the risk that the regional pacts will become sources of new international conflict. Mr. Ruggiero has put it nicely: regionalism will undoubtedly continue to proliferate so the issue is whether the groupings go off on their own, with possibly disastrous consequences, or increasingly fuse into a common global context that eventually wipes out their preferential features. The latter outcome is obviously superior but the chances of reaching it would be severely jeopardised by a prolonged period of American inaction.

There would be even bigger cost to the world from a failure of the Clinton fast-track effort: an enormous boost to the backlash against globalisation. Such a backlash is evident almost everywhere, from striking workers in France to the tirades of Malaysia's prime minister against international investors. There is some justice in the complaints. On balance, globalisation is clearly good for every country, but many governments have been slow to erect the necessary domestic complements. Without adequate safety nets to cushion adjustment burdens, and worker training that will convert potential losers into winners who can take advantage of the better jobs and higher wages that become available, political support for globalisation may be impossible to sustain.

In this environment, victory for the anti-globalisation forces in the United States could have terrible global consequences. Defensive reactions would surface almost immediately, especially in the Asian and Latin American countries that depend most heavily on the American market. China, Russia and others could lose interest in further liberalisation and joining the WTO. A half century of global economic opening could stall or even be thrown into reverse.

The broader international credibility of the United States would of course suffer severely as well, with substantial implications for international politics and even global security. It would be impossible for America to withdraw from such a central component of international affairs, or indeed repudiate initiatives undertaken with great fanfare by its own president and his predecessors, without jolting confidence in its staying power in other respects.
And, even if they win free trade is bad, collapse of international trade causes blocks which exacerbate the impact.

Cooke ‘9 – trade unionist, writer for Workers Action, frequent contributor to Global Research (Shamus, 11-15, “What Is At Stake With Free Trade”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=COO20091115&articleId=16096, RG)
And go alone they have. Instead of WTO-style international trade agreements, rich nations began developing one-on-one “bi-lateral” agreements, between themselves and poorer nations. The result is that instead of having an international agreement over trade, we have competing trade blocs. The European Union and NAFTA are the two largest, although others exist around the world, each dominated by a regional economic powerhouse. 

Promoting these bi-lateral agreements or trade blocs are the corporations residing within the boundaries of the richer nations. To boost their profits, they need guaranteed access to markets, cheap labor, and raw materials. Once they’ve captured these items via a free trade agreement, their overseas competitors are excluded. Thus, the international battle for these rare commodities becomes intensified; the threat of war and “regime change” is always considered an option when diplomacy and threats fail. It becomes clear, then, that free trade is merely a policy of corporations to pursue wider aims within a larger system.

And, global trade prevents all forms of war and violence. Convergence of global values creates a recognition of common humanity resulting in peace. 


Seita '97 – B.S. @ Cal. Intitute of Tech., MBA @ Stanford, JD @ Stanford, prof, of Law @ Union Univ. (Alex Y., "Globalization and the Convergence of Values," 30 Cornell Int'l L.J. 429, L/N, RG) 

Law has been important in managing economic globalization and may become as important with respect to political globalization. n7 The ideology of globalization can be broadly divided into substantive and procedural components. The most important procedural element is the rule of law - the idea that disputes will be settled and agreements negotiated through the observance of established principles rather than the use of force or the intimidation of power. n8 In turn, the substantive principles, what the rule of law seeks to enforce, are those that nations have selected to settle disputes and negotiate agreements. The rule of law can be a way of resolving conflicts effectively, peacefully, and cooperatively.
Furthermore, globalization enhances the perceived importance of distant international problems relative to local problems. Thus, protection of the environment beyond national borders has attracted strong international support, and the conflict between environment protection and economic development created the global issue of sustainable development. n9  [*431]  On the downside, technology together with economic and political globalization can facilitate the movement of criminal and terrorist activities across national boundaries and help criminals and terrorists to operate like efficient international businesses. n10

Most significantly for this Article, however, globalization is an important source of common economic and political values for humanity. Globalization is simultaneously a cause and a consequence of the convergence of basic economic and political systems among nations. As the activities of globalization help to converge economic and political systems, their existence reciprocally facilitates the expansion of globalization. Momentously, the convergence of these systems is leading to the convergence of fundamental values - deeply held beliefs about what is right and wrong. n11

There is a widespread, though not universal, acceptance among nations of the basic values of liberal democracy: a market economy (or free markets), a democratic government, and the protection of human rights. Although particular details may differ from country to country, the general nature of these values is the same. The convergence of basic economic and political values among nations is a pivotal event because it is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for the eventual emergence of a consensus among human beings that there is but one human race. n12

This Article argues that the United States and the other industrialized democracies (e.g., the members of the European Union, Japan, and Canada), collectively referred to as the "West," n13 should vigorously support and substantially guide the process of globalization. As it is currently emerging, globalization fosters desirable common national values by advancing general forms of market economies, democracy, and human rights. n14 It is precisely those general characteristics of liberal democracy that constitute the foundational pillars and shared values of the United States and the other industrialized democracies. n15

Because the exact form of globalization is not a fixed certainty, the United States and the other industrialized democracies should aggressively configure globalization to be consistent with and to promote the values of  [*432]  liberal democracy. The industrialized democracies must also ensure that the path of globalization fairly balances the values of free market economics, democracy, and human rights, while accommodating such vital concerns as the protection of the environment, concerns that do not yet generate as strong a global consensus as the three convergent values. n16

The mechanism for configuring globalization to conform to and to balance the values of liberal democracy consists of events and policies that, while difficult to achieve, are not unrealistic and have, to a degree, already been occurring. n17 A particularly useful event might be a catharsis that would place the world into the next millennium without the baggage of the past. Perhaps by the year 2001, the representatives of oppressors, victims, victors, losers, and adversaries could assemble on a world stage in a therapeutic ceremony to put the past behind. n18

Given their economic preeminence in the world, by acting in unison the industrialized democracies should be able to determine the specific content of globalization. Action from the industrialized democracies is needed because a humane globalization will increase human wealth and reduce human suffering. n19 Morally, the promotion of liberal democratic values and the perspective of a single human race would serve to repay the historic debts that the industrialized countries have incurred over the past centuries. n20

At the same time, the industrialized democracies must be careful to use their influence responsibly and sensitively, for the wisest ideas pursued for the best motives may be rejected when unilaterally imposed upon the rest of the world. Perceived economic and political "imperialism," though much less malevolent than military imperialism, will not be warmly greeted. The primary vehicle for the industrialized democracies should be the "rule of law" - assuming that they have a substantial, if not commanding voice in determining its underlying principles.

An enlightened globalization will not lead to the establishment of a world government. It could, however, create a new attitude among human beings and serve the interests of the United States. n21 More profoundly, advancing globalization will facilitate an event barely begun that holds the great potential of constructing, in the distant future, the perspective that the human race matters more than its component divisions along race, reli-  [*433]  gion, or ethnicity. n22 The vision of a common humanity is reason enough to embrace globalization.

I. The Background of Globalization

Today, more than ever, the events of foreign lands have important economic and political consequences for local inhabitants. To be sure, foreign events have had significant ramifications in the past. Centuries ago, seminal inventions in China revolutionized the culture, science, and warfare of Europeans; the opening of American borders to European immigrants from the 19th through the mid-20th centuries gave millions a new home; and the conflicts in Europe during WorldWarI eventually brought the United States onto the European battleground. n23

But these events were of sporadic importance. For example, after World War I ended, the United States isolated itself in a number of respects from international politics and trade; America declined membership in the League of Nations and enacted the Smoot-Hawley tariffs in 1931 which drastically reduced imports. n24 By contrast, transnational activities and affairs now have continuous importance, repeatedly affecting not just distant countries, but also the entire global community at times. The continuous importance of international events is a defining characteristic of globalization.

Another feature of globalization with potentially profound implications is the convergence of basic economic and political values among nations towards the liberal democratic values of the industrialized democracies, the "West." n25 For the West, the liberal, democratic values of market  [*434]  economies, democracy, and human rights are fundamental. n26 Given the arguably shallow roots of liberal democratic values in a number of countries and the absence of democracy and human rights in many others, this process may perhaps be too incomplete to be described as a convergence of  [*435]  fundamental values. Nevertheless, today there are greater similarities between the economic and political systems of nations than at any other time in the short history of globalization. n27 With careful and generous support from the West, this similarity of systems may evolve into a similarity of fundamental values.

A. Globalization's Beginning

Identifying the birth of globalization is an elusive task, but one possible date is the year 1945, when the United States led the Allied powers in creating the United Nations and its companion international organizations, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank). n28 Later in 1948, the United States and its democratic allies established the General Agreement on Tar-  [*436]  iffs and Trade (GATT), another important economic institution for globalization along with the IMF and the World Bank. n29 The motivations for creating these international institutions were at once noble and selfish.

After the devastating experience of World War II, the victorious Allies were determined to prevent any reoccurrence of similar world wars. Their motivating hope was that a collegial body of nations would ensure the peaceful resolution of conflicts and provide a collective defense against wrongful aggression. n30 Thus, the United Nations was the focus of political attempts to prevent future acts of aggression. Further, unlike the League of Nations, the United Nations made the promotion of human rights one of its basic purposes. n31 Toward that end, the United Nations created various human rights institutions and generated human rights conventions and  [*437]  declarations. n32

At the same time, the Allies thought it critical to lay the foundations for the economic prosperity of the international community. n33 Prosperous countries, it was thought, would be less inclined to wage wars. Thus, the Allies promoted activities that would raise the standard of living among peaceful countries. For example, the Allies established international economic institutions which were in part created to promote international monetary cooperation (the IMF), to foster economic development in less developed countries (the World Bank), and to increase international trade (the GATT). n34  [*438] 

The creation of the United Nations, the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT were key moments in globalization. These institutions signaled the start of an era of cooperative behavior, however imperfect, among nations. While the number of nations involved was limited, their cooperation required the development and formal recognition of common interests. The GATT and the United Nations, in particular, were critical components in the genesis of globalization. n35 In seeking to reduce barriers to trade of goods, the GATT contained free market principles that favored lower tariffs, banned quotas, and prohibited discrimination against foreign goods. n36 The United Nations, at least on paper, championed the principles of human rights and democratic forms of government. n37 As these principles  [*439]  gained international acceptance, economic and political norms developed. That is, common values emerged.

B. Economic Globalization

In current usage, the term globalization refers primarily to economic globalization. As barriers to trade, investment, financial flows, and technology transfers have fallen, there has been an expansion of markets for goods, services, financial capital, and intellectual property to transnational, regional, and even global dimensions. n38 There are several hallmarks of economic globalization. First, it increases opportunities for sellers as well as buyers. Second, economic globalization simultaneously creates new competition. Third, it develops interdependency among nations. Finally, economic globalization spreads the ideology of the free market economy model because the industrialized nations, the major promoters of globalization, advocate free market policies.

The enlargement of markets beyond national boundaries means that both sellers and buyers have greater choices. More firms issue equity  [*440]  securities in, or obtain financing from, international markets. n39 They also find it profitable to sell their goods and services in, or buy their raw materials or components from, international markets. Worldwide trade now amounts to an astonishingly large figure, six trillion dollars in 1995, more than 80% the size of the gross domestic product of the United States, the world's largest economy. n40

The existence of greater choice also extends to investment opportunities. Companies are investing in foreign countries, buying assets such as securities, businesses, facilities, and land, and have shifted production to  [*441]  foreign factories. n41 Concurrently, sellers of such domestic assets now have  [*442]  more buyers to choose from. The liberalization of investment opportunities - the removal of barriers - contributes to the liberalization of trade, and vice versa. n42

Expanding markets simultaneously generates more competition along with more opportunities; n43 domestic firms must compete not only with domestic but also foreign rivals. While benefiting domestic consumers, foreign competition may threaten domestic businesses and employees. n44 Whether the foreign competition comes from imports or the local subsidiaries of foreign corporations, employees of domestic firms may lose their jobs as these firms lay off surplus employees in order to become more competitive. n45 Where local subsidiaries of foreign corporations provide competition, however, these subsidiaries will create new jobs that replace, in  [*443]  part, jobs lost at domestic firms. n46 One of the major consequences of increased foreign competition and the domestic drive for efficiency is that countries have become more willing to privatize and deregulate. n47

By making foreign countries important sources of consumers, investors, and suppliers, globalization creates interdependence. When domestic businesses buy from and sell to foreign markets, their financial welfare becomes linked to those markets. More domestic companies have evolved into multinational corporations, firms that have economic interests in several countries. Businesses set up partnerships with foreign firms, to share technology and risk, in order to create new products. n48 Because customers as well as suppliers are foreign, firms in one country become economically dependent upon firms in other countries. When foreign firms likewise become dependent upon domestic markets, interdependence is established as the economic prosperity of one nation becomes connected to that of other countries. For virtually all countries, transnational trade is important, if not vital, to their economic prosperity. n49

As economic globalization integrates various national markets into regional or world-wide markets, it also promotes general free market prin-  [*444]  ciples, such as the quintessential concept of the market mechanism to allocate resources, n50 reduce protectionism in international trade, n51 and  [*445]  privatize and deregulate. n52 Well before the collapse of the Soviet Union or even the end of the Cold War, the market economy (free market) paradigm of the West emerged as the decisive winner in the economic contest with the command (or planned) economy paradigm of the Soviet bloc. n53 Since globalization is being led by the corporations and governments in the capitalist economies of the industrialized democracies, it naturally advocates the ideology of the winners rather than the losers. Thus, the rules underlying globalization seek to expand markets among market economy rather than command economy principles. n54

For example, the WTO espouses the implementation of free-market ground rules to cover international trade and trade-related aspects of  [*446]  investment and intellectual property. n55 Its rules go further than those of the GATT, its predecessor in carrying out the free market principle of comparative advantage by stamping out protectionism among nations. n56 When tools of protectionism - such as tariffs, quotas, or domestic subsidies - are reduced, foreign imports can better enter a domestic market, creating more competition for local firms. The presence of increased competition contributes to the development of more efficient local firms as only the fittest firms will survive in a competitive marketplace. The use of a market and consumer choice, rather than a bureaucracy, to determine the survival of firms and products is the essence of a free market. n57 Not surprisingly, the various WTO agreements are expected to substantially  [*447]  increase global income. n58

C. Political Globalization

As economic globalization expands, it has been accompanied by a somewhat lesser degree of political globalization in that there are now substantial numbers of elected governments. n59 Also, the rhetoric of human rights has gained universal acceptance, and more nations than ever before have pledged to protect human rights. n60 With political globalization, there is  [*448]  more than just the existence of elected governments and the recognition of human rights by governments. Political globalization has also tended to cause a convergence in political values, with the genuine acceptance of democracy and human rights in a greater number of countries.

