***uniqueness***

Trade high

Global trade is increasing now—emerging markets and statistics

Lamy 6/26/12

(Lamy, Pascal, Director General at the World Trade Center, June 26, 2012, “WTO - World Trade Organization : Lamy: ‘Multilateralism is at a crossroads’”, http://www.4-traders.com/news/WTO-World-Trade-Organization-Lamy-%93Multilateralism-is-at-a-crossroads%94--14387048/) FS

 In the past decade, the share of developing and emerging economies has risen from one-third to half of global GDP. The value of South-South trade has increased from about one-tenth of total trade to some two-fifths. Developing countries' share of global exports has jumped from 33 per cent to 43 per cent over the last decade, with China's exports growing annually at a staggering 20 per cent. A similar picture of shifting composition arises with respect to foreign direct investment. While global FDI inflows have stagnated over the last decade, emerging and developing countries' share has risen from around 20 per cent to over 50 per cent.  

Global trade patterns are also changing rapidly and dramatically. Not too long ago, goods were referred to as "made in China" or "made in Germany".  Today, the expansion of global value chains means that most products are assembled with inputs from many countries. In other words, today's goods are "made in the world". At a growth rate of 6 per cent a year, trade in intermediate goods now comprises close to 60 per cent of total trade in goods and has become the most dynamic sector in international trade. Importantly, this trade takes place in high-technology sectors which generate well-paying jobs.  

It is clear that this expansion of global value chains is impacting trade policies and politics and requires a new trade narrative. If a significant share of trade involves intermediate goods, it becomes even more important for countries to keep markets open.  

Global trade is high—consensus of experts and Chinese growth

Bloomberg News 6/26/12

(June 26, 2012, “China Sees Momentum for Trade Growth”, Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-26/china-says-june-trade-improving-in-sign-slowdown-stabilizing-1-.html)FS

China’s commerce ministry said that the nation’s trade growth is improving, adding to a rebound in lending in signaling that a slowdown in the world’s second- biggest economy may stabilize.
China can achieve a 10 percent gain in exports and imports this year if the world economy doesn’t worsen further, spokesman Shen Danyang said at a briefing in Beijing today. Trade growth had “sound momentum” in June, Shen said. 

Global trade confidence is so far weathering Europe’s sovereign-debt crisis, according to a survey of exporters, importers and traders released today by HSBC Holdings Plc. In China, an interest-rate cut in June, a jump in new loans in May and declines in the yuan against the dollar highlight government efforts to aid manufacturers and reverse the economic slide. 

Trade is steady and improving—expert and industry consensus

Bloomberg News 6/26/12

(June 26, 2012, “China Sees Momentum for Trade Growth”, Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-26/china-says-june-trade-improving-in-sign-slowdown-stabilizing-1-.html)FS

Other data released today showed Chinese spending to build factories and buy assets overseas slowed in May. The commerce ministry said nonfinancial outbound direct investment in the first five months of 2012 rose 40.2 percent to $28.5 billion. That’s down from the January-April increase of 72.8 percent. 

 Spending in the U.S. was up 45.9 percent in January-May from a year earlier, while it rose 23.9 percent for the European Union and 22.5 percent for Russia, the ministry said. 

In the HSBC survey, some 71 percent of exporters, importers and traders indicated that they expect trade volumes to be unchanged or increase in the next six months. The bank cited a survey of 5,800 enterprises in 20 countries from April 10 to June 1. 

Global trade is increasing—Mexico proves

Financial Times 6/18/12

(Rathbone, John Paul, June 18, 2012, “Free trade: Way ahead ‘is openness, not protectionism’”, Financial Times, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/c6e3a29c-b15e-11e1-9800-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zlRBTsXL)

Mexico, for example, is one of the most open of the world’s leading economies. In 2010, trade accounted for almost 60 per cent of its gross domestic product, compared with China at 48 per cent, the US with 22 per cent and Brazil at 19. 

Look to the future, and the contrast is even starker. HSBC reckons Mexican trade, which totalled $700bn last year, will rise to almost 70 per cent of GDP this year and 85 per cent by 2017. 

In some ways, this makes Mexico a regional standard bearer for open trade – although one could argue it has little choice. The country sits next to the world’s largest market, to which it can supply goods within 48 hours. It is also less rich in commodities than, say, Brazil. Both factors point to Mexico’s strategic need to become adept at manufacturing and facilitating trade.

Thus, its exporting vocation has been further boosted by a plethora of trade agreements, and by fostering supplies of skilled and semi-skilled labour. Some 110,000 engineers graduated in engineering and technology in 2010, more than double the number in 1999, according to Inegi, the national statistics agency.

As a result, the country has steadily diversified its trade partners and moved up the value chain, as Mexico-based manufacturers have become ever more efficient and skills-rich. The country now even exports cars to China. 

Trade low
Trade is decreasing—US domestic action and foreign protectionism

Irwin 7/3/12

(Irwin, Douglas A., professor of economics at Dartmouth, July 3, 2012“The Return of the Protectionist Illusion”, Wall Street Journal Europe, ProQuest) FS

In addition to these overt measures, there are worrisome proposals on the horizon. The EU is considering a "Buy European" initiative for public procurement that would mimic, and perhaps go well beyond, "Buy American" provisions in U.S. law. These laws give preferences for domestic suppliers in government contracts, limiting trade and raising prices that taxpayers pay for government services. India is considering mandating preferences for purchases of information and communications-technology equipment, not just for government entities but for private firms, as well. 

G-20 leaders at the recent summit in Los Cabos, Mexico, claimed they too were "deeply concerned about rising instances of protectionism around the world," and reaffirmed their "standstill commitment" to avoid imposing new trade restrictions. They pledged to "roll back any new protectionist measure that may have arisen, including new export restrictions and WTO-inconsistent measures to stimulate exports." 

Meanwhile, Congress and the administration continue to flirt with new "Buy American" provisions, drawing the ire of Canada and other trade partners. Yet economists Laura Baughman and Joseph Francois calculated that if foreign retaliation led U.S. companies to lose just 1% of the potential sales opportunities created by foreign stimulus programs, U.S. exporters would lose over 200,000 jobs. This would far exceed the 43,000 jobs supposedly created by the "Buy American" preferences included in the 2009 stimulus bill. 

Trade is low now--- protectionism is increasing globally

Irwin 7/3/12

(Irwin, Douglas A., professor of economics at Dartmouth, July 3, 2012“The Return of the Protectionist Illusion”, Wall Street Journal Europe, ProQuest) FS

 In order to prop up the peso, Argentina is rationing foreign exchange to sharply limit spending on imports, prompting foreign retaliation. Brazil has been cracking down on automobile imports from Argentina and Mexico. A steady stream of new antidumping duties creates additional obstacles to trade. 
Export restrictions have also interrupted trade flows: Indonesia and nickel ore, China and rare-earth minerals, Tanzania and maize. And subtle product regulations are increasingly invoked to block imports. Russia recently banned imports of live animals from the European Union, ostensibly for health and safety reasons, prompting vigorous objections from Brussels. 

In addition to these overt measures, there are worrisome proposals on the horizon. The EU is considering a "Buy European" initiative for public procurement that would mimic, and perhaps go well beyond, "Buy American" provisions in U.S. law. These laws give preferences for domestic suppliers in government contracts, limiting trade and raising prices that taxpayers pay for government services. India is considering mandating preferences for purchases of information and communications-technology equipment, not just for government entities but for private firms, as well. 

Pascal Lamy, director general of the World Trade Organization, says these and other measures restricting or potentially restricting trade are "now a matter of serious concern." EU Trade Commissioner Karel De Gucht is also worried by what he characterizes as "the sharp rise in trade-restrictive measures introduced over the last eight months." 

G-20 leaders at the recent summit in Los Cabos, Mexico, claimed they too were "deeply concerned about rising instances of protectionism around the world," and reaffirmed their "standstill commitment" to avoid imposing new trade restrictions. They pledged to "roll back any new protectionist measure that may have arisen, including new export restrictions and WTO-inconsistent measures to stimulate exports." 

Talk is cheap. Global Trade Alert, a monitoring service run by Simon Evenett at the University of St. Gallen, Switzerland, points out that the G-20 countries themselves have been most responsible for the protectionist creep. Many trade measures enacted by G-20 members exploit loopholes in WTO rules. 

Trade is decreasing--- US is pushing protectionist measures

Irwin 7/3/12

(Irwin, Douglas A., professor of economics at Dartmouth, July 3, 2012“The Return of the Protectionist Illusion”, Wall Street Journal Europe, ProQuest) FS

 The U.S. Congress has also done little to help. Senate Republicans and Democrats teamed up late last month to maintain import restrictions for the sugar industry, defeating an amendment from New Hampshire Sen. Jeanne Shaheen that would have gradually eliminated them. Keeping domestic sugar prices at twice the world level helps a few sugar-cane and beet farmers at the expense of consumers and taxpayers, while leading to job losses in sugar-using industries, such as candy and confectionary manufacturing. 

Meanwhile, Congress and the administration continue to flirt with new "Buy American" provisions, drawing the ire of Canada and other trade partners. Yet economists Laura Baughman and Joseph Francois calculated that if foreign retaliation led U.S. companies to lose just 1% of the potential sales opportunities created by foreign stimulus programs, U.S. exporters would lose over 200,000 jobs. This would far exceed the 43,000 jobs supposedly created by the "Buy American" preferences included in the 2009 stimulus bill. 