Compared to the convergence in economic values, the convergence of political values has had a more difficult path. The growth of economic globalization was championed by countries that realized they would gain economically by increased foreign trade. Even the command-economy communist nations sought trade with the capitalist economies of the West. n61 Well before the end of the Cold War, some communist nations even embraced capitalism to an extent. As events in China have clearly shown, dictatorship and a dismal human rights record have not been incompatible with free market policies. n62

Unlike economic globalization, the support for political globalization historically has been weak, perhaps because its benefits were not as obvious or immediate. Despite their long history predating free market principles, the political values of democracy and human rights have been more dishonored by breach than honored by observance. n63 Most countries did  [*449]  not espouse them, and those that did applied these concepts selectively. n64

For decades after the end of World WarII, the spread of humanitarian political values had to contend with severe obstacles. n65 For much of the  [*450]  existence of the United Nations, the most important international organization devoted to the promotion of democracy and human rights, many of its leading members either did not observe democratic values or human rights domestically, or subordinated these values to other priorities in foreign affairs. n66 Despite initial obstacles, however, these political values slowly developed roots in non-western countries.

Even before the end of the Cold War, the past two decades saw the emergence of a greater number of countries with democratic governments and protective of human rights. n67 These countries offer political rights and  [*451]  civil liberties that make them different in kind from past authoritarian regimes. With the end of the Cold War, many of the former Soviet-allied countries established popularly elected governments. Earlier, elected governments emerged from dictatorships in Latin America, Asia, and Africa. n68 As the transformation of South Africa - the former bastion of apartheid - into a democratic country shows, the unbelievable can happen.

The outlook today is promising for the values of democracy and, to a lesser extent, human rights. First, with the triumph of liberal democracy over communism in the Cold War, n69 the United States and its allies can now more vigorously pursue humanitarian rather than security objectives. Second, the commonality of democracy and human rights in nations has provided more reason for these nations to cooperate among themselves in trade, humanitarian, and security matters, as well as in trying to nurture the qualities of democracy and human rights in authoritarian countries. The remaining authoritarian strongholds face pressures to democratize, and to recognize some level of human rights. n70

Democracy has been easier to achieve than the protection of human rights, perhaps because the implementation of democracy is technically more easily accomplished (e.g., a popularly elected government), while there may be disagreement over which rights are basic human rights and how these basic rights are to be protected. n71 Furthermore, elected governments need not necessarily protect human rights, especially in nascent  [*452]  democracies which may have problems of illiteracy, corruption, authoritarian traditions, ethnic or religious conflicts, and a winner-takes-all political system. n72

The value of democratic governments is that their actions reflect the desires of a majority of the people rather than the wishes of a tyrant or a select few. Democracy is arguably the most basic human right because it recognizes the sovereignty of the people in that a government pursues policies which the majority of the people support through their freely elected representatives. The preferences of at least a majority of its population, rather than the desires of a select few, influence democratic governments. Democratic governments are much more likely to respect human rights, at least those of the majority, than authoritarian regimes which are unaccountable to an electorate. Of course, democracy is not itself a sufficient condition for a humane society, since a majority may persecute or subjugate a minority in a democratic society. n73 A practical benefit of mature democracies, those having democratic governments for a long period of time, is that they substantially protect a wide variety of human rights and are much less likely to use military force to resolve conflicts. n74  [*453] 

Despite disagreement over the extent to which human rights should be protected, some level of human rights protection exists for a substantial percentage, if not the majority, of the world's population. n75 For an increasing number of countries, there seems to be a real, as opposed to a rhetorical, acceptance of some form of human rights. While inadequate and imperfect, this is an enormous improvement over the past. While outrageous examples of inhumanity still occur, such as in Rwanda, they are universally condemned. n76

In an indirect way, the cultural impact of economic globalization stimulates political globalization. Economic globalization has long introduced aspects of foreign cultures - especially American culture - either directly by the sale of merchandise such as movies and musical recordings, or indirectly through exposure to foreigners. n77 More than in the past, the opening of new markets through economic globalization has brought a flood of people and companies into foreign lands.

Personal contact, always so important in understanding other human beings, has made foreigners less inscrutable. More business personnel are assigned to overseas offices, more consumers travel abroad as tourists, and more students study in foreign countries. n78 Local residents are more likely than ever before to work for, do business with, or personally know foreigners. In some cases, this transnational encounter may lead to a personal  [*454]  affinity with or an in-depth understanding of foreign cultures. n79  [*455] 

Further, economic globalization has generated an interest in learning foreign languages, primarily English. Perhaps irreversibly, English has become the international language of business and science, with a broader usage than any other language. n80 At the same time, the ability to speak a foreign language other than English gives one a competitive advantage in doing business in nonEnglish-speaking countries. n81

Doing business with foreigners, in their country or in one's own, requires that one communicate with them, cooperate with them, and be exposed to their political and business values. n82 The political values of democracy and human rights, as well as aspects of foreign cultures, are often inseparable (though secondary) components of economic globalization. Thus, countries that seek to benefit from economic globalization must frequently tolerate political globalization and exposure to foreign cultures. As people know more about foreign cultures, some familiarity with foreign political values is bound to arise.

II. Technology's Vital Role in Converging Values

The advanced communication technology that links much of the world together continues to be crucial to the convergence of economic and political values. This technology is utilized primarily by business entities to facilitate economic globalization. n83 Modern technology has also tended to promote democracy and human rights by making it easier and cheaper for  [*456]  people to communicate without censorship across national boundaries. Communication technology not only exposes a national population to foreign ideas, but also concurrently exposes domestic conditions to a global audience.

This has occurred because economic globalization involves communication technologies with multiple uses. The same technology that transmits a business proposal may also communicate politically embarrassing or other non-business information. These multiple uses of advanced technology cannot easily be separated from each other, making it difficult to restrict the technology to purely business purposes. A country that wishes to participate in international business cannot isolate itself from all uses of communication technologies unrelated to business dealings. n84

The internet n85 is a recent communication medium with tremendous potential for linking people across national boundaries, furthering mutual interests of the international community, and a myriad of other uses. n86 The internet will become, or may already be, an important or even critical technological medium for business, as well as for scientific research and consumer enjoyment. n87 The internet is the essential part of the "informa-  [*457]  tion superhighway," a source of information that promises to change fundamentally human lives. n88

E-mail and computer file transmission on the internet can potentially provide a more powerful (e.g., faster, cheaper, more convenient) business tool than such conventional devices as the postal service, telephones, and faxes. Internet users can transmit and download data, articles, images, movies, speeches, sound recordings, and other information. n89 By providing a forum for the transfer of such information, the internet will help protect the freedoms of expression and choice for followers of any ideological persuasion. n90 Unfortunately, however, it may shield criminal, obscene,  [*458]  racist, and terrorist activities as well. n91

A government might attempt to control the content of information transfers. It could screen large numbers of telephone calls, faxes, or computer data; it could restrict access to or intercept messages on the internet. Total censorship, however, would bring a halt to international business. n92 Firms might object if government surveillance is too pervasive. For example, companies might not want government officials to be privy to proprietary information. n93 A certain amount of freedom of communication is therefore assured if a country wishes to be part of a global economy: international firms will leave a nation if censorship prohibitively increases the cost of doing business. This will remain true even if governments attempt to censor communications using the most advanced and cost-effective surveillance technology available. n94  [*459] 

Communication technologies not essential to international business transactions also serve to bolster humanitarian political values. International news reporting utilizes communication technologies to broadcast major domestic events of all types on a worldwide screen. There are numerous journalists, broadcasters, and commentators whose professional livelihood depends upon bringing newsworthy stories to a foreign, if not international, audience. While most publicized stories may not involve political events, many do. The competitive members of the news media are unlikely to let stories of outrageous acts completely escape the attention of the international public. Furthermore, these news articles may be read by anyone in the world who has access to the internet. n95

At the same time, news stories alone would not generate international repercussions against repressive governments if purely theoretical political values were involved. There must be influential constituencies that place high priority on the existence of democracy and human rights, that seek to spread those values, and that are galvanized into action upon news of deplorable political conditions. Neither value would flourish unless there were constituencies, either domestic or abroad, that strongly supported it.

The presence of democratic governments and strong protections for human rights in the industrialized countries means that these values are expressed to some degree in their business transactions with other countries. n96 Sizable populations in the industrialized countries also attempt to support democracy and human rights abroad through private means. n97 Moreover, as the living standards of developing countries improve, the citizenry of these countries seem to expect more democratization (first) and  [*460]  human rights (later). n98

III. The Importance of Globalization

Because globalization promotes common values across nations and can make foreign problems, conditions, issues, and debates as vivid and captivating as national, state, and local ones, it contributes to a sense of world community. n99 It develops a feeling of empathy for the conditions of people abroad, enlarging the group of human beings that an individual will identify with. Globalization thus helps to bring alive persons in foreign lands, making them fellow human beings who simply live in different parts of the world rather than abstract statistics of deaths, poverty, and suffering.

The convergence of basic political and economic values is thus fundamentally important because it helps to establish a common bond among people in different countries, facilitating understanding and encouraging cooperation. All other things being equal, the commonality among countries - whether in the form of basic values, culture, or language - enhances their attractiveness to each other. n100 In addition, convergence increases  [*461]  the possibility that a transformation of attitude will take place for those who participate in transnational activities.

People will begin to regard foreigners in distant lands with the same concern that they have for their fellow citizens. n101 They will endeavor to help these foreigners obtain basic political rights even though the status of political rights in other countries will have no tangible beneficial impact at home. n102 Convergence does not mean that there is a single model of a market economy, a single type of democracy, or a single platform of human rights. They exist in different forms, and nations may have different combinations of these forms. n103  [*462] 

A. The Perspective of One Human Race

The convergence of fundamental values through globalization has profound consequences because it increases the chance that a new perspective will develop, one which views membership in the human race as the most significant societal relationship, except for nationality. n104 A person owes his or her strongest collective loyalties to the various societies with which he or she most intensely identifies. Today, this societal identification can be based on numerous factors, including nationality, race, religion, and ethnic group. n105 While it is unlikely that nationality will be surpassed as the most significant societal relationship, globalization and the convergence of values may eventually convince people in different countries that the second most important social group is the human race, and not a person's racial, religious, or ethnic group. n106

One of the first steps in the formation of a society is the recognition by prospective members that they have common interests and bonds. An essential commonality is that they share some fundamental values. A second is that they identify themselves as members belonging to the same community on the basis of a number of common ties, including shared fundamental values. A third commonality is the universality of rights - the active application of the "golden rule" - by which members expect that all must be entitled to the same rights as well as charged with the same responsibilities to ensure that these rights are protected.

Globalization promotes these three types of commonalities. Globalization establishes common ground by facilitating the almost universal acceptance of market economies, the widespread emergence of democratic governments, and the extensive approval of human rights. The most visible example is economic. With the end of the Cold War, the free market economy has clearly triumphed over the command economy in the battle of the  [*463]  economic paradigms. Because some variant of a market economy has taken root in virtually all countries, there has been a convergence of sorts in economic systems. n107

Further, because it often requires exposure to and pervasive interaction with foreigners - many of whom share the same fundamental values - globalization can enlarge the group that one normally identifies with. Globalization makes many of its participants empathize with the conditions and problems of people who in earlier years would have been ignored as unknown residents of remote locations. This empathy often leads to sympathy and support when these people suffer unfairly.

Finally, the combination of shared values and identification produce the third commonality, universality of rights. n108 Citizens of one country will often expect, and work actively to achieve, the same basic values in other countries. They will treat nationals of other nations as they would wish to be treated. The effects of shared values, identification, and universality of rights in globalization could have a pivotal long-term effect - the possibility that a majority of human beings will begin to believe that they are truly part of a single global society - the human race.

This is not to say that people disbelieve the idea that the human race encompasses all human beings. Of course, they realize that there is only one human species. Rather, the human race does not usually rank high on the hierarchy of societies for most people. Smaller societies, especially those based on nationality, race, religion, or ethnicity, command more loyalty. n109 The idea of the human race, the broadest and all-inclusive category of the human species, is abstract and has little, if any, impact on the lives of human beings. To believe in the singular importance of the human race requires an attitudinal shift in which a person views the human race seriously.  [*464] 

This may occur because the convergence of values does not only mean that the people of different countries will share the same basic values. It may also lead to the greater promotion of these values for the people of other countries. Historically and certainly today, America and the other industrial democracies have attempted to foster democracy and human rights in other countries. n110 While some part of this effort has been attributable to "self interest," it has also been due to the empathy that the industrialized democracies have had for other countries. n111 The magnitude of these efforts in the future, as in the past, will depend not solely upon the available financial and human resources of the industrialized democracies. It will also depend upon their national will - a factor undoubtedly influenced by the intensity with which the people of the industrialized democracies identify with people in foreign lands.