Any serious march backward toward protectionism would constitute a major failure of economic policy. Experience has shown that, once imposed, trade restrictions are very difficult to remove because vested interests then have a stake in perpetuating them. Protectionism also breeds foreign retaliation, making barriers doubly difficult to unwind. Now is no time to entertain dangerous illusions. 
Global trade will increase—WTO projections

Lamy 6/26/12

(Lamy, Pascal, Director General at the World Trade Center, June 26, 2012, “WTO - World Trade Organization : Lamy: ‘Multilateralism is at a crossroads’”, http://www.4-traders.com/news/WTO-World-Trade-Organization-Lamy-%93Multilateralism-is-at-a-crossroads%94--14387048/) FS

 More than three years have passed since the beginning of the 2008-09 crisis and the world economy remains very fragile. World growth remains below its potential. WTO projections indicate that trade growth will further decelerate this year to 3.7 per cent, down from 5 per cent in 2011. Moreover, WTO economists believe that downside risks to an even sharper slowdown in trade growth remain high. Unemployment remains unacceptably high in many of our societies. Many of the achievements in poverty reduction over the past decade run the risk of unravelling. 

  And the impact of the crisis is being felt not just in developed countries but also in the developing world. The contribution of trade to growth in emerging and developing countries is decreasing. China's dynamic economy is expected to grow more slowly in 2012. India's growth is decelerating. Many poor countries are seeing their exports to major markets such as the EU and the US slow down. 
  This sluggish pace of recovery raises concerns that a steady trickle of restrictive trade measures could gradually undermine the benefits of trade openness. Although the WTO has so far deterred large-scale economic nationalism, we have to redouble vigilance on this front. History tells us that protectionist pressures will linger as long as unemployment rates remain unacceptably high. Recent history also tells us that protectionism does not protect. Given that one country's exports are another country' imports, such behaviour is only likely to lead to a downward spiral for all - losers and no-winners. 

***Free Trade Good***

Free Trade Good – War
--1AC/1NC
Free trade creates structural disincentives for inter- and intra- state war and deters terrorism
Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Free Trade and the Global Middle Class,” Hayek Society Journal Vol. 9 http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/Hayek-Society-Journal-Griswold.pdf Accessed 6/30/12 BJM
Our more globalized world has also yielded a “peace dividend.” It may not be obvious when our daily news cycles are dominated by horrific images from the Gaza Strip, Afghanistan and Libya, but our more globalized world has somehow become a more peaceful world. The number of civil and international wars has dropped sharply in the past 15 years, along with battle deaths. The reasons behind the retreat of war are complex, but again the spread of trade and globalization have played a key role. Trade has been seen as a friend of peace for centuries. In the 19th century, British statesman Richard Cobden pursued free trade as a way not only to bring more affordable bread to English workers but also to promote peace with Britain’s neighbors. He negotiated the Cobden-Chevalier free trade agreement with France in 1860 that helped to cement an enduring alliance between two countries that had been bitter enemies for centuries. In the 20th century, President Franklin Roosevelt’s secretary of state, Cordell Hull, championed lower trade barriers as a way to promote peaceful commerce and reduce international tensions. Hull had witnessed first-hand the economic nationalism and retribution after World War I. Hull believed that “unhampered trade dovetail[s] with peace; high tariffs, trade barriers and unfair economic competition, with war.” Hull was awarded the 1945 Nobel Prize for Peace, in part because of his work to promote global trade. Free trade and globalization have promoted peace in three main ways. First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend towards democracy, and democracies tend not to pick fights with each other. A second and even more potent way that trade has promoted peace is by raising the cost of war. As national economies become more intertwined, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means the loss of human lives and tax dollars, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. Trade and economic integration has helped to keep the peace in Europe for more than 60 years. More recently, deepening economic ties between Mainland China and Taiwan are drawing those two governments closer together and helping to keep the peace. Leaders on both sides of the Taiwan Straight seem to understand that reckless nationalism would jeopardize the dramatic economic progress that region has enjoyed. A third reason why free trade promotes peace is because it has reduced the spoils of war. Trade allows nations to acquire wealth through production and exchange rather than conquest of territory and resources. As economies develop, wealth is increasingly measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Such assets cannot be easily seized by armies. In contrast, hard assets such as minerals and farmland are becoming relatively less important in high-tech, service economies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by freely trading what they can produce best at home. The world today is harvesting the peaceful fruit of expanding trade. The first half of the 20th century was marred by two devastating wars among the great powers of Europe. In the ashes of World War II, the United States helped found the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in 1947, the precursor to the WTO that helped to spur trade between the United States and its major trading partners. As a condition to Marshall Plan aid, the U.S. government also insisted that the continental European powers, France, Germany, and Italy, eliminate trade barriers between themselves in what was to become the European Common Market. One purpose of the common market was to spur economic development, of course, but just as importantly, it was meant to tie the Europeans together economically. With six decades of hindsight, the plan must be considered a spectacular success. The notion of another major war between France, Germany and another Western European powers is unimaginable. Compared to past eras, our time is one of relative world peace. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, the number of armed conflicts around the world has dropped sharply in the past two decades. Virtually all the conflicts today are civil and guerilla wars. The spectacle of two governments sending armies off to fight in the battlefield has become rare. In the decade from 1998 through 2007, only three actual wars were fought between states: Eritrea-Ethopia in 1998-2000, India-Pakistan in 1998-2003, and the United States-Iraq in 2003. From 2004 through 2007, no two nations were at war with one another. Civil wars have ended or at least ebbed in Aceh (in Indonesia), Angola, Burundi, Congo, Liberia, Nepal, Timor-Leste and Sierra Leone. Coming to the same conclusion is the Human Security Centre at the University of British Colombia in Canada. In a 2005 report, it documented a sharp decline in the number of armed conflicts, genocides and refugee numbers in the past 20 years. The average number of deaths per conflict has fallen from 38,000 in 1950 to 600 in 2002. Most armed conflicts in the world now take place in Sub-Saharan Africa, and the only form of political violence that has worsened in recent years is international terrorism. Many causes lie behind the good news – the end of the Cold War, the spread of democracy, and peacekeeping efforts by major powers among them – but expanding trade and globalization appear to be playing a major role in promoting world peace. In a chapter from the 2005 Economic Freedom of the World Report, Dr. Erik Gartzke of Columbia University compared the propensity of countries to engage in wars to their level of economic freedom. He came to the conclusion that economic freedom, including the freedom to trade, significantly decreases the probability that a country will experience a military dispute with another country. Through econometric analysis, he found that, “Making economies freer translates into making countries more peaceful. At the extremes, the least free states are about 14 times as conflict prone as the most free. A 2006 study for the institute for the Study of Labor in Bonn, Germany, found the same pacific effect of trade and globalization. Authors Solomon Polachek and Carlos Seiglie found that “trading nations cooperate more and fight less.” In fact, a doubling of trade reduces the probability that a country will be involved in a conflict by 20 percent. Trade was the most important channel for peace, they found, but investment flows also had a positive effect. A democratic form of government also proved to be a force for peace, but primarily because democracies trade more. All this helps explain why the world’s two most conflict-prone regions – the Arab Middle East and Sub-Saharan Africa – are also the world’s two least globally and economically integrated regions. Terrorism does not spring from poverty, but from ideological fervor and political and economic frustration. If we want to blunt the appeal of radical ideology to the next generation of Muslim children coming of age, we can help create more economic opportunity in those societies by encouraging more trade and investment ties with the West. The U.S. initiative to enact free trade agreements with certain Muslim countries, such as Morocco, Jordan, Bahrain and Oman, represent small steps in the right direction. An even more effective policy would be to unilaterally open Western markets to products made and grown in Muslim countries. A young man or woman with a real job at an export-oriented factory making overcoats in Jordan or shorts in Egypt is less vulnerable to the appeal of an Al-Qaida recruiter. Of course, free trade and globalization do not guarantee peace or inoculation against terrorism, anymore than they guarantee democracy and civil liberty. Hot-blooded nationalism and ideological fervor can overwhelm cold economic calculations. Any relationship involving human beings will be messy and non-linear. There will always be exceptions and outliers in such complex relationships involving economies and governments. But deeper trade and investment ties among nations have made it more likely that democracy and civil liberties will take root, and less likely those gains will be destroyed by civil conflict and war.

--ext. trade solves war
Trade stops conflict escalation—individuals won’t risk opportunity costs
Kleinberg et al 12

(Kleinberg, Katja B., Robinson, Gregory, French, Stewart L., professors at Binghamton University and Saginaw Valley State University, March 2012, “Trade Concentration and Interstate Conflict”, The Journal of Politics, p. 529-40)FS

 In the most commonly cited formulation of the liberal peace, the argument begins with the notion that trade between states is (mutually) beneficial. In general, specialization due to trade is thought to allow for greater consumption and to facilitate economic growth at the national level. Within states, firms and individuals involved in international trade realize welfare gains. These actors in turn develop a stake in the continuation and expansion of trade. To the extent that armed conflict with a particular trading partner would jeopardize welfare gains, governments and societal actors have incentives to avoid conflict. In part through concerns about welfare losses and, depending on regime type, through concerns about the political repercussions associated with such losses, trade thus pacifies interstate relations. Arguments derived from this general proposition often center on the salience of the particular dyadic trade relation, suggesting that more intensive trade is associated with greater prospective losses from conflict. Larger opportunity costs in turn generate greater constraints on the foreign policy of trading states.