The perspective that the human race matters more than its component divisions would accelerate cooperative efforts among nations to attack global problems that adversely affect human rights and the quality of human life. n112 Obviously, there is no shortage of such problems. Great suffering still occurs in so many parts of the world, not just from internal armed conflicts, n113 but also from conditions of poverty. n114 There are severe health problems in much of the world which can be mitigated with relatively little cost. n115 There are the lives lost to the AIDS epidemic, and  [*465]  the deaths and disabilities caused by land mines. n116 Russia, a nuclear superpower that could end life on this planet, has severe social, economic, and political problems. n117 Making the human race important would not just promote liberal democratic values but would also reduce human suffering and perhaps eliminate completely the risk of nuclear war.

XTC

Free trade solves extinction

Copley News Service ‘99 [Dec 1, Commentary, L/N]

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

War
Solves war 

Griswold ‘2 – associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO Institute (Daniel, , The Insider, “Seven Moral Arguments for Free Trade”, May 1, http://www.insideronline.org/feature.cfm?id=106)

In an 1845 speech in the British House of Commons, Richard Cobden called free trade “that advance which is calculated to knit nations more together in the bonds of peace by means of commercial intercourse.” Free trade does not guarantee peace, but it does strengthen peace by raising the cost of war to governments and their citizens. As nations become more integrated through expanding markets, they have more to lose should trade be disrupted. In recent years, the twin trends of globalization and democratization have produced their own “peace dividend”: since 1987, real spending on armaments throughout the world has dropped by more than one-third. Since the end of the Cold War, the threat of major international wars has receded. Those nations most closely associated with international terrorism – Libya, Sudan, Syria, Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, and North Korea – are among the least globalized countries in the world in terms of non-oil trade and foreign investment. Not one of them belongs to the World Trade Organization. During the 1930s, the industrialized nations waged trade wars against each other. They raised tariffs and imposed quotas in order to protect domestic industry. The result, however, was that other nations only raised their barriers even further, choking off global trade and deepening and prolonging the global economic depression. Those dark economic times contributed to the conflict that became World War II. America’s post-war policy of encouraging free trade through multilateral trade agreements was aimed at promoting peace as much as it was prosperity.
XT: War
Trade solves conflict via economic signalling – best studies show

Ascribe Newswire ‘1 (“Countries That Share Capital Market and Monetary Policy Linkages Are Less Likely to Go to War, Says Study”, December 7, L/N)

UNIVERSITY PARK, Pa., Dec. 7 [AScribe Newswire] -- Countries that maintain in-depth financial and economic ties with each other are less likely to engage in military conflict, according to a Penn State study.

"Political analysts have observed for several centuries that international trade inhibits interstate war between countries by raising the cost of military violence," says Dr. Quan Li, assistant professor of political science. "Recent studies by John Oneal, Bruce Russett and several others evolve along this liberal reasoning. Our study, however, shows mathematically that it is not the prospective loss of trade, but the costly signaling of resolve by manipulating economic ties that render exchanges of violence unnecessary."

"Furthermore, we show statistically that compared with trade ties, capital market and monetary policy linkages are more effective in inhibiting conflict behaviors. In short, monetary ties allows countries to fight with money rather than with bullets."

"Financial interdependence incorporates portfolio investment of funds in foreign companies; loaning and borrowing between banks in different countries; and direct investment, an example of which would be an American company opening a factory in China," Li says.

Li, Dr. Erik Gartzke, assistant professor of political science at Columbia University, and Charles Boehmer, Penn State doctoral candidate in political science, published their findings in "Investing in the Peace: Economic Interdependence and International Conflict" recently in the journal, International Organization.

The researchers constructed a game theoretic model to compare the opportunity cost and costly signaling arguments. The model shows that the benefits of interdependence have no discernable effect on the probability of conflict, but a country's willingness to signal costly resolve by manipulating the interdependent ties decreases the probability of fighting. The authors also argue for a notion of interdependence that covers not just trade ties but also capital market and monetary policy linkages.

The researchers examine their claims statistically over a sample of political relevant dyads from 1951 to 1985. The dependent variable is the onset of Militarized Interstate Disputes -- meaning threats, displays or uses of military force. Political relevant dyads are defined as pairs of countries that are either neighbors or involve one of the five major post-World War II powers: United States, Soviet Union, Great Britain, France and China.

A country on the verge of hostilities with another country already knows the monetary value of its trade with that other country. Therefore, the researchers say, the risk factor in terms of trade is not an unknown. However, what each country doesn't know is how strongly the other country is willing to fight over some other issue beside trade: a slice of territory coveted by both countries, a military build-up perceived as a threat, the exposure of a spy network or the mistreatment of an ethnic or religious minority, they note.
"Interdependent countries are in a better position to test the resolve of economic partners because they can more effectively exert non-violent [i.e. economic] pressure, and then observe the consequences," Li notes. "By taking commercial measures that represent both a clear and credible threat, a state can signal to economic partners that it is prepared to make considerable sacrifices. If, however, these sacrifices are too critical, the country could lose bargaining power in future conflicts."

"In the event of a serious dispute, countries that are autarkic or economically isolated are most at risk of war, because they have no financial bargaining chips. All they can do is fall back on bluff and 'cheap talk.' Should that fail, their only option is to fight," says Li.

The Suez crisis of 1956 is an example of how economic interdependence allows countries to compete financially rather than through force. On July 26 of that year, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, prompting protests from Great Britain and France. When negotiations failed to resolve the crisis, British and French forces invaded Egypt on Oct. 31. Despite a U.N. General Assembly resolution ordering a cease-fire and vocal opposition from the United States, Britain and France persisted in their attempts to occupy the canal and overthrow Nasser.

On Nov. 5, the United States, which then represented 45 percent of the world economy, decided to take action against its traditional allies, Britain and France. Rather than employing military force, the U.S. government started selling off its supply of British pounds Sterling, compelling the central bankers in Britain either to buy pounds on the market or face a devaluation of their currency relative to the dollar, the international benchmark at that time. This caused British reserves to fall 15 percent within a month.

"U.S. Treasury Secretary George Humphrey informed Britain that, unless it obeyed the U.N. resolution and withdrew from Suez, the United States would continue to sell pounds and block British access to International Monetary Fund reserves," Li notes. "The United States, by far the biggest contributor to the IMF in those days, could block loans from the IMF by simply refusing to lend it the money. U.S. control of the IMF assured that Britain remained in an economic predicament that the United States had created. This strategy had the desired effect. On Nov. 6, Britain ordered a cease-fire, in effect forcing the French to end military operations as well."

The increasing economic openness of China might have just helped in preventing a military contest between China, Taiwan and the United States during the wake of Taiwan's 2000 presidential election. The admission of China to the World Trade Organization will foreseeably generate the positive political externality of promoting peace, the researchers say. In contrast, the economically isolated Afghanistan appears to serve as an example of the effect of economic autarky.

"Our findings provide new evidence supporting a new theory why liberal economics may be at least as vital to peace as liberal politics," Li adds.

Free trade solves war – laundry list

Boehmer et al ‘1 – Assistant Prof of Political Science @ Univ. of Texas El Paso, Prof. of Political Science @ Columbia and Associate Prof. of Political Science @ Pennsylvania State Univ. (Boemer, Erik Gartzke and Quan Li, International Organization, “Investing in the Peace: Economic Interdependence and International Conflict”, Volume 55, Number 2, Spring, RG)

There are many ways to conceive of interdependence. The central logic of most studies of conflict and interdependence is that states are less likely to fight if there exist additional opportunity costs associated with military force. “International commerce, being a transaction between nations, could conceivably also have a direct impact on the likelihood of peace and war: once again the [economic] interests might overcome the passions, specifically the passion for conquest.”13 Evidence has mounted that trade interdependence reduces interstate disputes.14 John R. Oneal and Bruce M. Russett argue that Kant was right—liberalism leads to peace.15 In addition to interdependence, law, civil liberties, executive constraints, and a bargaining culture all reduce disputes. Interdependence has a greater effect than democracy, growth, or alliances in reducing conflict in contiguous states.

However, “theoretically, liberalism does not specify what types of conflict are most likely to decrease in the presence of high levels of interdependence.”16 Gartzke and Dong-Joon Jo find that while liberal dyads are less likely to engage in militarized conflict, they have more nonmilitarized conflict s.17 Mark J. Gasiorowski finds that short-term capital flows increase conflict while trade reduces conflict.18 Gasiorowski and Mary Ann Tetreault emphasize that the quantitative literature measures not interdependence but interconnectedness.19 Trade flows alone may not be an optimal measure of interdependence. Other recent work directly challenges the validity of research on the trade- conflict nexus. Using a measure of interdependence based on the salience of trade, Katherine Barbieri finds that trade increases conflict.20 Like others, we suspect that Barbieri’s measure of interdependence is responsible for her findings.21 Oneal and Russett assess differences between the two programs. They find that positive trade- conflict relationships are isolated to nonrelevant dyads.

Barbieri and Gerald Schneider are concerned about discrepant findings and warn that bias may be a product of tainted trade data. They question the reliability of existing empirical findings.22 Barbieri and Jack S. Levy provide evidence that states often trade with the enemy while at war and suggest that liberalism and realism reconsider expectations regarding interdependence and conflict.23 Han Dorussen demonstrates that trade has a pacifying effect on interstate conflict mainly when there are minimal barriers to trade and few states in the system.24 Numerous potential trading partners combined with barriers increase the incentives to engage in military contests.

In a project that anticipates aspects of this study, James D. Morrow offers a coherent basis for questioning the statistical association between trade and conflict. He begins by outlining an explanation for the causes of international crises and disputes and provides two reasons why trade and conflict may not interact the way researchers typically expect.25 First, because arms anticipate conflict between states with volatile relations, trade will be reduced ex ante where the risk of conflict is greatest.26 Thus, trade and conflict are both endogenous; states will not be deterred from conflict if the threat of conflict deters trade. Second, the deterrent effect of trade should be modest. Any factor that discourages aggression by one party encourages aggression in others. States can use trade to signal, informing others by demonstrating a willingness to pursue costly acts (harming trade).

Finally, interdependence may affect conflict indirectly by transforming state preferences in such a way that states no longer desire to compete. Etel Solingen argues that domestic coalitions with internationalist preferences may forge crossnational bonds at the regional level, facilitating greater economic interdependence and prosperity. The efforts of domestic internationalist coalitions to act in concert may in turn improve their stability and influence in domestic politics.27 State preferences will converge, producing regional zones of peace. Still, peace may not follow from interdependence between status quo and revisionist states. Paul A. Papayoanou contends economic linkages act as signals of resolve and credibility.28
Because domestic economic actors in status quo states only support conflicts that protect their interests, these states are more easily constrained from balancing against revisionist states with which they share economic relations. If confrontations arise, revisionist states may threaten to disrupt economic relations, increasing opportunity costs for status quo states.

AT: Barbieri
Barbieri’s trade claims ignore military power and concede the pacifying effect
Weede, Professor of Sociology at the University of Bonn, ‘4 (Erich, September 22, “The Diffusion of Prosperity and Peace by Globalization” Independent Review, Vol 9 No 2, p 165)

The most radical criticism comes from Barbieri (2002), according to whom bilateral trade increases the risk of conflict. As outlined by Oneal and Russett (2003a, 2003b; Oneal 2003; Russett 2003), her conclusion results from disregarding the military power of nations—that is, their different capabilities to wage war across considerable distances. Should we really proceed on the presumption that war between Argentina and Iraq is as conceivable as between the United States and Iraq or between Iran and Iraq? Of course, trade has no pacifying effect on international relations wherever the risk of conflict is extremely close to zero to begin with. Even this inadequate handling of the power and distance issue by itself does not suffice to support her conclusions. If the military-conflict variable is restricted to those conflicts that resulted in at least one fatality, then trade is pacifying, whether power and distance are adequately controlled or not. Moreover, Barbieri (2003) herself found some pacifying effect of economic freedom and openness to trade on the war involvement of nations. In spite of the attempted criticism of Russett and Oneal’s findings, the “peace by trade” proposition stands and enjoys powerful empirical support. 
Democracy
Free Trade spreads democracy.

Griswold ‘4 – Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO Institute (Daniel, Associated, “Free Trade Sows Seeds for Democracy”, February 18, http://www.cato.org/research/articles/griswold-040218.html)

 

One of the most powerful forces for spreading democracy and human rights in East Asia and the rest of the world today may be the freedom to trade. Political scientists have long noted the connection between economic development, political reform and democracy. Increased trade and economic integration promote civil and political freedoms directly by opening a society to new technology, communications and democratic ideas. Economic liberalization provides a counterweight to governmental power and creates space for civil society. And by promoting faster growth, trade promotes political freedom indirectly by creating an economically independent and politically aware middle class. In an April 2002 speech urging Congress to grant him trade promotion authority, President Bush argued, "Societies that are open to commerce across their borders are more open to democracy within their borders." In a new study for the Cato Institute, "Trading Tyranny for Freedom: How Open Markets Till the Soil for Democracy," I conclude that that those assumptions rest on solid ground. Around the globe, the recent trend towards globalization has been accompanied by a trend toward greater political and civil liberty. In the past 30 years, cross-border flows of trade, investment and currency have increased dramatically, and far faster than output itself. During that same period, political and civil liberties have been spreading around the world. 

Democracy solves multiple scenarios for extinction.

Diamond ’95 (Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”, December, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html) 
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

XT: Democracy
Expanding trade solves democracy and freedom globally.

Griswold ‘4 – Associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO (Daniel, Trade Policy Analysis #26, “Trading Tyranny for Freedom; How Open Markets Till the Soil for Democracy”, January 6http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/pas/tpa-026es.html, RG)

In the aftermath of September 11, the foreign policy dimension of trade has reasserted itself. Expanding trade, especially with and among less developed countries, is once again being recognized as a tool for encouraging democracy and respect for human rights in regions and countries of the world where those commodities have been the exception rather than the rule.
Political scientists have long noted the connection between economic development, political reform, and democracy. Increased trade and economic integration promote civil and political freedoms directly by opening a society to new technology, communications, and democratic ideas. Economic liberalization provides a counterweight to governmental power and creates space for civil society. And by promoting faster growth, trade promotes political freedom indirectly by creating an economically independent and political aware middle class.

The reality of the world today broadly reflects those theoretical links between trade, free markets, and political and civil freedom. As trade and globalization have spread to more and more countries in the last 30 years, so too have democracy and political and civil freedoms. In particular, the most economically open countries today are more than three times as likely to enjoy full political and civil freedoms as those that are relatively closed. Those that are closed are nine times more likely to completely suppress civil and political freedoms as those that are open. Nations that have followed a path of trade reform in recent decades by progressively opening themselves to the global economy are significantly more likely to have expanded their citizens' political and civil freedoms.

The powerful connection between economic openness and political and civil freedom provides yet another argument for pursuing an expansion of global trade. In the Middle East, China, Cuba, Central America, and other regions, free trade can buttress U.S. foreign policy by tilling foreign soil for the spread of democracy and human rights.

HR / Democracy
Free trade solves democracy. Rising middle class and new ideas of property protection.

Griswold ‘2 – associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO Institute (Daniel, , The Insider, “Seven Moral Arguments for Free Trade”, May 1, http://www.insideronline.org/feature.cfm?id=106)

This is probably the most contentious of the seven reasons, and it goes to the heart of the current debate about trade with China and the use of sanctions in the name of human rights and democracy. By raising the general standard of living, free trade helps people achieve higher levels of education and to gain access to alternative sources of information. It helps to create a more independently minded middle class that can form the backbone of more representative kinds of government. The wealth created from expanded trade can help to nurture and sustain civil institutions that can offer ideas and influence outside of government. The emergence of civil liberties and more representative government in countries such as Taiwan, South Korea, and Mexico can be credited in large part to economic development spurred by free trade and market reforms. As a general rule, nations that are more open economically tend to enjoy other liberties as well. In the last 25 years, as the world has turned away from centralized economic controls and toward a more open global market, political and civil freedoms have also spread. In 1975, only 42 countries in the world were classified by the non-profit group Freedom House as being politically free, where citizens enjoy full civil and political freedoms. Today the number has more than doubled to 85. The percentage of the world’s people enjoying full civil and political freedom has also more than doubled during that time, from 18 percent to 40 percent. In his book, Business as a Calling, Michael Novak explains the linkage with what he calls “the wedge theory”: Capitalist practices, runs the theory, bring contact with the ideas and practices of the free societies, generate the economic growth that gives political confidence to a rising middle class, and raise up successful business leaders who come to represent a political alternative to military or party leaders. In short, capitalist firms wedge a democratic camel’s nose under the authoritarian tent. Religiously motivated conservatives who want to impose sanctions against China would undermine progress on human rights by removing one of the most positive influences in Chinese society. Granted, the Chinese government today remains an oppressive dictatorship, a bad regime that jails its political opponents and interferes in the private lives of its citizens. But for all its unforgivable faults, the Chinese government today is not nearly as bad as the government was during the totalitarian rule of Mao Tse-tung, when millions were killed and the entire social order was convulsed by the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution. The people of China do not yet enjoy the range of political and civil rights we do in the West, but they are freer and materially better off than they were three decades ago. For that they can thank economic and trade liberalization.  
Human rights violations cause extinction

HR Web ‘94 (Human Rights Web, “An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement”, 7-20, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors. Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat  to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of  governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for  the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.
Econ
Free trade is key to growth. Poor stagnant economies are the least open to trade. 

Grassley ‘4 – (R – IA) and Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee (Senator Charles, Remarks on receiving the Cordell Hull Award, “Seven Principles of U.S. Trade Policy”, July 14, http://grassley.senate.gov/releases/2004/p04r07-15.htm)

Third, free trade lifts all boats. There is an old wives' tale told all too often by politicians. They say that trading with poor nations leads to exploitation of third world workers and lost jobs for Americans. In short, they turn Adam Smith's beliefs on their head, saying that international trade is a lose-lose proposition. Nothing could be further from the truth. The fact is, when we trade with developing nations, they win and we win. History shows again and again that no nation has ever lifted itself out of poverty without opening up to world trade. Countries like North Korea and Zimbabwe that try to wall themselves off from the world don't get richer, they get poorer. Countries that embrace trade, like Chile and Taiwan, grow richer. Forty years ago, South Korea's economy was on par with those of many West African countries. But, by opening its markets and embracing trade, its output per person is now on the same level as Europe. At the same time, many African nations that have not embraced open markets remain economically stagnated. China is another good example. An estimated 160 million people there have been rescued from poverty in the past 20 years. Trade based economic growth enables countries to better address their development needs by combating poverty, illiteracy and poor health care. 
Nuclear war

Mead ‘92 Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Author of Mead 92
(Walter Russell, World Policy Institute, 1992)

If so, this new failure--the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression--will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-- billions--of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the West--because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates--or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India--these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s





XT: Econ
Data proves free trade promotes faster economic growth

Eiras ’4 – Senior Policy Analyst for Int’l Economics @ Heritage (Ana Isabel, Backgrounder #1761, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, May 24, http://www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/bg1761.cfm, RG)

Economic freedom is essential to economic growth, and the true measure of economic freedom involves more than just the question of whether tariff and non-tariff trade barriers are present. It involves other barriers to commerce such as inflationary pressures, regulations that make it more difficult to do business, restrictive banking systems, whether or not property rights are protected, and the fiscal burden of government.
The data presented over the past seven years in the annual Heritage Foundation/Wall Street Journal Index of Economic Freedom show clearly that the economies of countries that open their markets grow at a faster pace than the economies of countries that open their markets less or not at all. (See Chart 2.) Of the 142 nations whose economies have been observed during this seven-year period, those that opened their markets the most grew twice as fast as those that opened them the least.

A growing economy increases the demand for goods and services, and as demand increases, more businesses start and expand their operations. Such expansion leads to the creation of more, better-paid jobs. The same is true when the market expands beyond borders. Gaining free access to other markets opens up new business opportunities, encouraging investment and fostering job creation.

Environment
Strong property rights solve the environment. Anti-trade policies destroy it.

Futurecasts ‘2 (Online Magazine, “Book Review: Free Trade Under Fire”, Volume 4, Number 9, September 1, http://www.futurecasts.com/Book%20review%204-09.htm)

The greatest environmental disasters, Irwin notes, occurred in the old Soviet Union and its satellites. The most polluted cities are in the undeveloped and developing world. "The burning of the Amazon rain forests is largely motivated by local inhabitants clearing land for their own use, not international trade."   "Environmental damage results from poor environmental policies, not poor trade policies. Environmental damage results from the inappropriate use of our natural resources in the land, sea, and air. The overuse of these resources is commonly related to the lack of well defined property rights. When property rights are not well established, that is, when no one has ownership rights and control over a resource, then open access to the resource frequently leads to its exploitation beyond the socially optimal level." (What everybody owns, nobody owns! The most widespread environmental problems arise from abuse of the commons.)   There is no connection between trade liberalization and environmental degradation - but there is often a direct relationship between protectionist subsidies and environmental problems. Subsidized fishing fleets over fish ocean fishery stocks. Agricultural subsidies and trade restraints encourage marginal farming heavily reliant on agrochemicals and intensive animal production practices and overgrazing. "Countries that have a comparative advantage in agriculture, whether they are industrialized, such as Canada and Australia, or developing, such as Argentina and Brazil, do not depend as heavily on fertilizers and pesticides to maintain output." 

Environmental destruction risks extinction

Diner ‘94 (David, Major in JAG Corps, Military Law Review, “THE ARMY AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT: WHO'S ENDANGERING WHOM?” 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, L/N)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.  Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction.  Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.   Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, n80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Terrorism
Free trade solves war and terror. Solves the poverty that breeds terrorist ideology.  

O’Driscoll and Fitzgerald ‘3 – Director and Trade Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at the Heritage Foundation (Gerald and Sara, Former, Heritage Backgrounder #1617, “Trade Brings Security

”, Feburary 11 03, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3006)

Here's a fact that could throw a wrench into the next anti-globalization march (and the next call to arms): The free trade that protestors decry promotes more than just prosperity. A growing body of research suggests it also promotes something much closer to their hearts: Peace.  The evidence has become so strong that President Bush has used it to show why a liberal trade policy is a necessary part of a strong national defense. The latest "National Security Strategy of the United States of America" says free trade and open markets can be as important to securing the peace for the long run as robust military funding.The document represents new thinking in the government that U.S. security depends on economic success in other countries, that economic and political repression breed poverty, frustration and resentment, and that open markets -- as well as open governments and open societies -- can alleviate the causes of the terrorist threat against the West. It is not that poverty causes terrorism. The 19 hijackers of Sept. 11 were chiefly middle class in origin, with 15 coming from oil-rich Saudi Arabia. But the conditions that produce poverty -- lack of economic freedom -- also produce the sense of hopelessness and despair that breeds resentment. Terrorist organizations exploit the situation to recruit new members. Meanwhile, the leaders of these countries blame the United States rather than accept responsibility for the policies impoverishing their own people. As the Bush administration put it in its National Security Strategy document, "economic growth supported by free trade and free markets creates new jobs and higher incomes. It allows people to lift their lives out of poverty, spurs economic and legal reform, and the fight against corruption, and it reinforces the habits of liberty."Helping the poor of the world prosper and reinforcing "the habits of liberty" certainly is an attractive alternative to a permanent war against radical Islam. And it would be far less costly.  
Terrorism results in extinction 
Sid-Ahmed ‘4 – Graduate of Cairo University's School of Law (54) & Cairo University's School of Engineering (55) (Mohamed “Extinction!,” Al-Ahram Weekly, Issue No. 705, 26 August - 1 September 2004, pg. http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm, RG)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
XT: Terrorism
Free trade solves terrorism. Economic freedom reduces terrorist breeding-grounds and support bases.

O’Driscoll, Former Director at the Center for International Trade and Economics at the Heritage Foundation, ‘2 (Gerald, December 18, “Trade Promotes Prosperity and Security” Backgrounder, www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/BG1617.cfm)

As President Bush recognizes, "freedom is the non-negotiable demand of human dignity; the birthright of every person--in every civilization."15 The defense of free markets thus provides a moral as well as pragmatic basis for U.S. foreign policy.

Free markets offer the option of prosperity over poverty and provide opportunities for the world's poorest to advance. None benefit more from an open trading environment than the citizens of developing countries. As noted by New Zealand's Mike Moore, the former head of World Trade Organization, "Free trade is the best hope of the worst off."16

It is wrong to attribute terrorism to poverty. If poverty itself caused terrorism, "sub-Saharan Africa would be the greatest exporter. Fifteen of nineteen September 11 hijackers, moreover, came from oil rich and relatively prosperous Saudi Arabia, while two more were middle class boys from Lebanon and Egypt."17 At the same time, however, the conditions that perpetuate poverty also generate terrorism: "Lack of economic freedom fuels the resentment, desperation, and hopelessness that terrorist organizations utilize to recruit new members and muster support for their activities."18

According to U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick,

The offensive against terrorism requires fresh thinking about how to tackle the global challenges of poverty and privation. To be sure, the source of terrorism is not poverty; to believe that is an insult to people all over the world who struggle daily to overcome hardships. Terrorism's roots lie in a deep evil and fanatic ideologies. But there is no doubt that societies that fragment, that are poor, that have no sense of hope, become fertile grounds in which terrorists can burrow. So all of us have a stake in development and democracy.19






Peace
Free trade provides incentives for peace. When things are good people don’t want to go fight.

Eiras ’4 – Senior Policy Analyst for Int’l Economics @ Heritage (Ana Isabel, Backgrounder #1761, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, May 24, http://www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/bg1761.cfm, RG)

Free trade fosters an enormous chain of economic activity, the benefits of which culminate in a social desire to be at peace with neighboring and even faraway nations with which trade is conducted or might be conducted in the future. When individuals see how beneficial it is to live in an economically free society; when they see how freedom allows them to improve their lives and those of their families; when they can create new businesses, engage in commerce, or work for a decent salary or wage, adding dignity to their lives, they want peace to preserve all these good things.

By contrast, when people live under economic oppression and are at the mercy of a small ruling authority that dictates every aspect of their lives and limits their ability to realize their potential, they resent the life they have and learn to hate better lives elsewhere. If they cannot enjoy the fruits of their efforts and cannot realize their potential; if they cannot feel free to do business, work freely, and trade freely; if they do not have anything to gain or to lose, they begin to feel that any change--even war--might be better. They have no incentive to desire peace with their neighbors.

For this reason, the areas of greatest conflict in the world also happen to be those that are economically repressed. (See Map.) The Economic Freedom Map, drawn annually from the Index, shows, for example, that countries that are the most economically repressed have also suffered civil wars and unrest.

The areas of the Middle East in which civil wars and terrorist havens abound are both economically repressed and mostly unfree.

North Korea, a country plagued by starvation and poverty, is repressed.

Brazil, Argentina, parts of Africa, and some former Soviet republics--all mostly unfree--have high levels of poverty and periodically suffer political and economic crises.