Opportunity costs arise not simply because conflict may result in the loss of dyadic trade but also from the difficulty of replacing lost trade with alternative suppliers and markets (Hirschman [1945] 1980; Keohane and Nye 1989). In principle, a potential belligerent can avoid the costs of trade interruption by diverting its dyadic trade to third states. If a state is able to shift quickly and cheaply from one trading partner to equally beneficial trade with another partner, the opportunity costs of dyadic conflict will be low and the associated constraints on belligerent actions will be small. Trade diversion will be more difficult (or impossible) and significantly more costly when suitable alternative trading partners are few in number (or nonexistent) than when they are numerous. The availability of substitutes for dyadic trade will affect the size of the prospective opportunity costs of belligerence toward a trading partner and with it the likelihood of interstate conflict.
Trade prevents escalation—the more integration, the less likely conflict is

Kinne 12

(Kinne, Brandon J.,  Assistant Professor at UT Dallas with a PhD in Political Science from Yale, “Multilateral Trade and Militarized Conflict: Centrality, Openness, and Asymmetry in the Global Trade Network”,  The Journal of Politics, Vol. 74, No. 1, January 2012, Pp. 308–322 )FS

 The pacific effect of trade is most often explained in terms of opportunity costs (Levy 2003). Trade provides valuable economic and other benefits to governments and populations.4 In turn, militarized conflict endangers trade, either by provoking retaliatory policies (e.g., sanctions, embargoes, seizure) or by encouraging risk-averse firms to divert trade elsewhere (Glick and Taylor 2010; Hegre, Oneal, and Russett 2010; Long 2008; Stein 2003). Dyadic trade thus deters conflict by increasing the opportunity costs associated with uses of force (Polachek and Xiang 2010). This dyadic logic is directly extensible to multilateral trade. Increased integration corresponds to increased trade partners, strengthened trade ties, and shorter commercial distances to nonpartners. Each of these aspects of trade increases a state’s sensitivity to market dynamics and its vulnerability to disruptions in the global trade network. As Dorussen and Ward observe, dyadic conflict ‘‘generates external effects on the system of states,’’ including reductions in trade (2008: 195). An extensive array of trade partners (breadth) creates potential disruption points in a state’s trade relations, and stronger trade ties (depth) increase the costs of those disruptions. Commercial proximity to nonpartners (closeness) also increases costs for conflict. Referencing Angell (1933), Gartzke asserts that ‘‘interdependence ensures that damage inflicted on one economy travels through the global system, afflicting even aggressors’’ (2007, 170). Similarly, Maoz argues that states avoid conflict even against enemies they do not trade with, as the ‘‘uncertainty and instability associated with conflict may cause their trading partners to look for other markets’’ (2009, 225). These indirect costs may disrupt global value-added chains or intrafirm trade by, for example, affecting availability and costs of intermediate goods and other productive inputs. When states use force, even toward nonpartners, they risk disrupting the complex economic linkages that feed their domestic industries and drive demand for their own products (cf. Brooks 1999). Thus, by ex ante increasing opportunity costs, multilateral trade unilaterally inhibits uses of force.

An alternative explanation is that trade enables costly signaling.5 In bargaining, states lack information about one another’s resolve. Costly actions, such as sanctions, convey a willingness to fight and thus introduce important ex post information into the bargaining game (Fearon 1995). This logic is essentially dyadic, but it too is extensible to multilateral trade. In fact, the signaling capacity of trade depends upon underlying opportunity costs; if signals were costless, they would not convey credibility (Polachek and Xiang 2010). Thus, the connections between multilateral trade and opportunity costs discussed above also extend to costly signaling, with the important caveat that, in the case of signaling, these costs do not themselves deter conflict; rather, when incurred or threatened, they credibly signal a state’s willingness to fight. In short, trade integration provides additional means for states to send costly signals. Economic actors are risk averse and can reallocate trade to less risky markets;6 and political actors possess punitive mechanisms like embargoes, expropriation of assets, and confiscation of tradable goods (cf. Long 2008). Multiple external actors stand ready to punish aggressors, and high levels of integration provide those actors with the means to exact costs. Actions that convey a willingness to absorb such costs are, thus, credible signals of resolve (cf. Gartzke and Li 2003b, 570–71). Precisely because integrated states face greater costs for bellicosity, their actual threats of violence are more credible. Integration promotes peace by broadening the range of signaling mechanisms available to states. I do not attempt to adjudicate the debate between opportunity costs and costly signaling. The observed negative correlation between trade and conflict is consistent with both accounts (Gartzke 2003, 96). Further, both agree that integration leads to less conflict, either directly or through signaling. Thus: H1: Trade integration reduces a state’s probability of initiating militarized disputes 

Free trade creates multiple disincentives for conflict, but it’s declining globally

Carafano, 1/29 James Jay Carafano, Ph.D. senior research fellow for national security at the Heritage Foundation. “More Free Markets Will Mean Fewer Wars,” http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2012/01/more-free-markets-will-mean-fewer-wars Accessed 6/30/12 BJM

Sir Ralph Norman Angell had all the answers. In 1909, he published "Europe's Optical Illusion," a pamphlet arguing that the global integration of economies through trade and industrialization had made total war obsolete. The outbreak of World War I dented the theory somewhat. But such was the power of Angell's argument -- and the insight of European elites -- that he received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1933. World War II started six years later. Angell and others had missed a key point. It's not just the intensity of trade between nations that influences the tide of war and peace; the kind of nations engaged in trade matters as well. The old British adage "trade follows the flag" had an important postscript: "War often follows trade." When free-market nations rubbed up against mercantilist and other "not free" economies, the friction often produced bloodshed. On the other hand, economic activity between nations that share a commitment to economic freedom tends to flow peacefully, without rancor. Indeed, strong trade ties between free-market nations tend to actually promote national security. Economic freedom helps nations generate the wealth that allows them to defend themselves. Beyond that, it creates a community of nations with a shared interest: protecting their right to freely exchange goods, peoples, services and ideas. This common bond promotes the cause of peace by creating strong, self-reliant, sovereign and independent nations interested in preserving the mutual freedoms that allow them to engage commercially and prosper. Economic freedom hinges on an institutional framework that allows all individuals to exercise their liberties in the market place. In addition to accommodating free trade, that framework includes institutional commitments to fight corruption, protect property rights and the sanctity of contracts and pursue responsible fiscal policies. Each year, the Heritage Foundation and the Wall Street Journal produce an Index of Economic Freedom that measures 10 major components essential to economic freedom and assesses the state of virtually every economy in the world. The 2012 Index of Economic Freedom should be a wake-up call for the world. It found that, generally speaking, economic freedom is in decline throughout the globe. The decline is very real right here in the United States. For the second straight year, America has failed to qualify as a free economy; it rates as only "mostly free." As recently as 2008, the U.S. was a Top Five country in terms of economic freedom. This year, we barely managed a 10th place finish. The loss of freedom has been accompanied by a stagnant economy and persistently high unemployment. Reviving economic freedom is essential to growing the economy and creating jobs ... and for national security as well. Beyond getting our own house in order, encouraging and working with other nations to promote economic freedom is equally important. Washington needs to embrace ambitious policies that create economic dynamism, policies that will unshackle innovation, which leads to better products, new markets and greater investment. Promoting property rights and anti-corruption measures ought to be high on our foreign policy agenda as well. And virtually every region of the world offers opportunities for the United States to enter new free trade agreements. New initiatives such as the proposed nine-country Trans-Pacific Partnership could create new economic opportunities by expanding trade between the United States, Asia and Latin America. The prescription for solving America's ills requires a double dose of national security and economic freedom. That's what's needed to make "peace through strength" a reality, rather than a bumper sticker. 

Trade ties prevent escalation—mutual interests

Bohmelt 10

(Bohmelt, Tobias,  PhD and member of the International Political Economy Group at the Center for Comparative and International Studies, May, 2010, “The Impact of Trade on International Mediation”, Journal of Conflict Resolution) FS
Consequently, I argue that the costs of an interruption of trade with the dyadic counterpart should encourage states to limit their hostile behavior. Because of the assumption that trade relationships with an opponent become either lost with disputes or highly inefficient because of sanctions and other risks, states with dense bilateral trade are less likely to obtain the necessary resources for continuing as well as winning the conflict. Furthermore, domestic firms, interest groups, and trading individuals, motivated by their own economic interests, will now pressure the government for an end to a conflict. In addition, sanctions that are imposed on dense bilateral trade links would undermine the overall economic situation for either belligerent significantly. This increases the likelihood that disputants sharing strong bilateral trade links with each other will be more willing to seek a peaceful solution. Hence, in complementing the argument on the “liberal peace” (e.g., Dorussen and Ward 2010; Russett and Oneal 2001), warring parties that have an interest in resolving a dispute peacefully might treat mediation as an attractive possibility under the circumstances outlined above since all economic agents at each level may expect greater benefits from a mediated outcome than a negotiated one (see Simmons 2002, 834). For example, mediators are primarily seen as legal authorities that provide incentives or security guarantees. Furthermore, mediators can help overcome commitment problems by decreasing the level of uncertainty between the warring parties, imposing order, and raising the costs of fighting. These are attractive characteristics that bilateral negotiations cannot offer— despite the fact that mediation implies losing some degree of control over the bargaining process to the mediator (Hensel 2001). But even if the antagonists do not value these aspects of a mediator, which are particularly likely to appear attractive under the aspect of trade that involves by definition huge costs and benefits, there are still reasons to choose mediation, as domestic actors may find it more attractive to make concessions to a third party than to a political adversary (see Simmons 2002, 834). Accordingly, I formulate the first hypothesis: Hypothesis 1 (H1): The higher the bilateral trade volume between belligerents, the higher the likelihood of mediation. 