Free trade and economic freedom set the process of growth, innovation, and prosperity in motion. In that process, individuals support the creation of institutions that are conducive to growth and that preserve peace and prosperity. The greater the level of prosperity, the greater the likelihood of peace.
XT: Peace
Interdependence key to peace – war is too costly and trade sends credible signals

Boehmer et al ‘1 – Assistant Prof of Political Science @ Univ. of Texas El Paso, Prof. of Political Science @ Columbia and Associate Prof. of Political Science @ Pennsylvania State Univ. (Boemer, Erik Gartzke and Quan Li, International Organization, “Investing in the Peace: Economic Interdependence and International Conflict”, Volume 55, Number 2, Spring, RG)

Economic interdependence can motivate peace in two ways. First, conflict may occasionally be so expensive relative to the expected value of fighting that states prefer any offer rather than enduring a contest. Suppose B’s war costs range from $50 to $90. B’s expected value for war thus ranges from $0 to –$40. Because B stands to lose more from fighting than its value for the stakes, B prefers to concede. We refer to this as a boundary solution because it is possible only by assuming that stakes in the contest are bounded. Bounded stakes are reasonable, especially when issues are of tertiary importance or when costs are extreme (as in nuclear war). Interdependent dyads may avoid costly contests if economic linkages decrease the expected value of competition to the point where one party prefers conceding to competing. Yet economic benefits seldom equate in consequence to nuclear war. Issues over which states may consider major contests are unlikely to meet boundary conditions for interdependence. Instead, boundary solutions are relevant when liberal states experience relatively minor confiict. Finally, competition can continue even given boundary conditions. Liberal dyads deterred from war can still compete by manipulating the risk of contests.49

Second, instead of deterring conflict, interdependence can convey credible signals, obviating the need for costly military contests. Actors’ behaviors potentially inform observers about the value of strategic variables, dissipating private information. Interdependent states that endure opportunity costs in pursuit of political objectives differentiate themselves from other, less resolved, competitors. To the degree that nonviolent conflict allows observers to identify opponents, costly signaling also allows efficient ex ante bargaining. States seek to obtain settlements while competing for preferable terms. War is less often necessary when states possess nonviolent methods that credibly inform.

Poverty
Free trade decreases global poverty. Statistical evidence proves.

Griswold 2k – Associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO (Daniel, “The Blessings and Challenges of Globalization”, September 1, http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/articles/dg-9-1-00.html, RG)

Globalization offers hope to the world's poorest. Just as more open trade tends to promote economic growth, growth in turn leads to poverty reduction. A World Bank study found that periods of sustained economic growth are almost always accompanied by reductions in poverty. Specifically, the study found that poverty fell in 77 of the 88 decade- long periods of growth covered by the survey.12

The greatest reductions in poverty in the last twenty years have occurred in nations that have moved decisively toward openness and domestic liberalization. The most spectacular gains have been realized in East Asia. Between 1993 and '96, the number of people living in absolute poverty--what the World Bank defines as less than $ 1 per day-- declined in the region from 432 million to 267 million. In China alone, the number of poor people so defined fell by 150 million between 1990 and '97.13 The 1997--98 financial crisis that began in East Asia brought a temporary halt to this progress, but poverty rates in the hardest-hit countries--Korea, Thailand, and Indonesia--have begun to decline back toward their precrisis levels. Globally, the number of people living in absolute poverty has declined in the 1990s to an estimated 1.2 billion in 1998.14

Globalization facilitates the spread of modern medicine, which has helped to extend life expectancy and reduce infant mortality in rich and poor countries alike. On average, life expectancy in developing countries rose from 55 years in 1970 to 65 years in 1997. This good news is tempered by the fact that life expectancy has actually fallen in thirty-three LDCs since 1990, in large part because of AIDS epidemics, and remains far behind the OECD average of 78 years. Infant mortality rates in Asia and sub-Saharan Africa have fallen by about 10 percent since 1990.15

Opponents of globalization try to blame poverty in the world on the spread of trade and investment liberalization. But those regions where poverty and inequality have been the most visible and intransigent for decades--Latin America, sub-Saharan Africa, and the Indian subcontinent--for most of that time self-consciously followed policies of economic centralization and isolation.

Poverty makes extinction inevitable 

Gilligan ’96 – prof. of Psychiatry @ Harvard Medical School (James, Director of the Center for the Study of Violence, and a member of the Academic Advisory Council of the National Campaign Against Youth Violence, ‘Violence: Our Deadly Epidemic and its Causes,’ p. 191-196)

The deadliest form of violence is poverty. You cannot work for one day with the violent people who fill our prisons and mental hospitals for the criminally insane without being forcible and constantly reminded of the extreme poverty and discrimination that characterizes their lives. Hearing about their lives, and about their families and friends, you are forced to recognize the truth in Gandhi’s observation that the deadliest form of violence is poverty. Not a day goes by without realizing that trying to understand them and their violent behavior in purely individual terms is impossible and wrong-headed. Any theory of violence, especially a psychological theory, that evolves from the experience of men in maximum security prisons and hospitals for the criminally insane must begin with the recognition that these institutions are only microcosms. They are not where the major violence in our society takes place, and the perpetrators who fill them are far from being the main causes of most violent deaths. Any approach to a theory of violence needs to begin with a look at the structural violence in this country. Focusing merely on those relatively few men who commit what we define as murder could distract us from examining and learning from those structural causes of violent death that are far more significant from a numerical or public health, or human, standpoint. By “structural violence” I mean the increased rates of death, and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted with the relatively lower death rates experienced by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society’s collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting “structural” with “behavioral violence,” by which I mean the non-natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on. Structural violence differs from behavioral violence in at least three major respects. *The lethal effects of structural violence operate continuously, rather than sporadically, whereas murders, suicides, executions, wars, and other forms of behavioral violence occur one at a time. *Structural violence operates more or less independently of individual acts; independent of individuals and groups (politicians, political parties, voters) whose decisions may nevertheless have lethal consequences for others. *Structural violence is normally invisible, because it may appear to have had other (natural or violent) causes. The finding that structural violence causes far more deaths than behavioral violence does is not limited to this country. Kohler and Alcock attempted to arrive at the number of excess deaths caused by socioeconomic inequities on a worldwide basis. Sweden was their model of the nation that had come closes to eliminating structural violence. It had the least inequity in income and living standards, and the lowest discrepancies in death rates and life expectancy; and the highest overall life expectancy in the world. When they compared the life expectancies of those living in the other socioeconomic systems against Sweden, they found that 18 million deaths a year could be attributed to the “structural violence” to which the citizens of all the other nations were being subjected. During the past decade, the discrepancies between the rich and poor nations have increased dramatically and alarmingly. The 14 to 18 million deaths a year caused by structural violence compare with about 100,000 deaths per year from armed conflict. Comparing this frequency of deaths from structural violence to the frequency of those caused by major military and political violence, such as World War II (an estimated 49 million military and civilian deaths, including those by genocide—or about eight million per year, 1939-1945), the Indonesian massacre of 1965-66 (perhaps 575,000) deaths), the Vietnam war (possibly two million, 1954-1973), and even a hypothetical nuclear exchange between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. (232 million), it was clear that even war cannot begin to compare with structural violence, which continues year after year. In other words, every fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide, perpetrated on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world. Structural violence is also the main cause of behavioral violence on a socially and epidemiologically significant scale (from homicide and suicide to war and genocide). The question as to which of the two forms of violence—structural or behavioral—is more important, dangerous, or lethal is moot, for they are inextricably related to each other, as cause to effect.

US Ldrshp
Trade’s key to US Leadership

O’Driscoll ‘2 – Former Director at the Center for International Trade and Economics at the Heritage Foundation (Gerald, December 18, “Trade Promotes Prosperity and Security” Backgrounder, www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/BG1617.cfm, RG)
It is fitting that economic freedom be included as part of the national security strategy. A strong economy undergirds a strong national defense, and the strong U.S. economy is one source of the military strength of the United States. The national security strategy also argues, however, that the economic strength of other friendly countries will enhance U.S. security.

Economic freedom sustains economic growth and wealth creation. Free markets foster the spirit of entrepreneurship and innovation that creates new products and jobs. This creative economic process in turn generates higher incomes, savings and wealth creation, and economic development in nations.

According to the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, for instance, the North American Free Trade Agreement and the Uruguay Round together "generate annual benefits of $1,300-$2,000 for the average American family of four."8 Such benefits equal more than $100 per month and would greatly assist struggling families throughout the world. According to a World Bank study, "growth generally does benefit the poor as much as everyone else, so that the growth-enhancing policies of good rule of law, fiscal discipline, and openness to international trade should be at the center of successful poverty reduction strategies."9

Chapter VI of the Administration's national security strategy describes the process succinctly: "Ignite a New Era of Global Economic Growth Through Free Markets and Free Trade." Specifically:

A strong world economy enhances our national security by advancing prosperity and freedom in the rest of the world. Economic growth supported by free trade and free markets creates new jobs and higher incomes. It allows people to lift their lives out of poverty, spurs economic and legal reform, and the fight against corruption, and it reinforces the habits of liberty.10

US leadership prevents nuclear war.

Khalilzad ’95  (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold Water”, 18:2, Spring, L/N)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Chavez
Free trade key to contain Chavez’s influence in Latin America

Irwin ‘8 – Robert E Maxwell Prof. of Economics @ Dartmouth University (Douglas, July 31, “Trade Liberalization: Cordell Hull and the Case for Optimism” Council on Foreign Relations, RG)

Trade agreements continue to have important foreign policy implications. The United States may no longer be locked in the Cold War, but new threats of equal scale in both the Middle East and Latin America create new imperatives for action. The United States currently confronts challenges to its position in Latin America from the socialist, anti-American leadership of President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela. In the context of containing such figures as Chávez, Hull’s methods continue to offer value. This spirit was evident in the recent congressional vote on the free trade agreement with Peru, which was passed with a fair degree of bipartisan support. Many members of Congress on both sides of the aisle argued that it was important to shore up relations with an important ally in Latin America. “There is a growing division in Latin America today,” said Senator Chuck Grassley of Iowa, the ranking Republican on the Senate Finance Committee. “We ought to help countries like Peru that are not going the direction of Venezuela.”18 These foreign policy concerns are also an issue in the free trade agreement with Colombia, where Venezuela has allegedly been arming antigovernment insurgents in an effort to destabilize the pro-American regime.

Several piecemeal trade policies have also been used to promote economic development in some of the poorest regions of the world, including the Caribbean Basin Initiative (1982), the Andean Trade Preferences Act (1991), and the African Growth and Opportunity Act (2000). These unilateral and unreciprocated acts of opening the U.S. market (in a very modest but helpful way) aim to achieve specific regional objectives: to promote growth and stability in the Caribbean area, to shift Andean countries away from illegal drug production, and to foster economic development and poverty reduction in a desperately poor continent.19 Each of these initiatives involves the use of economic incentives to promote economic development and thereby indirectly further American foreign policy interests. Each has been renewed on many occasions with bipartisan support.

Failure to contain Chavez influence in Latin America causes extincition.

Manwaring, General Douglas MacArthur Chair and Professor of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College and Adjunct Professor of International Politics at Dickinson College, ‘5 (Max, October, Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez, Bolivarian Socialism, and Asymmetric Warfare, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB628.pdf)

At the same time, President Chávez’s approach to Latin American security and stability requires a realignment from capitalist and “neo-liberal” economics and politics to his socialism for the 21st century. That realignment will likely generate instability, conflict, and probably exacerbate the processes of state failure in important parts of the hemisphere. Thus, the corollary at this level must address questions associated with “peacekeeping,” “stability operations,” “nation-building,” and “state failure.”
The implications are straightforward. In the contemporary security environment, international organizations such as the UN and the OAS, and individual national powers, increasingly are being called on to respond to conflict generated by all kinds of material instabilities and human destabilizers. Likewise, the global community increasingly is being asked to respond to failing and failed states. In these terms, it is important to remember that state failure is a process, not an outcome. It is a process by which a state loses the capacity and/or the will to perform its essential legitimizing governance and security functions. In either case, the associated question is “How should the processes of state failure be addressed before they run their courses and achieve conflict and/or crisis proportions?” Conclusions from the Four Levels of Analysis.

Chávez understands that every player in the international community from small powers to the U.S. superpower must cope simultaneously with four separate and potentially grave types of contemporary threat. These threats include, first, traditional and lingering boundary and territorial disputes, as well as balance of power concerns. Second, each protagonist must deal with the very real possibility that transnational and internal nonstate actors can be used by one nation-state to play serious roles in destabilizing and taking down another. Additionally, destabilizing nontraditional internal public and personal security threats can been seen all over the hemisphere in ungoverned territories, urban criminal gangs, more conventional terrorism, and insurgency. At the same time, real threats to effective sovereignty exist, stemming from chronic poverty, disease, and other “root causes” of conflict. Accordingly, all of the above types of threats are seen as methods of choice—or areas for exploitation—for various commercial (narco-traffickers and organized criminals), ideological (insurgencies such as Peru’s Sendero Luminoso) movements, and caudillos like Chávez who are completely and ruthlessly dedicated to achieving control or radical change in a given nation-state. Nevertheless, rather than considering each level of conflict as an independent form of warfare, Chávez finds that it is more useful to think of them as parts within his concept of total war, a people’s war, or a super insurgency.56

The questions associated with the corollaries and implications of each of the above levels of analysis, thus, imply no easy set of tasks. However, if the United States and the other countries of the Americas ignore what is happening in the region, that inaction could destroy the democracy, free market economies, and prosperity that has been achieved, and place the posterity of the hemisphere at serious risk.