Trade maintains stability—best historical analysis proves

Peterson and Quackenbush 10

(Peterson, TM, professor at Oklahoma State, and Quackenbush, SL, professor at U. of Missouri, December 6, 2010, “Not All Peace Years Are Created Equal: Trade, Imposed Settlements, and Recurrent Conflict”, International Interactions: Empirical and Theoretical Research in International Relations)FS

We contend that trade does have an effect on recurrent conflict when settlement type is disaggregated. Specifically, we argue that trade plays an important role in the differential stability of imposed settlements. To illustrate why, it is useful to compare the settlements of World Wars I and II. Both are imposed settlements, but they are starkly different in both their terms and the stability of relations that followed. While the settlement imposed on Germany following World War I instituted harsh economic reparations and other generally harsh economic terms, following the settlement to World War II the United States and other victorious allies focused on rebuilding the German economy and expanding economic ties. Of course, relations between Germany and the allies following World War I were quite unstable, with a series of crises leading up to World War II. In contrast, relations with divided Germany following World War II were substantially more stable. We argue that these examples are not simply accidents, but rather are part of an important trend. 
Trade solves war—consensus and breadth of empirics

Hillebrand 10

(Hillebrand, Evan E., professor at the University of Kentucky, “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?”, Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2, http://www.ifs.du.edu/assets/documents/hilldeglob.pdf) FS 
A long line of writers from Cruce (1623) to Kant (1797) to Angell (1907) to Gartzke (2003) have theorized that economic interdependence can lower the likelihood of war. Cruce thought that free trade enriched a society in general and so made people more peaceable; Kant thought that trade shifted political power away from the more warlike aristocracy, and Angell thought that economic interdependence shifted cost/benefit calculations in a peace-promoting direction. Gartzke contends that trade relations enhance transparency among nations and thus help avoid bargaining miscalculations.

There has also been a tremendous amount of empirical research that mostly supports the idea of an inverse relationship between trade and war. Jack Levy said that, “While there are extensive debates over the proper research designs for investigating this question, and while some empirical studies find that trade is associated with international conflict, most studies conclude that trade is associated with peace, both at the dyadic and systemic levels” (Levy, 2003, p. 127). 
Trade solves international conflicts--  incentivizes leaders

Fordham and Kleinberg ‘11

(Fordham, Benjamin O. and Kleinberg, Katja B., professors of political science at Binghamton University, “International Trade and US Relations with China”, Foreign Policy Analysis)FS

The reason international commerce could reduce hostile attitudes among trading partners is clear enough in liberal arguments about its influence on interstate conflict. The conflict-reducing effects of trade depend on the benefits that flow from the trading relationship and the opportunity cost of policies that might disrupt it. National leaders care about the benefits of trade because they contribute both to national wealth and to domestic political support. The societal actors who gain from trade should oppose conflictual foreign policies that jeopardize these gains.

Trade solves war because of economic self-interest—consensus of scholars
Mack 11

(Mack, Andrew,  former director of the Strategic Planning Office at the UN and director of the Human Security Report Project, February 2011, “A More Secure World?”, Cato Institute, http://www.cato-unbound.org/2011/02/07/andrew-mack/a-more-secure-world/)FS

 The debate among quantitative scholars over the relative impacts of democracy and economic interdependence on the risk of war is both unresolved and highly technical, but there is little dissent from the proposition that increasing levels of international trade and foreign direct investment (FDI) are associated with a reduced risk of war. 

But increased interdependence is not the only economic driver of reduced war risks. In the modern era there are far fewer economic incentives for embarking on war than there were in the era of colonial expansion. Today it is almost always cheaper—politically as well as economically—to buy raw materials from other countries than to mount invasions in order to seize them. 
Free Trade Good – Democracy 
--1AC/1NC
Free trade fosters social stability and democracy – this evidence is reverse causal

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Free Trade and the Global Middle Class,” Hayek Society Journal Vol. 9 http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/Hayek-Society-Journal-Griswold.pdf Accessed 6/30/12 BJM
The growth of the global middle class is not just about incomes and reduced poverty, as important as that development is to human well-being. Along with the expansion of trade and foreign investment in the past three decades, the world has also become more hospitable to other realms of human freedom. The two developments are related. Political scientists since Aristotle have noted that an educated and property owning middle class provides the most solid foundation for representative democracy. When households own real property, their homes, businesses, and financial assets, they are less likely to succumb to revolutionary appeals that have brought so much upheaval and misery to poor countries. When people are better educated, they are more able to exercise independent judgment in choosing their rulers and public policy. Economic independence nurtures the confidence to assert social and political independence from the government. Those traits have been the durable foundation of American freedom since our founding. Consistent with those theories, our more globalized world has also become a more democratic world. According to the think tank Freedom House based in New York, the past three decades of expanding global trade have also witnessed a dramatic expansion of political and civil freedom around the world. Freedom House rates nearly 200 countries every year according to freedom of speech, assembly, worship and other civil freedoms and the freedom to participate in open, competitive elections. In 1973, when its surveys began, Freedom House found that 35 percent of the world’s population lived in countries that were classified as “Free,” where citizens enjoyed the full range of political and civil freedoms. Today that share has grown to 46 percent. In that same time frame, the share living in countries classified as “Partly Free” has slipped from 18 to 17 percent and the share living in countries classified as “Not Free,” where political and civil freedoms are denied, has dropped from 47 percent to 37 percent. If the percentages were the same today as in 1973 there would be roughly 700 million fewer people living in the full sunlight of democracy and civil liberty, and 700 million more living in the darkness of tyranny. Expanding trade and globalization deserve a share of the credit. Economic freedom and development have spread the tools of communication. Hundreds of millions of people in developing countries now have access to cell phones, the Internet and satellite TV. Increased foreign travel and foreign investment have exposed them to a world of new friendships, ideas, and lifestyles. A more open and less controlled economy fosters the growth of “civil society” – including new businesses, independent labor unions, professional associations, and clubs – what the great 18th century British statesman Edmund Burke called society’s “little platoons.” People in a free and open market tend to see people outside their ethnic and religious group not as threats but as potential customers and business partners. People learn to practice tolerance and compromise in their everyday lives, essential public traits for a democracy. Growth has also created a rising global middle class that is economically independent and politically aware. Freed from the daily shackles of subsistence, these middle class families have turned their attention to such causes as securing property rights, improving the environment, and getting their kids through college. As people embrace the daily freedom of the marketplace and property ownership, they come to expect more freedom in the political sphere. Nations open to the global economy are significantly more likely to enjoy greater political and civil freedoms than those countries that are relatively closed. Governments that grant their citizens a large measure of freedom to engage in international commerce find it increasingly difficult to deprive them of political and civil liberties, while governments that “protect” their citizens behind tariff walls and other barriers to international commerce find it much easier to deny those same liberties. A special panel commissioned by the World Trade Organization to survey the state of the world trading system on the WTO’s 10th anniversary rightly observed, “Generally, the marks of closed economies are lack of democracy and a free media, political repression, and the absence of opportunity for individuals to improve their lives through education, innovation, honest hard work and commitment. The spread of economic freedom, trade, globalization, and middle-class incomes has helped to lay the foundation for the flowering of democracy in formerly authoritarian countries such as South Korea, Taiwan, and Chile. It is not a coincidence that within a decade after the passage of NAFTA, one-party rule in Mexico was broken with the election of Vicente Fox in 2000. NAFTA helped to break the grip of the long-ruling PRI over the economic life of the country. Now Mexico has become a vigorous multiparty democracy. In contrast, countries where political freedom and civil freedoms are in retreat, such as Venezuela and Zimbabwe, are also countries where governments are busy curtailing economic freedom. The connection between economic freedom, growth, and political and civil freedom should encourage those favor human progress and strike a note of fear in the heart of oppressive governments around the world. If the experience of other countries offers a pattern, the communist rulers in Beijing will find it increasingly difficult to suppress the legitimate desires of their citizens to enjoy political rights and civil liberties commensurate with their citizens’ expanding economic freedoms and middle-class incomes. The recent economic downturn and rising unemployment in China may provide a spark. 
Democracy is key to prevent extinction.

Diamond, 95, Larry, Senior Research Fellow at the Hoover Institute, 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, Online
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. 

--ext. trade solves democracy
Free trade sustains democracies through protectionist rent destruction