SOME FINAL THOUGHTS ON CHÁVEZ’S ASYMMETRICAL CONFLICT AS A CHALLENGE TO HEMISPHERIC SECURITY

Chávez may be a military caudillo, but he is no “nut case.” He is, in fact, what Ralph Peters calls a “wise competitor.”57 He will not even attempt to defeat his enemies on their terms. Rather, he will seek to shift the playing field away from conventional military confrontations and turn to nontraditional forms of assault on a nation’s stability and integrity. Thus, it appears that this astute warrior is prepared to destabilize, to facilitate the processes of state failure, and thus to “destroy in order to rebuild” in true revolutionary fashion.58 As a consequence, it is important to understand that Chávez considers three issues to be key to success (or failure) in contemporary asymmetric conflict. They are closely related to his security scheme, social programs, and communications efforts. First, he understands the sophistication and complexity of war as a whole.

He also understands the value of facilitating the processes of state failure to achieve the objectives of bolivarianismo. Finally, Chávez understands the centrality of relative moral legitimacy in conflict— and the critical importance of creating popular perceptions that his cause is morally correct, and will lead to a better life. These are the bases of power—all else, to him, is illusion.

The Sophistication and Complexity of War as a Whole.

Chávez understands that contemporary nontraditional war is not a kind of appendage (a lesser or limited thing) to the more comfortable conventional military attrition and maneuver warfare paradigms. It is a great deal more. Again, it may be military or nonmilitary, lethal or nonlethal, or a mix of everything within a state’s or a coalition of states’ array of instruments of power. As such, it may be a zerosum game in which only one winner emerges or, in a worst-case scenario, no winner. It is, thus, total. That is to say, the “battlefield” is extended to everyone, everything, and everywhere.59
To give the mind as much room as possible to contemplate the sophistication and complexity—and the totality—of contemporary conflict, two Chinese colonels, Liang and Xiangsui, have provided a scenario that is instructive and sobering: If the attacking side secretly musters large amounts of capital without the enemy nation being aware of this, and launches a sneak attack against its financial markets, then after causing a financial crisis, buries a computer virus and hacker detachment in the opponent’s computer system in advance, while at the same time carrying out a network attack against the enemy so that the civilian electricity network, traffic dispatching network, financial transaction network, telephone communications network, and mass media network are completely paralyzed, this will cause the enemy nation to fall into social panic, street riots, and a political crisis. There is finally the forceful bearing down by the army, and military means are utilized in gradual stages until the enemy is forced to sign a dishonorable peace treaty.60

Chávez understands all this. He understands that war is no longer limited to using military violence to bring about desired political change. Rather, all means that can be brought to bear on a given situation must be used to compel a targeted government to do one’s will. This caudillo will tailor his campaign to his adversaries’ political and economic vulnerabilities, and to their psychological precepts. And this is the basis of Chávez’s instruction to the Venezuelan armed forces (at the “1st Military Forum on Fourth Generation War and Asymmetric War” in 2004) to develop a doctrinal paradigm change from conventional to people’s war.61

The Issue of State Failure.

President Chávez also understands that the process leading to state failure is the most dangerous long-term security challenge facing the global community today. The argument in general is that failing and failed state status is the breeding ground for instability, criminality, insurgency, regional conflict, and terrorism. These conditions breed massive humanitarian disasters and major refugee flows. They can host “evil” networks of all kinds, whether they involve criminal business enterprise, narco-trafficking, or some form of ideological crusade such as Bolivarianismo. More specifically, these conditions spawn all kinds of things people in general do not like such as murder, kidnapping, corruption, intimidation, and destruction of infrastructure. These means of coercion and persuasion can spawn further human rights violations, torture, poverty, starvation, disease, the recruitment and use of child soldiers, trafficking in women and body parts, trafficking and proliferation of conventional weapons systems and WMD, genocide, ethnic cleansing, warlordism, and criminal anarchy. At the same time, these actions are usually unconfined and spill over into regional syndromes of poverty, destabilization, and conflict.62

Peru’s Sendero Luminoso calls violent and destructive activities that facilitate the processes of state failure “armed propaganda.” Drug cartels operating throughout the Andean Ridge of South America and elsewhere call these activities “business incentives.” Chávez considers these actions to be steps that must be taken to bring about the political conditions necessary to establish Latin American socialism for the 21st century.63 Thus, in addition to helping to provide wider latitude to further their tactical and operational objectives, state and nonstate actors’ strategic efforts are aimed at progressively lessening a targeted regime’s credibility and capability in terms of its ability and willingness to govern and develop its national territory and society. Chávez’s intent is to focus his primary attack politically and psychologically on selected Latin American governments’ ability and right to govern. In that context, he understands that popular perceptions of corruption, disenfranchisement, poverty, and lack of upward mobility limit the right and the ability of a given regime to conduct the business of the state. Until a given populace generally perceives that its government is dealing with these and other basic issues of political, economic, and social injustice fairly and effectively, instability and the threat of subverting or destroying such a government are real.64

But failing and failed states simply do not go away. Virtually anyone can take advantage of such an unstable situation. The tendency is that the best motivated and best armed organization on the scene will control that instability. As a consequence, failing and failed states become dysfunctional states, rogue states, criminal states, narco-states, or new people’s democracies. In connection with the creation of new people’s democracies, one can rest assured that Chávez and his Bolivarian populist allies will be available to provide money, arms, and leadership at any given opportunity. And, of course, the longer dysfunctional, rogue, criminal, and narco-states and people’s democracies persist, the more they and their associated problems endanger global security, peace, and prosperity.65

Middle East

Free trade key to American influence in the Middle East

Irwin ‘8 – Robert E Maxwell Prof. of Economics @ Dartmouth University (Douglas, July 31, “Trade Liberalization: Cordell Hull and the Case for Optimism” Council on Foreign Relations, RG)

Trade agreements continue to have important foreign policy implications. The United States may no longer be locked in the Cold War, but new threats of equal scale in both the Middle East and Latin America create new imperatives for action. The United States currently confronts challenges to its position in Latin America from the socialist, anti-American leadership of President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela. In the context of containing such figures as Chávez, Hull’s methods continue to offer value. This spirit was evident in the recent congressional vote on the free trade agreement with Peru, which was passed with a fair degree of bipartisan support. Many members of Congress on both sides of the aisle argued that it was important to shore up relations with an important ally in Latin America. “There is a growing division in Latin America today,” said Senator Chuck Grassley of Iowa, the ranking Republican on the Senate Finance Committee. “We ought to help countries like Peru that are not going the direction of Venezuela.”18 These foreign policy concerns are also an issue in the free trade agreement with Colombia, where Venezuela has allegedly been arming antigovernment insurgents in an effort to destabilize the pro-American regime.

Several piecemeal trade policies have also been used to promote economic development in some of the poorest regions of the world, including the Caribbean Basin Initiative (1982), the Andean Trade Preferences Act (1991), and the African Growth and Opportunity Act (2000). These unilateral and unreciprocated acts of opening the U.S. market (in a very modest but helpful way) aim to achieve specific regional objectives: to promote growth and stability in the Caribbean area, to shift Andean countries away from illegal drug production, and to foster economic development and poverty reduction in a desperately poor continent.19 Each of these initiatives involves the use of economic incentives to promote economic development and thereby indirectly further American foreign policy interests. Each has been renewed on many occasions with bipartisan support.

There are several parts of the world in which trade and foreign policy are not yet linked to their fullest potential. Cuba today, as in Hull’s time, is at a turning point. Opening trade with Cuba might be the fastest way of strengthening and empowering that country’s private sector, and thereby indirectly promoting a more liberal political system by undermining the power of the communist government.

Fostering economic reform in the Middle East is also a valuable component of U.S. foreign policy in the region because, despite its oil wealth, much of the area remains economically isolated or repressed. The United States has sought trade agreements to strengthen ties with moderate, pro-Western allies in the region, such as Jordan, Morocco, Bahrain, and Oman. In 2003, Congress gave bipartisan support for trade engagement with the region through the Middle East Trade and Engagement Act of 2003.20 Although these initiatives have not advanced very far, the creation of new commercial ties could help give businesses a stake in politically moderate, more open and tolerant governments.

The impact is war, economy and hegemony.

Mead ‘7  (Walter, Senior Fellow – CFR, Wall Street Journal, “Why We’re in the Gulf”, 12-27, http://docs.google.com/View?docid=ah6sxjndq9qq_387kw2kfkm9)
For the past few centuries, a global economic and political system has been slowly taking shape under first British and then American leadership. As a vital element of that system, the leading global power -- with help from allies and other parties -- maintains the security of world trade over the seas and air while also ensuring that international economic transactions take place in an orderly way. Thanks to the American umbrella, Germany, Japan, China, Korea and India do not need to maintain the military strength to project forces into the Middle East to defend their access to energy. Nor must each country's navy protect the supertankers carrying oil and liquefied national gas (LNG).  For this system to work, the Americans must prevent any power from dominating the Persian Gulf while retaining the ability to protect the safe passage of ships through its waters. The Soviets had to be kept out during the Cold War, and the security and independence of the oil sheikdoms had to be protected from ambitious Arab leaders like Egypt's Gamal Abdel Nasser and Iraq's Saddam Hussein. During the Cold War Americans forged alliances with Turkey, Israel and (until 1979) Iran, three non-Arab states that had their own reasons for opposing both the Soviets and any pan-Arab state.  When the fall of the shah of Iran turned a key regional ally into an implacable foe, the U.S. responded by tightening its relations with both Israel and Turkey -- while developing a deeper relationship with Egypt, which had given up on Nasser's goal of unifying all the Arabs under its flag.  Today the U.S. is building a coalition against Iran's drive for power in the Gulf. Israel, a country which has its own reasons for opposing Iran, remains an important component in the American strategy, but the U.S. must also manage the political costs of this relationship as it works with the Sunni Arab states. American opposition to Iran's nuclear program not only reflects concerns about Israeli security and the possibility that Iran might supply terrorist groups with nuclear materials. It also reflects the U.S. interest in protecting its ability to project conventional forces into the Gulf.  The end of America's ability to safeguard the Gulf and the trade routes around it would be enormously damaging -- and not just to us. Defense budgets would grow dramatically in every major power center, and Middle Eastern politics would be further destabilized, as every country sought political influence in Middle Eastern countries to ensure access to oil in the resulting free for all.  The potential for conflict and chaos is real. A world of insecure and suspicious great powers engaged in military competition over vital interests would not be a safe or happy place. Every ship that China builds to protect the increasing numbers of supertankers needed to bring oil from the Middle East to China in years ahead would also be a threat to Japan's oil security -- as well as to the oil security of India and Taiwan. European cooperation would likely be undermined as well, as countries sought to make their best deals with Russia, the Gulf states and other oil rich neighbors like Algeria.  America's Persian Gulf policy is one of the chief ways through which the U.S. is trying to build a peaceful world and where the exercise of American power, while driven ultimately by domestic concerns and by the American national interest, provides vital public goods to the global community. The next American president, regardless of party and regardless of his or her views about the wisdom of George W. Bush's invasion of Iraq, will necessarily make the security of the Persian Gulf states one of America's very highest international priorities.

That collapses heg and causes nuclear war

Florig ‘10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation. 

Civil Liberties/Political Freedom
Globalization increases civil liberties and political freedom


Obhof '3 - JD @ Yale Law School, BA @ Ohio Univ. (Larry, Fall, "WHY GLOBALIZATION? A LOOK AT GLOBAL CAPITALISM AND ITS EFFECTS," 15 J. Law & Pub Pol’y 91, L/N, RG)

One attempt to measure political freedom is offered by the annual Freedom House survey of civil liberties and political rights. n128 This survey includes comprehensive information on 192 countries and 17 disputed territories. It measures political rights according to a citizen's ability to participate in the political process, including the rights of an individual to vote and compete for public office, as well the ability of elected representatives to determine public policies. Civil liberties include the freedom to develop views, institutions, and personal autonomy apart from the state. Open countries tend to score well on the Freedom House survey; with very few exceptions, countries that are highly globalized enjoy greater political freedom than those that are not. n129 Indeed, noting the link between  [*114]  freedoms and capitalism, the most recent survey finds that "efforts to help strengthen property rights, market systems, and the rule of law should be part of the effort to assist less-developed countries." n130 Other studies have found a positive correlation between the presence of multinational corporations and the levels of civil and political rights in developing countries. n131 These results should come as no surprise. Although globalization per se need not expand freedoms, increasing economic liberalization almost certainly does. It has long been known that one of the greatest benefits of a capitalist system is its tendency to diffuse power among individual decision makers, allowing for greater individual autonomy than any other system. Under the invisible hand of the market, individual decision-making replaces centralized authority as the guiding force of society; the result of a market economy is more autonomy for individuals, and hence more freedom. This occurs almost out of logical necessity: capitalism takes power away from the masses, in the form of the state or some other authority, and disperses it among individuals.  Freedom of action in the economic sphere underpins political and civil freedom. n132 As F.A. Hayek stated in 1944, "political feeling is meaningless without economic freedom," because economic freedom is the prerequisite for any other freedom. n133 Economic freedom allows us to choose how we spend our time, what we do with the resources we earn, and indeed, how we spend our lives. In a capitalist system, individuals answer these questions for themselves. In any other system, individuals face coercion from others. The fundamental threat to freedom is the power to coerce; political freedom can therefore be defined as the absence of coercion. n134 Removing the organization of economic activity from the control of political authority eliminates the source of coercive power. n135 Market forces tend to eliminate the concentration of power and disperse whatever  [*115]  power cannot be eliminated. n136 Hence economic freedom is a check on political power. Capitalism may not be a sufficient condition for freedom, but it is a necessary one.