Liu and Ornelas, 12 Xuepeng Liu, Associate Professor of Economics, Kennesaw State University. Emanuel Ornelas is a Reader (Associate Professor) in the Managerial Economics and Strategy Group at the London School of Economics. He is also an Associate Editor of the Journal of International Economics, a Research Fellow of the Centre for Economic Policy Research, and the Director of the Globalisation Programme at LSE’s Centre for Economic Performance. “FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS AND THE CONSOLIDATION OF DEMOCRACY,” http://personal.lse.ac.uk/ornelas/Liu&Ornelas_lastversion.pdf Accessed 7/1/12 BJM
When the United States announced the intention to pursue a free trade agreement (FTAs) with Central America countries, there were three explicit goals, one of which was “to support democracy in the region” (www.whitehouse.gov, 16 January, 2002). Such views are not restricted to the Americas. In fact, governments regularly report to the World Trade Organization that “promoting democracy and political stability” is a central force behind their decisions to form regional trade agreements (World Trade Organization 2011). Of course, this may be mere rhetoric. But maybe not. Consider Figure 1. The bars show the cumulative number of free trade agreements (FTAs) in force, while the solid line shows the cumulative number of transitions to democracy throughout the world since 1948. Both trends have accelerated since the early 1990s. One does not observe a similar change, however, when looking at the cumulative number of transitions to autocracies (dotted line).1 We argue that these phenomena are not independent from each other, and that official claims linking participation in FTAs and the sustainability of democracy, like the one quoted above, have a meaningful content. Indeed, the establishment of new democracies has often been followed by the formation of preferential arrangements (or the accession to existing ones). This was the case, for example, of all Mercosur members, of Greece, Portugal and Spain in their accession to the European Community, and of the EU agreements with Central and Eastern Europe countries shortly after the fall of the iron curtain. Figure 2 illustrates this. For each country, we estimate the probability that democracy will fail and plot the estimated hazard together with the share of imports that stem from FTA partners.2 For all of those countries, the hazard out of democracy dropped sharply right after they became more significantly engaged in FTAs. It is therefore not very surprising that the consolidation of democracy is often presented as one of the primary goals in the formation of FTAs, as the World Trade Organization (2011) notes. In this paper we seek to provide a coherent explanation for this link between democratic consolidation and the establishment of free trade agreements.3 Specifically, we show that participation in FTAs can serve as a commitment device to destroy future protectionist rents. Since such rents are attractive for autocratic groups, FTAs lower their incentives to seek power. While this may have little value in established democracies, where the rule of law is strong and the risk of authoritarian disruption is negligible, it can be of great importance for unstable democracies. Some states will therefore have an extra incentive to seek involvement in FTAs, over and above the agreements’ potential trade gains. We provide the theoretical basis for our claims by extending the preferential trade integration model developed by Ornelas (2005a) to allow for endogenous changes in the political regime.4 In that otherwise standard model, at any trade regime domestic firms exchange transfers for protection with the government, which cares about national welfare and the transfers it receives. The government then defines the trade regime (i.e. whether to form an FTA) considering the political economy equilibrium under each trade regime. The key to understand the impact of an FTA is the recognition that the equilibrium of the (ex post) external tariff game changes with the constraint imposed by the agreement on the internal tariffs. Once one takes this into account, and only then, one finds that even though FTAs still permit lobbying for protection against excluded countries, the volume of protectionist rents falls with the formation of an agreement. In a dynamic setting this implies that, all else equal, groups motivated mainly by rents will have lower incentives to seek power if the country is deeply engaged in FTAs and withdrawal from the agreement is costly. Authoritarian groups tend to fit this description well, as their aptitude to resort to violence rather than to rely on accountability to keep power gives them leverage to pursue rent-seeking activities.5 If the gain of authoritarian groups from seeking power falls when the country is engaged in FTAs, but the agreement does not alter the costs and risks from attempting a coup d’état, the likelihood of democratic failure will, all else being equal, be lower if the country is involved more intensively in FTAs. If the incumbent government in an unstable democracy realizes this effect of “democratic consolidation,” it will seek participation in FTAs more actively than it otherwise would, in order to weaken the authoritarian threat. Yet even if the dictatorial group takes control despite the FTA, the agreement will constrain its rent-extraction activities. For both of these reasons, unstable democracies tend to enter in FTAs more frequently than other countries. In turn, participation in FTAs increases the likelihood of democracy survival in those countries. Analyzing the formation of FTAs and the strength of democracy in 126 countries over 19482007, we obtain empirical support for both of our main theoretical results. Employing duration analysis techniques, we find that greater participation in FTAs lowers the likelihood of democracy failure in a country. Using the estimated hazard rates from the duration analysis, we find as well that a higher risk of democratic breakdown induces countries to participate more actively in FTAs. 

Free Trade Good – Economy
--1AC/1NC
Free trade is key to the economy—empirics and GDP analysis

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Beneficiaries of Trade: You and Me,” http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/beneficiaries-trade-you-me Accessed 7/1/12 BJM
Whenever the U.S. Commerce Department reports rising imports and an expanding trade deficit, the economic priesthood pronounces it bad news for the economy. "Rising trade deficit could drag down economy," is a typical newspaper headline. As the Associated Press summarized conventional thinking a few months ago, "Growth slows when imports outpace exports, because more jobs go to foreign workers." This is wrong in theory and in practice. The stakes are high. Misguided worries about imports and trade deficits feed public anxieties, and can lead policy makers to reach for protectionist measures that do more harm than good. They can cause investors to misread the fundamental forces driving growth. Contrary to the prevailing orthodoxy, the U.S. economy shows no sign of suffering during periods when the trade deficit is expanding. The mistaken assumption that imports and trade deficits are a drag on growth depends on the seemingly plausible idea that anything we import is one less thing we make ourselves. The Bureau of Economic Analysis supports this error in its quarterly estimates of gross domestic product by reporting that a rise in imports always represents a "subtraction in the calculation of GDP." Don't believe it. Much of what we import doesn't displace domestic production so much as complement it. Imports fuel American industry by providing the raw materials, intermediate inputs and capital machinery our producers need to compete. Competition from imports spurs innovation, cost containment, and productivity gains. Lower prices for imported consumer goods allow households to spend more on home-grown services. The dollars we spend on imports quickly return to buy U.S. assets. In 2010, our trade deficit in goods of $647 billion was exactly offset by our trade surplus in services and investment income and our large capital surplus — the amount of U.S. assets, including Treasury bonds, purchased by foreigners, minus the foreign assets purchased by Americans. The grand balance of U.S. international transactions last year, as in every year, was zero. Contrary to the BEA's unhelpful wording, a rising level of imports doesn't "subtract" from gross domestic product. The problem is the way by which the government calculates GDP. It doesn't actually count what we produce, but rather what we spend — adding up what the government spends, what households spend, what we invest, and what we export. Imports are already counted in domestic expenditures in a way that makes them indistinguishable from domestic goods and services. If the BEA didn't subtract imports from total domestic expenditures, GDP would be overstated. So, when the BEA reports that imports "subtracted" two percentage points from economic growth in the past quarter, that doesn't mean that GDP would have grown that much faster without those pesky imports. It only means that other components — private and government expenditures, investment, and exports — were overstated by that amount. The subtraction reduces the overstatement, not real gross domestic product. In a recent study for the Cato Institute, I tested the conventional wisdom on imports and the economy. Since 1980, the trade deficit has grown as a share of GDP during five sustained periods: 1982-84, 1992-95, 1997-2000, 2001-06 and 2009-10. It has shrunk during three sustained periods: 1987-92, 2000-01 and 2006-09. I then examined how the U.S. economy performed during each of these periods in terms of real gross-domestic-product growth, equity prices (as measured by the Standard & Poor's 500 Index), manufacturing output, total civilian employment and the unemployment rate. Contrary to the prevailing orthodoxy, the U.S. economy shows no sign of suffering during periods when the trade deficit is expanding. To the contrary, real GDP grew more than three times faster at an annualized rate — 3.6%, versus 1% — during periods when the trade deficit was expanding, compared to those in which it was shrinking. A rising trade deficit was good news for investors, as well. The S&P 500 climbed an annualized average of 11% during periods when the deficit was "worsening" compared with less than 1% during periods when it was "improving." Despite worries that trade is causing the de-industrialization of America, manufacturing output expanded at a robust 5.2% a year during periods of rising deficits, and shrank by 2% a year when the trade gap was contracting. People who blame job losses on trade deficits should consider this: Civilian employment expanded at a healthy 1.4% a year during periods of rising trade deficits, while job growth was virtually zero during stretches when the deficit was shrinking. The jobless rate declined an average of 0.4 percentage points per year when the trade gap was on an upward trend, and jumped a painful one point per year when the deficit was trending down. Apparently, the only thing worse for the U.S. economy than a rising trade deficit is a falling one. Politicians obsessed with the trade balance should give up the goal of promoting exports over imports. The aim of U.S. trade policy should be to maximize the freedom of Americans to buy and sell in global markets for mutual gain, whatever the mix of goods, services and assets we freely choose to trade. 
Economic decline triggers nuclear war

Harris and Burrows 9 (Mathew, PhD European History at Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer, member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf, AM)
Increased Potential for Global Conflict Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
--ext. trade solves econ.
Trade accelerates growth—consensus of economists

Lloyd 11
(Lloyd, Peter, professor of economics at the University of Melbourne, 2011“Free Trade and Growth in the World Economy”, http://www.pc.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/94645/sub003-attachment.pdf)FS
The unanimous view of trade economists today is that free trade is the best policy for a single small (=price taking) economy, irrespective of the policies pursued by its trading partners. This is the old story that free trade allows a country to specialise according to its comparative advantage. Departures from free trade, therefore, reduce national welfare. We are all thoroughly familiar with this story too. There are now numerous measures of the deadweight losses from border protection for most countries of the world and the gains from trade liberalisation, thanks to the efforts of the GTAP and the World Bank and other teams of cge researchers.

Yet, I want to argue that we still substantially underestimate the gains from trade liberalisation. The principal reason1 is that the standard gains from liberalising trade are comparative statics. They increase the level of real incomes and incomes per capita. The literature of the 1990s introduced an important distinction between the level effect and the rate of growth effect of trade liberalisation (for example, Grossman and Helpman, 1990). Old growth theory suggests that trade liberalisation may raise the rate of capital formation by lowering the price of fixed capital (Estevadeordal and Taylor, 2008) and possibly also increasing the rate of return on capital and the savings rate or net capital inflow. This increase in capital formation in turn raises the rate of growth of real outputs and real incomes. New Growth theory has added a number of other growth-inducing effects; trade liberalisation may increase the variety of capital and intermediate inputs, or increase the productivity of R& D (Taylor, 1999). The level effect is once-for-all whereas the growth effect is continuing.

A number of cross-sectional studies have found that countries that are more open to trade have higher growth rates; see especially the influential study of Sachs and Warner (1995). This became the consensus view. It supported advocacy of continued trade liberalisation in Developing Countries by economists and institutions such as the World Bank and the IMF. 