Moral side constraint

Petro, Professor of Law, 1974 (Sylvester, Professor of Law at Wake Forest University, University of Toledo Law Review, p.480)

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.”  Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects.  That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration.  Ask Solzhenitsyn.  Ask Milovan Djilas.  In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

Nationalism
Lack of free trade increases nationalism causing world war

Norberg '4 - senior fellow @ CATO (Johan, June, "Three Cheers for Global Capitalism," The American Enterprise, 15(4), p. 20, ProQuest, RG)
Global commerce does undermine old economic interests, challenge cultures, and erode some traditional power centers. Advocates of globalization have to show that greater gains and opportunities counterbalance such problems. The anti-globalists are right that we could reject globalized trade if we adamantly insisted. Capital can be locked up, commercial flows blocked, and borders barricaded.   This happened across our planet at least once before. Decades of expanding economic liberty and globalization during the nineteenth century were replaced with nationalistic saber-rattling, centralization, and closed borders at the beginning of the twentieth century. The outbreak of World War I marked a new era.

AT: MNC’s
Trade promotes the rule of law, which moderates MNC and government power.

Froning 2k - policy analyst with the Center for Int'l Trade & Economics @ Heritage (Denise, August 25, "The Benefits of Free Trade: A Guide For Policymakers," http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/08/The-Benefits-of-Free-Trade-A-Guide-For-Policymakers, RG) 
Benefit #3: Free trade disseminates democratic values.

Free trade fosters support for the rule of law. Companies that engage in international trade have reason to abide by the terms of their contracts and international agreed-upon norms and laws. The World Trade Organization, for example, compels its member countries to honor trade agreements and, in any trade dispute, to abide by the decisions of the WTO's mediating body.

By supporting the rule of law, free trade also can reduce the opportunities for corruption. In countries where contracts are not enforced, business relationships fail, foreign investors flee, and capital stays away. It is a downward spiral that especially hinders economic development in countries where official corruption is widespread. As Alejandro Chafuen, President of the Atlas Economic Research Foundation, has noted, "True economic freedom is possible only under a system of limited government with a strong rule of law. Economic freedom has little value if corruption in government means that only a few will enjoy it."19

Turn – Liberalization increases external risk which encourages greater social welfare protection at home. 

Obhof '3 - JD @ Yale Law School, BA @ Ohio Univ. (Larry, Fall, "WHY GLOBALIZATION? A LOOK AT GLOBAL CAPITALISM AND ITS EFFECTS," 15 J. Law & Pub Pol’y 91, L/N, RG)

One of the most common assertions made by anti-globalists is that multinational corporations are gaining economic power at the expense of local governments, leaving those governments incapable of providing basic social services. n102 "What is the result of global capitalism?" asks one anti-globalist. n103 A world in which the economic well-being and physical safety of people are determined by the strategies of financiers and corporations? n104 A world in which the primary function of government is to attract investors? n105 Not hardly. To the extent that globalization is associated with increased inequality and volatility, it may justify strengthening domestic safety nets and economic regulation. n106 Contrary to anti-globalist rhetoric, however, that is exactly what happens.  In a study for the Institute for International Economics, economist Dani Rodrik examines the relationship between increasing globalization and the abilities of governments to provide services. In contrast to the anti-globalist arguments, he finds a remarkably tight empirical association between openness to trade and government consumption in a large cross section of countries. n107 Rodrik posits that the importance of social insurance, and hence the size and role of government, is proportional to the amount of external risk present in a given economy. n108 It appears that societies that expose themselves to greater amounts of external risk (through international economic integration) also demand - and receive - more government-based protection from such risks. "[T]he social  [*111]  welfare state," claims Rodrik, "is the flip side of the open economy!" n109 Rodrik finds that this outcome has served globalizing countries well: world integration has grown dramatically since the 1950s, without causing any large dislocations or generating much opposition in advanced industrial countries. n110

AT: North-South Divide
Globalization closes the north south gap

Obhof '3 - JD @ Yale Law School, BA @ Ohio Univ. (Larry, Fall, "WHY GLOBALIZATION? A LOOK AT GLOBAL CAPITALISM AND ITS EFFECTS," 15 J. Law & Pub Pol’y 91, L/N, RG)
Has globalization led to greater inequality between developed and developing countries? That depends on how one interprets the question. Data indicates that globalization may have decreased income inequality between developed and globalizing developing countries. During the 1990s, per capita income grew faster in developing countries that were open to international trade than in developed countries by a ratio of more than two-to-one. n71 Per capita income experienced little or no growth, however, in countries that did not globalize. The income gap therefore increased between non-globalizing, undeveloped countries and developed countries. The difference in performance between globalizing and non-globalizing countries accounts for the general lack of convergence between rich and poor countries taken together. n72

Human develop indicators show globalization increases living standards of poor countries. Ontweighs income alone.

Obhof '3 - JD @ Yale Law School, BA @ Ohio Univ. (Larry, Fall, "WHY GLOBALIZATION? A LOOK AT GLOBAL CAPITALISM AND ITS EFFECTS," 15 J. Law & Pub Pol’y 91, L/N, RG)
Let us assume, despite the above discussion, that equality is important. Incomes alone do not tell the whole story - the most important gains of the twentieth century are in other areas. There have been, for example, large changes in hours spent on market work and in mortality rates. n88 These factors are at least as important as income per se in measuring quality of life. Income growth therefore may not be the best measure for the rate of improvement in the economy of a country, and income inequality may not be the best measure of inequality in living standards. n89 In fact, income measures systematically underestimate the importance of economic growth.  It is both possible and desirable to measure non-income components of well- being. n90 Broad measures of welfare show that poor countries are making considerable progress, and that the gap in living standards has narrowed. n91 If countries are compared using the U.N. Human Development Indicators (HDI), which measures income as well as education and longevity, the results are much different than if comparing incomes alone. n92  [*109]  This offers a much fuller view of average living standards in the countries examined.

The contrast between the long-term income gap and the long-term HDI gap is striking. International HDI comparisons exhibit long run convergence for all geographic areas. "All regions . . . exhibit strong catch-up of the leading countries after 1950." n93 Health measures, in particular, have converged much more rapidly among countries than have average incomes. n94 Moreover, the diffusion of medical technology "has unambiguously helped the poorest countries." n95 Infant mortality rates declined by 40-50 per thousand in developing countries from 1970-1999. n96 Life expectancy has improved dramatically in many developing countries; in China it has doubled since 1960, and in India it has risen by twenty years. n97 Education has also improved alongside economic growth, as many countries have experienced large advances in literacy. n98 Furthermore, the flow of goods, capital, and information has allowed poorer countries to use modern technology in production and public services. n99

AT: Environment
Even if WTO rulings hurt the environment, countries will ignore it – free trade key to solve pollution and protect the environment

Griswold 2k – Associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO (Daniel, “The Blessings and Challenges of Globalization”, September 1, http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/articles/dg-9-1-00.html, RG)

Some environmental activists complain that the global trading system, as embodied in the WTO, favors free trade at the expense of environmental protection. But WTO rules place no restraints on the ability of a member government to impose any environmental regulations determined to be necessary to protect its own environment from domestically produced or imported products. Article XX of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994, the basic charter of the WTO, plainly states that members may impose trade restrictions "necessary to protect human, animal, or plant health." The Sanitary and Phytosanitary Agreement of the Uruguay Round does require that such restrictions be based on sound scientific evidence--a commonsense requirement necessary to discourage the use of health and safety issues as a cover for protectionism.

If WTO members are found to be in violation of their commitments, they remain free as sovereign nations to simply ignore any adverse WTO rulings against domestic regulations that impact trade. A prominent example is the European Union's ban on the sale of beef from cattle treated with growth hormones. The EU has repeatedly lost in the WTO, but it has no plans to lift its ban, even though it has produced no scientifically sound evidence that the banned beef poses any hazard to public health. The United States retaliated against the EU in May 1999 by imposing sanctions on $ 117 million worth of imports from Europe, but retaliation as a weapon of trade disputes existed long before the WTO.

Antitrade environmental activists complain that several decisions by the WTO have undercut U.S. environmental regulations. In the so-called Shrimp-Turtle case, the WTO ruled against a U.S. ban on shrimp from countries the United States judged were not adequately protecting sea turtles from being caught and killed in shrimp nets. In an earlier, similar case, the WTO had ruled against a U.S. ban on tuna from Mexico that the United States claims was caught through a process that endangers dolphins. Environmental critics of the WTO point to these two cases as proof of their claim.

In both these cases, however, the United States remains free to simply ignore the WTO ruling and continue enforcing the law as is. The affected nations could in theory retaliate with trade restrictions of their own if the United States refuses to comply, but that option would always exist even if the WTO did not. And in the case of the Shrimp- Turtle decision, it was not the law itself that ran afoul of WTO rules but the discriminatory way the United States went about implementing it, for example giving Latin American suppliers more time than Asian suppliers to comply with the law.

Expanding trade is not merely compatible with high standards of environmental quality but can lead directly to their improvement. As a country sees its standard of living rise through economic liberalization and trade expansion, its industry can more readily afford to control emissions and its citizens have more to spend on the "luxury good" of improved environmental quality, above what they need for subsistence. And as economic growth creates a growing, better- educated middle class, the political demand for pollution abatement rises. Today the most restrictive environmental laws are maintained in developed countries that are relatively open to trade.
This helps explain the so-called Environmental Kuznets Curve, where environmental quality in a developing nation initially deteriorates as the economy begins to industrialize but then improves after its citizens reach a certain standard of living. Research by Alan Krueger and Gene Grossman indicates that the turning point occurs at about $ 5,000 per capita: "We find no evidence that environmental quality deteriorates steadily with economic growth. Rather, for most indicators, economic growth brings an initial phase of deterioration followed by a subsequent phase of improvement." By $ 8,000 per-capita income, the authors found, almost all the pollutant categories had begun to improve.20

The United States itself is a classic example of the benign effect of trade and growth on the environment. It has simultaneously one of the most open economies and one of the cleanest environments in the world. In the past decade, the United States has continued to open its economy further, signing the North American Free Trade Agreement and shepherding the creation of the World Trade Organization. Meanwhile, two-way trade and foreign investment continue to climb as a percentage of GDP. This liberalization of international trade and investment has been accompanied by ever-rising environmental standards. According to the President's Council on Environmental Quality, mean ambient concentrations of both sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide in the atmosphere of the United States have dropped by nearly 40 percent since 1988. During that same period, the annual number of "bad air days" in major U.S. cities has dropped by two-thirds. The direct discharge of toxic water pollutants is down dramatically as well. Since the early 1970s, during a time of growing globalization of the U.S. economy, real spending by government and business on the environment and natural resource protection has doubled.21

Despite the rhetoric heard on the streets in Seattle, expanding global trade has not spurred a race to the bottom on environmental regulation or quality. In fact, the evidence points in the opposite direction.

New trade agreements will include environmental standards

Rangel, House of Representatives, Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. B.S., New York University, J.D. Saint John’s University School of Law, 2008 (Charles B, "POLICY ESSAY: MOVING FORWARD: A NEW, BIPARTISAN TRADE POLICY THAT REFLECTS AMERICAN VALUES”, Harvard Journal on Legislation, 45 Harv. J. on Legis. 377, nexis)

The PIPA study also found overwhelming and bipartisan support for the inclusion of environmental standards in trade agreements:

While the US government--during the Clinton as well as the Bush administration--has resisted including environmental standards in trade agreements, an overwhelming majority of Americans favors them. Ninety-three percent endorsed the view that "countries that are part of international trade agreements should be required to maintain minimum standards for protection of the environment." There were no significant differences between Republicans (92%) and Democrats (94%). 
AT: Water Privitization
Privatization increases efficiency and saves the environment
Cook, Executive Director of the National Association of Water Companies, Deputy Director of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water ‘4 (Peter, July 15, “Roiling the Waters: A Debate on Water Privitization, Part Five” Grist, http://www.grist.org/comments/soapbox/2004/07/15/cook/)
 
Private water companies are working in the real world to address and solve the problems and challenges involving the efficient and reliable delivery of safe water. Those who truly care about these issues should not let themselves be clouded by misinformation. Those who review the facts, carefully and dispassionately, will conclude that private water companies, either through public-private partnerships or utility ownership, have a strong record of bringing efficiency, savings, and environmental responsibility to communities and municipalities. And, in virtually all of these arrangements, the control and ownership of water remains in the hands of local or regional government entities. Since our agreement provides you, Maude and Sara, the final comment in this dialogue, I urge you to set aside mere opinion and focus on the facts, so we can work together to embrace solutions that will truly meet the needs of water customers both domestically and internationally. Water is too precious a resource and the needs of those we serve too important for us to seek confrontation instead of viable solutions.  

AT: Culture
Free trade key to freedom of culture. Spurs art and cultural expansion.