Free trade is critical to the international economy

Ma and Lu, 11 Jing Ma, School of Economics, DUT Faculty of Management and Economics. Yuduo Lu Department of Economics, Dalian University of Technology. “Free Trade or Protection: A Literature Review on Trade Barriers” http://www.sciedu.ca/journal/index.php/rwe/article/viewFile/192/77 Accessed 7/3/12 BJM
The issue of free trade versus protection has been in dispute since the eighteenth century. The arguments are complex and subtle, although the controversy itself is obviously (Franklin R.Root, 2000). 3.1 Free Trade advocating 3.1.1 Benefits from Free Trade In Franklin’s case for free trade, he gives a strong argument of the benefits from free trade. The principle of comparative advantage demonstrates that for the world as a whole free trade leads to a higher level of output and income than no trade (autarky). Free trade also enables each nation to obtain a higher level of production and consumption than can be obtained in isolation. Under perfect competition, free trade achieves a worldwide allocation of resources that meets the requirements of optimality: It is impossible to make anyone better off (through reallocation) without making someone else worse off. Free trade achieves equality between each country’s marginal rate of transformation in production (MRT) and its marginal rate of substitution in consumption (MRS) and the international terms of trade (ITT). In contrast, trade barriers prevent this equilibrium condition by creating divergences between the domestic and international prices of tradable goods. Hence, under protection, MRT=MRS≠ITT. It follows, therefore, that trade barriers cause a suboptimal allocation of the world’s factors of production and a lower world real income than would exist under free trade. Thompson Henry analyzes the results by trade protectionism from different stakeholders such as government, firms, employees and consumers. Protectionism redistributes income. Protection of an industry creates gains for some and losses for others. Those who enjoy the gains can be expected to favour protection. Government protection of domestic industry from foreign competition began the debate on free trade and the effects of economic policy which led to the study of economics. International economists have consistently advocated openly facing international competition with a policy of free trade. Both theory and evidence suggest that income rises and is more evenly distributed when countries pursue free trade. Comparative advantage is the foundation of international trade and one of the most universal principles in science. Nations, firms, or individuals that ignore their comparative advantage will be less efficient and ultimately not as well off as with specialization and trade. Protectionism restricts the ultimate beneficial effects of exploiting comparative advantage through free trade. Protectionism restricts international trade, lowering national income and distributing income more unevenly. Economists have yet to persuade governments to give up protectionism. Tariffs, quotas, and other non-tariff barriers on imports are common government policy. The ultimate reason for protectionism is simple. Those who benefit from the policy, the owners and workers in the protected industry, are organized and willing to spend resources to lobby and influence political decisions. Disorganized consumers and taxpayers do not generally realize the extent of their losses with tariffs. The amount of the loss for each individual consumer is not large enough to spend resources lobbying against the harmful policy. The benefits of protectionism are concentrated but costs are thinly spread. The overall inefficiency of protectionism prevails (Thompson, Henry, 2000). 3.1.2 Extending market abroad As most nations and regions continue to become more involved in the world economy, it is critical that the states, in their economic development efforts, explore the foreign trade structure of their economies to obtain a clearer understanding of where their industrial comparative advantages lie. With this knowledge, a state will be able to maximize the benefits of foreign trade as it more efficiently targets its limited economic development resources. From LeaAnn Stagg’s point of view, (Cavusgil and Czinkota, 2001) from any one state’s perspective, exporting to a foreign country or ‘exporting’ to another state represents equally good ways of generating new wealth. That is, both bring in additional income not otherwise possible had the state served a local market alone. To the extent that states rely on domestic trade to generate new wealth, however, one state’s gains often come at the expense of another. By reaching new markets, states can actually increase the economic pie, rather than merely compete with each other for existing markets. 3.1.3 The National Gains from International Trade Trade has played a vital role in the development of most economies. Trade is an engine of growth. The contribution of international trade is so immense that few countries could become self-sufficient even with the greatest effort. Contemporary economies have been shaped by the international trade and specialization of the past, and their continued viability is closely dependent on the world economy. Franklin gives an example of international trade between UK and Japan. It is physically impossible for the United Kingdom or Japan to feed, clothe, and house their present populations at their current levels without import from other countries. Economic self-sufficiency for these two nations would mean poverty standards of living unless emigration proved possible on a very large scale. The survival of these countries depends essentially on the export of manufactures that require little space to produce in exchange for foodstuffs and raw materials that require great space to produce or are found in only certain areas of the earth. (Franklin R.Root, 2000) The United Kingdom and Japan are examples of high dependence on international trade. But even countries that are able to supply their own peoples with the basic necessities of life out of domestic production would be faced with an unbearable decline in living standards if they were cut off from international trade. (Much of the decline in living standards during a war is due to the cessation of international trade, as illustrated by the experience of neutral countries such as Sweden and Switzerland during World War II) Manufacturing industries would also face many difficulties. Without imports, many raw materials would no longer be available and inferior substitutes would replace them. Domestic supplies of other raw materials would no longer be supplemented by imports, and their prices would rise to increase costs of production all along the line. The loss of export markets would also cause severe dislocations in many manufacturing industries. 3.1.4 International Trade’s Competitive effects International trade’s competitive effects generally benefit both global economic welfare and individual liberty. That is generally true of international trade's effects, including reduction of the scope or bite of international regulation: trade-induced changes in such regulation most often will enhance international welfare by allowing increased competition and diminishing economic rents protected by regulatory intervention. While trade can produce a diminution of international welfare in some instances, where trade undermines the ability of a nation to deal with certain negative externalities of production, but this will be the exceptional case. Trade's tendency to diminish regulatory rents will be inimical to the interests of many politicians and politically influential groups, which will face higher costs to maintaining favored regulatory policies. These individuals and groups have incentives to argue that particular instances of open trade fit the limited circumstances in which trade reduces national economic welfare. For instance, infant industries were strongly protected by many governments in order to achieve rapid industrial growth. Someone will claim as well that trade reduces the ability of national polities to design regulation favored by each nation's citizens. If all processes governing regulation in the absence of trade are taken as part of the calculus of what a nation's citizen’s favor, this claim is a tautology. If, however, citizens' views are abstracted from current political-decisional processes, trade is seen to serve (under most conditions) to counteract antidemocratic tendencies in domestic governance, protecting individual liberty in a world of diverse tastes. (Cass and Haring, 2000) 
Protectionism fails – its model of trade suffocates the economy

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “The Trade-Balance Creed Debunking the Belief that Imports and Trade Deficits Are a “Drag on Growth” 4/11/11 http://www.cato.org/pubs/tpa/tpa-045.pdf Accessed 6/30/12 BJM
For all the reasons above, resorting to higher trade barriers as a means to promote growth will be doomed to fail. By reducing trade generally, trade barriers deprive our economy of the efficiency gains that come from specialization and economies of scale. Trade barriers drive up costs for consumers and for those industries that depend on imports to produce their products for final sale, rendering U.S. companies less competitive in global markets. Even for those who accept the creed that exports are the good half of trade and imports are the bad, trade barriers are a losing proposition. By reducing the flow of dollars out of the country to buy imports, trade barriers necessarily reduce the flow of dollars into the United States to buy our exports and our assets. A constricted outflow will mean a smaller supply of dollars in foreign exchange markets and a stronger dollar in terms of other currencies. A stronger dollar, in turn, will make imports more affordable, partially offsetting the indented effect of the trade barriers, while making U.S. exports more expensive for foreign customers. Higher U.S. trade barriers also invite retaliation by other countries, reducing the ability of U.S. producers to sell their goods and services abroad. The end result of rising U.S. protection would be the reduction of both imports and exports, leaving the trade balance unchanged while forfeiting the efficiency gains from trade. Trade barriers do not prevent leakage of demand. They merely restrict the healthy, circular flow of international trade in goods, services, and assets. In sum, there is no compelling economic argument that rising imports or a growing trade deficit subtract from growth or signal a failure of U.S. trade policy. As the late economist Herbert Stein noted: Contrary to the general perception, the existence of a current account deficit is not in itself a sign of bad economic policy or bad economic conditions. If the United States has a current account deficit, all this means is that the United States is importing capital. And importing capital is no more unnatural or dangerous than importing coffee. 9 The stimulative properties of coffee aside, Stein’s conclusion is grounded in solid economic reasoning and experience. A currentaccount deficit is no more worrisome for an economy than a surplus. 

--AT Imports Turn
A trade deficit is a stimulant for the economy, and your authors ignore math

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “The Trade-Balance Creed Debunking the Belief that Imports and Trade Deficits Are a “Drag on Growth” 4/11/11 http://www.cato.org/pubs/tpa/tpa-045.pdf Accessed 6/30/12 BJM
 At the heart of the misunderstanding over the trade deficit, imports, and growth is the indirect method the government uses to compute GDP for each quarter. The BEA estimates real GDP, not by counting what Americans actually produce, but by estimating expenditures on the various components of GDP and then inferring what we produce. The “subtraction” of imports is merely an accounting method to avoid overestimating domestic production. Broadly speaking, the government estimates GDP by attempting to measure expenditures each quarter for private consumption, government consumption, investment, exports, and imports. The confusion flows from the fact that the government does not, and indeed cannot, distinguish expenditures on imported goods and services from those produced domestically in each category of GDP. Imports are baked into expenditures for C, G, I, and EX in a way that makes them indistinguishable from domestically produced goods and services. The only way to remove foreign product from gross domestic product is to “subtract” total imports from the final calculation. Think of an economy based on a single product, which we can call a widget. The government estimates GDP by first counting the widgets purchased in the quarter for private consumption (C), government consumption (G), investment (I), or that are exported (EX). The problem is that once a widget enters the domestic market for sale, government accountants cannot distinguished a foreign widget from a domestically made widget. So C includes expenditures on domestic widgets as well as foreign widgets. The same goes for G, I, and even EX, since some widgets can be re-exported. The only way to determine gross domestic production of widgets in a given period is to subtract the total number of imported widgets from total domestic expenditures, adjusted for changes in inventories. One of the clearest explanations of the role—or more accurately the non-role—of imports in calculating GDP comes from economics professor Steven Suranovic of George Washington University. On his website for his International Finance Theory and Policy course, Suranovic explains: The correct argument, for why imports are subtracted in the national income identity, is because imports appear in the identity as hidden elements in consumption, investment, government and exports. Thus, imports must be subtracted to ensure that only domestically produced goods are being counted. . . . When consumption expenditures, investment expenditures, government expenditures, and exports are measured, they are measured without accounting for where the goods purchased were actually made. Thus, consumption expenditures measures domestic expenditures on both domestic and foreign goods purchased. For example, if a U.S. resident buys a television imported from Korea, that purchase would be included in domestic consumption expenditures. If a business purchases a microscope made in Germany, that purchase would be included in domestic investment. When the government buys foreign goods abroad to provide supplies for its foreign embassies, those purchases are included in government expenditures. Finally, if an intermediate product is imported, used to produce another good, and then exported, the value of the original imports will be included in the value of domestic exports. . . . The reason imports are subtracted in the standard national income identity is because they have already been included as part of consumption, investment, government spending, and exports. If imports were not subtracted, GDP would be overstated. Because of the way the variables are measured, the national income identity is written such that imports are added and then subtracted off again. 7 That is why imports are not a drag on GDP. When the Bureau of Economic Analysis reports that imports “subtracted” 3.5 percentage points from last quarter’s GDP, it does not mean that GDP would have grown 3.5 percentage points faster without those burdensome imports. It only means that the other components of GDP—private and gov- ernment consumption, investment, and exports—were overstated by that same amount. The subtraction cancels out the overstatement, not real GDP. The Circular Flow of Dollars and Demand Those who worry about imports and the trade deficit as a drag on growth frequently warn against the “leakage” of demand abroad. To this way of thinking, the deficit represents a net outflow of wealth, a spilling of the economy’s vital lifeblood. What they miss is the reality that trade in its broadest sense is a circular flow. The money that flows out of our economy to pay for imports quickly flows back. Foreign producers who sell in our markets are not ultimately motivated to acquire dollars, but to acquire what dollars and other currencies can buy. They may use the dollars earned from imports to the United States to exchange for other currencies, including their local currency, which they can use to pay their workers, suppliers, and shareholders. If the importer to the U.S. market does not want to use the dollars earned to buy U.S. goods, services, or assets, it will exchange those dollars in foreign-exchange markets to other parties who do. Consider an everyday transaction. If an American spends $50,000 to buy a Lexus from Japan, that transaction in isolation is considered bad for growth. It represents the leakage of $50,000 in demand abroad. A vehicle gets made in Japan that could have been made in the United States, thus “more jobs go to overseas workers than to U.S. workers.” But the story does not end there. Producers abroad are not content to stuff dollars in a cookie jar. If the $50,000 is used to buy goods and services from the United States—say, soybeans, semiconductors, an insurance policy, or university tuition—our trade account is balanced. The demand for the Lexus is offset by the demand for U.S.-produced goods and services, and the consensus creed on trade is not offended. But the dollars earned abroad can also be used to buy U.S. assets— such as Treasury bonds, corporate stock, real estate, or a certificate of deposit at a U.S. bank. In that case, we are running a $50,000 trade deficit, but we are also receiving a net $50,000 surplus in investment capital. Like double-entry bookkeeping, every transaction entered in the debit column must be offset by an entry in the credit column. The $50,000 spent on the imported car is offset by $50,000 spent on the “exported” certificate of deposit or other asset. In this cosmic sense, our trade accounts are always balanced. Balance of Payments: What Flows Out Must Flow Back We can see the inherently balanced nature of America’s trade by examining the “balance of payments” accounts for the U.S. economy during the most recent calendar year. The current account is what draws the headlines. It covers our international trade in goods, services, investment income, and unilateral transfers, such as foreign aid and remittances. But transactions also include the financial account, which records the cross-border buying and selling of assets. In 2010, a total of just under $4 trillion flowed out of the United States to buy goods, services, and assets abroad, and just under $4 trillion flowed into the United States to buy goods, services, and assets offered here. 8 The hang-up for those who worry about the trade deficit is that the accounts do not balance within categories of transactions. As Table 1 shows, there was a net outflow of money (a deficit) for transactions involving goods, unilateral transfers, foreign direct investment, and bank deposits. An equal amount of dollars, on net, flowed into the United States (we ran a surplus) on transactions involving services, investment income, non-bank claims, and portfolio investment, including government and private purchases of Treasury bonds, stocks, and other securities. (Because some transactions escape official recording, the accounts always include a “statistical discrepancy” to fully balance the ledger.) During the past year, Americans ran up a $470 billion deficit on the current account, including an even larger $647 billion deficit in merchandise trade. Those figures grab the headlines, but during that same period foreigners directed a net inflow of investment to the United States of the same magnitude (after adjusting for the statistical discrepancy). The grand balance of all U.S. international transactions last year, as in every year, was zero. There is no leakage. What flows out through one pipe over the course of a year flows back through another. The flows were not balanced within categories, and there is no reason why they should be. The preference for certain categories of items will vary by country, driven by differing rates of growth, levels of investment and savings, demographics, domestic regulations and taxes, and even culture. For all those reasons, demand for consumer goods will be relatively stronger in one country, demand for investment assets relatively higher in another. There is no reason why Americans should want to spend exactly the same amount on foreign-made goods in a given year as foreigners want to spend on U.S.made goods, just as there is no reason why trade in cars or agricultural products or insurance should be exactly “balanced” every year within their more narrow categories. Exports Are Not the Only Stimulant For those who are still worried that a trade deficit represents lost demand, they should consider that the foreign purchase of a U.S. asset can stimulate the U.S. economy just as well as the export of goods and services. A region of the United States that would benefit from the foreign purchase of $1 billion in Americangrown soybeans presumably also would benefit as much, if not more, were the $1 billion invested in a foreign-owned automobile plant. More broadly, the foreign-purchase of Treasury bills help to reduce long-term interest rates, stimulating the economy in the same manner as the Federal Reserve’s policy of “quantitative easing.” Foreign purchases of U.S. real estate and equities put dollars in the hands of those Americans who are selling the assets. Foreign demand can boost asset prices, stimulating the economy further through the “wealth effect,” in which an improving balance sheet spurs families to spend more freely. Whether the dollars flow back to buy our goods and services or to buy our assets, economic activity is stimulated. Advocates of the “exports are good/imports are bad” creed are half right: rising exports do deliver a boost to the U.S. economy. Demand abroad can help take up the slack when U.S. growth slows. Exports also allow U.S. companies to take full advantage of economies of scale. We can produce semiconductors, civil airliners, and pharmaceuticals at a lower cost per unit when we are selling to global markets rather than our more limited domestic market. Where believers of the creed go wrong is in their failure to consider the benefits that imports bestow on the productive capacity of American companies and workers. Imports fuel American industry by providing the raw materials, intermediate inputs, and capital machinery our producers need to compete. Competition from imports spurs innovation, cost containment, and productivity gains, raising the potential growth rate of the U.S. economy. 

Free Trade Good – failed states

Deglobalization causes instability (China specific)

Hillebrand 10

(Hillebrand, Evan E., professor at the University of Kentucky, “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?”, Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2, http://www.ifs.du.edu/assets/documents/hilldeglob.pdf) FS 

The probability of regime failure---revolutionary wars, ethnic wars, genocides or politicides—is estimated as a function of economic performance, trade openness, regime type, and overall social well-being proxied by the infant mortality rate.11 In the globalization scenario which posits high economic growth in most countries, increasing trade interdependence, improving public health, and a trend towards democratization, the global average probability of regime failure falls from 16.8 percent in 2005 to 14.9 percent in 2035.

In the deglobalization scenario the downward trend is arrested (Table 5). The global average probability for regime failure in 2035 rises to 17 percent, with almost all of the change coming in the non-OECD countries. Deglobalization affects economic growth and trade openness differently in each country. China, which has boosted its growth rate through globalization sees its trade openness fall relatively sharply in the deglobalization scenarios and it also suffers one of the biggest drops in GDP growth rates. These two factors, given the IFs framework for estimating political instability, result in one of the largest forecasted rises in political instability, 24 percentage points. The estimated increase would have been even greater had China been a less autocratic society, but in this framework China’s high level of autocracy gives the regime more power to keep the polity intact. India suffers somewhat less of a fall in GDP growth and a much lower reduction in trade openness, and thus its estimated rise in the probability of instability is much less than China’s. 
Failed states escalate to WMD war
Yoo 5
John, Professor of Law, University of California at Berkeley School of Law, Failed States, Int’l Colloquium, Online

Failed states pose perhaps the most dangerous threat to both American national security and international peace and stability. Failed states have served as the incubator of international terrorist groups, such as the al Qaeda organization that attacked the United States on September 11, 2001, or as trans-shipments points for illicit drugs, human trafficking, or the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction technologies. In Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, and the former Yugoslavia, failed states have produced the catastrophic human rights disasters. Since the end of World War II, far more lives have been lost due to internal wars than international armed conflicts, and many of the former have occurred in failed states. Military intervention in response, often led by the United States and its allies, incurs high costs in terms of money, material, and lives. Finding a comprehensive and effective solution to these challenges of terrorism, human rights violations, or poverty and lack of economic development requires some answers to the problem of failed states.
--ext. trade solves failed states
The benefits to trade outweigh any negative effects—it’s key to stability and living standards—economic projections

Hillebrand 10

(Hillebrand, Evan E., professor at the University of Kentucky, “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?”, Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2, http://www.ifs.du.edu/assets/documents/hilldeglob.pdf) FS
Politically, deglobalization makes for less stable domestic politics and a greater likelihood of war. The likelihood of state failure through internal war, projected to diminish through 2035 with increasing globalization, rises in the deglobalization scenario particularly among the non-OECD democracies. 

 Similarly, deglobalization makes for more fractious relations among states and the probability for interstate war rises.
These are dramatic results and have strong implications for policy. For the United States and other OECD countries, deglobalization might economically benefit a small fraction of citizens and companies, but it would cut overall economic growth and reduce average living standards. It would seem far better to deal with the negative aspects of globalization directly by improving trade adjustment assistance, providing more secure access to health care, by upgrading the skills of the workforce, and by refocusing academic research toward areas that will spur productivity growth.