Cowen '3 – prof. of economics @ George Mason Univ. (Tyler, May/June, "Globalization and Culture," Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v25n3/globalization.pdf, RG)

Tyler Cowen: The core message of my last few books is that markets support diversity and freedom of choice, that trade gives artists a greater opportunity to express their creative inspiration. The preconditions for successful artistic creativity tend to be things like markets, physical materials, ideas, and inspiration. When two cultures trade with each other they tend to expand the opportunities available to individual artists. My book Creative Destruction outlines the logic of what I call a “gains from trade” model, and much of the book is devoted to a series of examples. I go back in history and look at some examples of poorer or Third World countries that have been very creative, and I find that trade played an important role in those artistic revolutions.
AT: Corporatism


Globalization checks political exploitation - makes it difficult for governments to implement policies that favor elites

Weede, Professor of Sociology at the University of Bonn, ‘4 (Erich, September 22, ‘The Diffusion of Prosperity and Peace by Globalization” Independent Review, Vol 9 No 2, p 165)

With regard to the expansion of economic freedom and secure property rights, globalization provides reason for hope. Globalization ties politicians’ hands and prevents them from pursuing politically attractive but self-defeating policies, such as those that created the welfare state and its disastrous effects on incentives to produce goods or services for others. As Vanberg has observed, “competition among jurisdictions offers citizens and jurisdiction-users effective protection against exploitation, be it in favor of privileged groups or of those who hold the reigns of political decision-making power” (2000, 106). Where markets are significantly larger than political units, stifling the markets by political controls and by undermining economic freedom becomes more difficult than elsewhere. In my view (Weede 1996, chap. 4, and 2000, inspired by Jones 1981), even the rise of the West and the comparative stagnation of the great Asian civilizations until the mid- or late twentieth century is owing to political fragmentation and disunity in Europe in contrast to the huge centralized empires in China, India, or the Middle East. Capital and even labor to a lesser degree could exit from oppressive rule in the West, thereby mitigating its incidence. By contrast, Asian emperors or sultans were not forced to respect the property rights of merchants and producers. 

AT: DEMOCRACY
Free trade key to democracy. Rising middle class and increased education spurs political liberalism.

Griswold 2k – Associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies @ CATO (Daniel, “The Blessings and Challenges of Globalization”, September 1, http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/articles/dg-9-1-00.html, RG)

By raising the general standard of living, free trade helps people achieve higher levels of education and to gain access to alternative sources of information. It helps to create a larger and more independently minded middle class that can form the backbone of more representative forms of government. The wealth created from expanded trade can help to nurture and sustain civil institutions that can offer ideas and influence outside government. Engagement in the global economy exposes citizens to new ideas and new social and business arrangements. In his book Business as a Calling, Michael Novak explains the linkage with what he calls "the wedge theory":

Capitalist practices, runs the theory, bring contact with the ideas and practices of the free societies, generate the economic growth that gives political confidence to a rising middle class, and raise up successful business leaders who come to represent a political alternative to military or party leaders. In short, capitalist firms wedge a democratic camel's nose under the authoritarian tent.16

The wedge theory seems to be working in practice: As a general rule, the citizens of nations that are more open economically tend to enjoy other liberties as well. The relationship can be confirmed by comparing cross-country data measuring economic openness and political/civil liberties. For the political and civil data, I have used recent ratings from Freedom House, which classifies the nations of the world as free, partly free, or not free.17 Then I compared the Freedom House scores with international economic freedom as measured in the study Economic Freedom of the World: 1998/1999 Interim Report, written by James Gwartney and Robert Lawson. The authors rated nations according to their level of taxation on trade, the size of the trade sector, exchange rate controls, and restraints on capital mobility, with a rating of 10 representing maximum openness.18

Comparing these two sets of data confirms that nations that respect human rights tend to be relatively open to commerce with the rest of the world. Nations that are classified by Freedom House as being free scored an average of 7.9 on the scale of economic openness. Those that are partly free scored a less open 6.7, and those that are not free scored the lowest, 5.4 (see fig. 1). If we start at the other axis we find that, of those countries in the top third of the Gwartney-Lawson scale of economic openness, 84 percent earned a political/civil ranking of "free." Of those in the middle third according to economic openness, 57 percent were free, but in the bottom third, only 22 percent were free. In other words, citizens who enjoy the freedom to engage in international commerce are about four times more likely to be free from political and civil oppression than those who do not enjoy such freedom.

Globalization and the growth it spurs have contributed to expanded political and civil freedom in a number of countries. Taiwan and South Korea were essentially dictatorships two decades ago, but they are now governed by elected legislatures and presidents. Political debate in those countries is robust, and civil liberties are more secure than ever. A share of the credit for political reform must be given to economic liberalization and the educated middle class it helped to create and nurture. In Latin America, the movement toward economic liberalization has been intertwined with a flowering of representative government. Chile, a leader in economic reform, now enjoys one of the region's most stable democracies. A decade of dramatic economic reform in Mexico has helped lay the foundation for a more open political system, including Mexico's first competitive presidential primary within the Institutional Revolutionary Party.

Skeptics of the link between economic and political reform routinely point to India and Singapore to refute the thesis. These countries are clearly outliers in the scatterplot: Singapore is one of the world's most open economies but its government remains authoritarian, while India remains relatively closed economically yet is ruled by democracy. Exceptions, however, do not negate a clear trend. And even these two notable exceptions seem to be migrating toward the trend line, with India opening up to trade and foreign investment since its balance of payments crisis in 1991, and the Singapore government gradually loosening its controls on civil society.
Prefer Our Studies

Their studies are flawed – they simplify trade and economicic activity – studies show trade solves military violence

Boehmer et al ‘1 – Assistant Prof of Political Science @ Univ. of Texas El Paso, Prof. of Political Science @ Columbia and Associate Prof. of Political Science @ Pennsylvania State Univ. (Boemer, Erik Gartzke and Quan Li, International Organization, “Investing in the Peace: Economic Interdependence and International Conflict”, Volume 55, Number 2, Spring, RG)

Research appears to substantiate the liberal conviction that trade fosters global peace. Still, existing understanding of linkages between conflict and international economics is limited in at least two ways. First, cross-border economic relationships are far broader than just trade. Global capital markets dwarf the exchange of goods and services, and states engage in varying degrees of monetary policy coordination. Second, the manner in which economics is said to inhibit conflict behavior is implausible in light of new analytical insights about the causes of war. We discuss, and then demonstrate formally, how interdependence can influence states’ recourse to military violence. The risk of disrupting economic linkages—particularly access to capital—may occasionally deter minor contests between interdependent states, but such opportunity costs will typically fail to preclude militarized disputes. Instead, interdependence offers non-militarized avenues for  communicating resolve through costly signaling. Our quantitative results show that capital interdependence contributes to peace independent of the effects of trade, democracy, interest, and other variables.

Students of world politics have long argued that peace is a positive externality of global commerce. Theorists like Montesquieu and Kant and practitioners like Woodrow Wilson asserted that economic relations between states pacify political interaction .Mounting evidence in recent years appears to substantiate these claims. Multiple studies, many identified with the democratic peace, link interstate trade with reductions in militarized disputes or wars.1 While we concur with the evolving consensus, we see existing analyses of economics and peace as incomplete. On the We thank Erick Duchesne, James McCormick, Neil J. Mitchell, Robert Pahre, Jon Pevehouse, William Reed, Gerald Schneider, two anonymous reviewers, and the editors of IO for helpful comments. Lawrence Broz and John R. Oneal provided data. We also thank Dong-Joon Jo for valuable research assistance in data collection. An earlier version of this article was presented at the 95th Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. one hand, a rich history of theorizing offers speculation addressing virtually every aspect of the relationship between economics and conflict. On the other hand, empirical studies of interdependence often adopt excessively narrow indicators of economic activity. It may be rewarding to take an intellectual step back—to briefly assess the broader theoretical question of how interdependence is likely to affect conflict behavior—and then to examine promising aspects of the relationship using more appropriate indictors.

We begin with a theory of disputes. A valid explanation for the effect of economics on peace must be placed in the context of an account of why most states occasionally resort to military violence. Using a theory of dispute onset based on work by James Fearon and others, we deduce conditions under which interdependence likely contributes to peace.2 In contrast to conventional interpretations, we show that opportunity costs associated with economic benefits generally cannot deter disputes. Instead, interdependence creates the means for states to demonstrate resolve without resorting to military violence. Liberal states more ably address the informational problems that give rise to costly contests, credibly communicating through costly signals using nonviolent methods of conflict.3

Our analysis calls for a notion of interdependence involving aspects of economic activity besides trade. Most studies of interdependence and conflict focus solely on bilateral or aggregate trade vows, but interdependence through international capital is substantially larger than exchanges of goods and services. Capital markets link aspects of domestic economies that otherwise have little global exposure. A preoccupation with risk leads capital to react to political violence in ways that are arguably both more sensitive and more unwavering. States can trade with the enemy, but political shocks to capital market equilibria invariably imply capital flight and/or higher rents in the shadow of costly contests. Peace may be a positive political externality of commerce, but risk is clearly a negative economic externality of political contests. Other macropolitical aspects of international economics—such as the need for monetary policy coordination—are also omitted in previous studies of interdependence.

Thus, while accepting as valid the correlation between interdependence and peace, we seek to alter both the logic underpinning the observation and the scope of indicators used in assessing the relationship. Through a series of formal illustrations and models, we show that the opportunity cost conception cannot account for the impact of interdependence on peace. We also show that costly signaling offers a satisfactory alternative. We broaden empirical assessment of interdependence by introducing measures of other aspects of economy. We test our ideas by replicating the work of a prominent research program on liberalism and peace.4 Results support our broader interpretation of interdependence—monetary and financial indicators are typically significant while standard measures of trade and especially joint democracy are marginal in their impact or insignificant.

***OTHER***
Protectionism key to Dems in Midterms
Free Trade will lead to a dems disaster in November – flip flops, families and fear of job losses. Polling proves.

Bybee 7/13 - freelance writer (Roger, 2010, "Obama’s Embrace of Free Trade, and the Subversion of Democracy," http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/6222/lebron_james_defection_causes_uproar_what_about_obamas_free-trade_shif/, RG)

Americans already have had extremely negative perceptions of free-trade agreements like the North American Free Trade Agreement, which has cost more than 1 million jobs since 1994. Yet precisely at a moment of extreme anxiety, President Obama and his economic advisors seem bent on further amping up the economic worries of  already-insecure voters with "free-trade" proposals that the vast majority of Americans—particularly Democrats—deeply despise.
The bad timing makes these proposals particularly mysterious. The latest demoralizing unemployment reports that jobs dropped by 125,000 last month, leave working Americans feeling like they are just slowly twisting in the breeze, with no relief coming soon.

Working families remain deeply worried about their jobs moving overseas, no extension of unemployment benefits, the prospect of home foreclosure, and how they will provide food for their families. Mike Elk summarized the results of a very recent Mark Mellman/Alliance for American Manufacturing poll on this blog:

The poll …shows that President Obama's approval rating are 11 points lower among households where a family member is employed in manufacturing than a household where no one is employed in manufacturing. That underscores a trend already noted: those most affected by the Democrats' failure to deliver on their promises of trade reform are turning against the Democratic Party.

Thus, with very good reason, there is rising fear among Democrats about a major massacre coming at the polls in November.

Obama has cloaked his support for "free trade" as a strategy to build up the flow of U.S.-produced exports and increase the supply of good jobs, but working Americans have seen this movie before. They recall President Clinton and Al Gore promising that NAFTA wouldn't hurt a bit.

With corporations relocating huge numbers of jobs to Mexico and using that threat to hold down wages for jobs remaining in the United States, Americans are unlikely to buy into Obama's strategy.

With South Korea alone, the Economic Policy Institute's Robert Scott has calculated that a loss of nearly 200,000 jobs would occur due to a "free trade" deal designed, above all, to protect and expand the rights of financiers and investors—not workers, consumers or the environment.

 REVERSAL FROM CAMPAIGN MESSAGE

While candidate Obama refused to capitulate to almost-unanimous media criticism of his blistering attacks on "free trade,"  he has swung a full 180 degrees to embrace the very same version of globalization he hammered on the campaign trail. 

Jumping on the free-trade bandwagon of America's corporate, media, and political elites will have profoundly negative political and practical results. There are the political consequences of eroding the trust of key Democratic constituencies and, more surprisingly, missing the opportunity to divide the Tea Party wing of the Republicans. 

Significantly, opposition to corporate globalization does not exist merely among unionized blue-collar Democrats, but even among Tea Party voters-- whom many elite Democrats imagine to be utterly beyond the party's possible influence with a strong populist economic message against the off-shoring of jobs--which the elites would oppose anyway.

As Mike Elk explained the stunning results of a survey of Tea Partiers: 

... 74% of self-described Tea Party supporters would support a "national manufacturing strategy to make sure that economic, tax, labor, and trade policies in this country work together to help support manufacturing in the United States..."

But Obama is not only forsaking much of the Democratic voting base and the chance to appeal to Tea Partiers. More fundamentally, he is displaying the contempt for democracy that is integral to the corporate globalization mentality.

INSULATION FROM DEMOCRATIC RULE

The drive for globalization has consistently come from elites across the globe who want to insulate their privileged economic status from democratically-established laws enacted at the local and national levels to protect worker rights, safeguard consumers from toxic products, and shield the environment from corporate greed. 

The globalizers use trade agreements like NAFTA and the World Trade Organization to trump local and national democracy.

Ironically, the battle between globalization and democracy was clarified forcefully by right-wing economist Bryan Caplan of George Mason University, a devoted fan of fanatical free-marketeer Ayn Rand.

Caplan was distressed by the results of a poll showing that when people were exposed to both pro- and anti-free trade arguments, they tended to become more forceful in their opposition to "free trade," an attitude he (like the corporate media) labeled as "protectionism." But ignore the simplistic and misleading label, and tune into the profound underlying point about democracy. Caplan ruefully concluded,

… free debate favors protectionism. If both free-traders and protectionists get to voice their opinions, the public becomes more protectionist than if neither free-traders nor protectionists get to do so. And under democracy, of course, the former is precisely what happens.

If only that were true, and if only our democracy was not tainted by the power of big campaign contributions.
The elites committed to corporate globalization are accustomed to mocking, marginalizing and utterly ignoring the opposition of majorities  victimized by the relocation of family-supporting jobs, the brutal exploitation of the poor in nations like Mexico and China, and the undermining of democracy.

Sad to say, it appears that Barack Obama is signing on with the globalizers—and discarding a commitment to democracy, along with Democrats' prospects for November.