For the non-OECD countries, deglobalization has even worse results, suggesting that those countries need to reengage in global trade negotiations and seek compromises that can benefit all participants. 

Free Trade Good – Food

Free trade is an essential factor for food security

USDA, 11 United States Department of Agriculture, July 2011, “INTERNATIONAL FOOD SECURITY ASSESSMENT, 2011-21,” http://www.ers.usda.gov/media/123436/gfa22.pdf Accessed 7/5/12 BJM 
Note – SSA = sub Saharan africa
Food Imports Depend on Foreign Exchange Earnings Based on International Monetary Fund (IMF) projections, we assumed positive export growth for all regions. Political changes in NA, however, create signiﬁ cant uncertainty and downward risk for export earnings. For trade-dependent countries, trade stability can be seen in the comparison of global food prices with prices of other commodities during 2010 and 2011 (ﬁ g. 3). As ﬁ gure 3 illustrates, relative to food prices, the prices of most commodities began to stabilize toward the end of 2009, meaning that the purchasing power of food-importing countries did not deteriorate. The prices of nonfood commodities (metals, agricultural, beverage, and industrial) have risen faster than food prices since August 2009. The only exception to this trend is fuel prices, which declined more than food prices after the peak in July 2008. Since June 2009, fuel prices have remained 20-40 percent lower than food prices. In the short-term, food imports have been relatively more expensive for countries that export fuel since the height of the 2008 price crisis. For countries that export other commodities (metal, industrial, high-value agricultural products, etc.) and import food, however, food has been relatively less expensive—terms of trade are in their favor with respect to food. Given the tension that developed in the Middle East in 2011, rising fuel prices could cause terms of trade to deteriorate and increase pressure on the import capacity of the oil-importing countries. The political instability in the region could also impact remittances as workers are forced to leave several of the NA countries. Remittances from the Middle East are important sources of foreign exchange earnings for many countries in Asia and SSA. According to the IMF monthly food price index, global food prices (in nominal terms) were stable during the ﬁ rst half of 2010, but increased steadily in the second half of 2010 through the ﬁ rst 3 months of 2011. A combination of weather-related food production declines in major exporting countries and strong food demand in emerging countries contributed to increasing food prices. Higher fuel prices also ampliﬁ ed the rise in food prices. As a result, FAO estimates that the global cost of food imports exceeded $1 trillion in 2010, marking a 15-percent increase from 2009 (Blas, 2011). Although uncertainty persists, our analysis was based on USDA Agricultural Projections to 2020 which show a 15-percent increase in grain prices between 2010 and 2011. This increase, in turn, leads to price increases for other commodities, such as feed and meat. In contrast, World Bank grain prices and aggregate food price projections for 2011 show a decline of about 4 percent from 2010 (table 2). Both USDA and the World Bank, however, project declining prices through 2020. IMF analysts argue that as consumption of high-protein foods increases in the emerging countries, a downturn in food prices is unlikely (IMF Finance and Development, March 2011). Trostle (2011) reviews the factors behind the price surge and indicates that the long-term trends in agricultural production and consumption that contributed to 2002-08 price increases, such as growth in global population and income, rising demand for energy (including biofuels), and increasing food demand (meat in particular), will continue to impact the trend toward higher food prices at least in the midterm. Prices also could spike in the short term due to weather-related production shortfalls in an environment of relatively low global commodity stocks. Government policy options, such as expediting imports as opposed to imposing export restrictions, could reduce the degree of these price increases, especially for such commodities as rice, where the trade market is thin. The 2010 IMF projections for NA countries indicated faster export earnings growth in 2010 and 2011 than in 2009 in nearly all countries, ranging from 5 to 6 percent (IMF, 2010a). Political instability within the North Africa/ Middle East region could have negative implications for these countries, altering current positive projections. In SSA, where chronic food insecurity persists, trade prospects are projected to improve from 2010 (IMF, October 2010a). Economic growth for the region is projected to improve modestly to 5.5 percent from 5 percent in 2010. Trade is a critical factor for projected growth and depends on the strength of demand of trading partners. According to the latest World Bank data, SSA’s trade with developing countries, particularly Latin America and Asia has increased substantially. China’s share of SSA’s trade increased from 3.4 percent in 2000 to 13.9 percent in 2009 (World Bank). The most signiﬁ cant exports to these regions include oil, iron ore, diamonds, copper, and cobalt. Within the LAC region, mineral commodity-exporting countries, particularly Peru, are projected to have the strongest trade performance (IMF, October 2010b). Of the study countries in 2010, Peru had the highest export growth in the region of about 8 percent. Export growth in Central American countries, such as Honduras, Guatemala, and Nicaragua, is projected at 4-5 percent. The ﬁ nancial performance of Central American countries depends heavily on the state of the U.S. economy, particularly in terms of exports and remittances. Slow economic growth in the United States can mean few gains for remittances and export earnings. While these countries have beneﬁ tted from the global commodity price boom, they also depend highly on imports of both oil and food. Therefore, a slow U.S. economic recovery and higher food and/or crude oil prices could increase pressure on their import capacity. Of all regions included in this study, Asia shows the strongest and most sustainable export growth. Most countries in the region have diversiﬁ ed economies, and both production and exports beneﬁ t from growing investment in the region (IMF, April 2010). Projected export growth is the strongest for India and Indonesia. However, the lower income countries in the region like Bangladesh, Cambodia, and Vietnam beneﬁ t from strong external demand for commodities (e.g., textiles) and People’s Democratic Republic of Laos and Mongolia will gain from brisk demand for minerals. 
The new food wars are unique – conflicts will be about material gain – decreasing food prices is key to avoiding global civil conflicts

Vatikiotis, 8

Michael, Asia regional director of Geneva-based Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, ‘A hungry world tests skills of peacemakers,’ May 23, pg. l/n

WAR and hunger are inseparable: Experience has shown the close relationship between economic distress and the outbreak of conflict. But the solutions the international community tends to apply are mostly political and rarely address material needs. So what happens when people are driven to kill one another for food? It's a critical question to ask as the world faces a sudden and unexpected food price crisis that is threatening to plunge millions back into poverty. The spike in food prices this year has already led to violence. Food riots in parts of Africa and the Caribbean have created social and political instability. In rice-growing countries such as India, Vietnam and Thailand, hoarding has begun, with export bans creating inter-state friction. Myanmar's rice-growing capacity has just been devastated by Cyclone Nargis, which will add to price pressures soon. This is a crisis born of inflation and other market factors rather than fundamental shortages. Prices for the benchmark Thai variety of rice, a staple across much of Asia, have risen threefold within a year. Meat prices have risen by 60 per cent in Bangladesh, 45 per cent in Cambodia and 30 per cent in the Philippines. The World Food Programme calls the crisis a 'silent tsunami'.  The threat of conflict is real, both within and between states. as the trend towards liberalisation is suddenly reversed and replaced by subsidies, price-fixing cartels and export curbs. In Indonesia, a retired general recently warned: 'If students demonstrate it's not a worry. But if hungry people take to the streets - now that's dangerous.' Hunger causes conflict when people feel they have nothing to lose and are willing to kill their neighbours over scarce resources. The peasant wars of the late 20th century in Central and South America and the wars that sprang from famine in Nigeria, Ethiopia and Sudan are reminders of man's most basic instinct, which is to fight to survive. The trouble is that in terms of resolving conflict, we have come to rely less on material remedies and more on political artifice. Many internal conflicts that have been peacefully resolved in recent years only superficially addressed the material seeds of conflict. Peace deals have been elite affairs where leaders of armed groups reached an understanding on how to share power. This approach is a sensible first step towards conflict resolution. By convincing people to lay down their arms, it becomes possible to start designing a wider range of policies to address socio- economic issues. But the benefits of economic development the public expects trickle down slowly, if at all. Aceh in Indonesia, for example, remains poor, as does Mindanao in the Philippines - two areas of South-east Asia where peace was recently negotiated. When hunger drives people into conflict, we might presume that peacemaking will be a question of providing food. We would be wrong. The experience of aid agencies in the 1970s and 1980s in Africa was that food aid tends to fuel conflict as the combatants seek to harness the supply of nutrition to the goals of war. Experts say farmers will eventually adjust the supply of food to cope with higher demand so that prices stabilise. And there are signs that decades of improving cooperation between states is stimulating a collective urge to resolve the crisis. The sharing of technology is key, says former United Nations chief Kofi Annan. He believes that farmers in Africa could double their food output in five to 10 years if rich countries partner them in a 'Green Revolution'. But trade agreements and technological advances are slow-moving transformations. In the meantime, officials in India warn that rising food prices could plunge millions into poverty in a country that is already battling an internal Marxist insurgency. So the immediate challenge is to prevent and resolve conflict arising from the food crisis. This places a significant burden on the international community to swiftly respond to outbreaks of violence. If people driven to war by hunger are less inclined to compromise, this would make the task of peacemaking more challenging. If conflict fuelled by hunger becomes more widespread, this will exert strain on international agencies involved in peacekeeping and humanitarian work. Peacemakers need to be more aware of the socio-economic roots of conflict. They should incorporate in peace agreements remedies for these grievances and enlist the international community's support for their implementation. Such remedies should include addressing in a meaningful way issues such as land distribution, job creation as well as racial and ethnic discrimination. The ethnic and religious wars of the 20th century have perhaps lulled us into a false sense of security. We have grown accustomed to resolving conflict by forging political compromises in situations where protagonists had much to lose materially if they kept on fighting. But in a world where the prices of staples can triple within months, it is harder to find grounds for compromise.
--ext. trade solves food
Free trade solves food crises – balancing between surplus and deficit countries

KIGUNDA, 6/19 KEN KIGUNDA, writer for Safari Africa, “Free trade answer to food insecurity in East Africa,” http://safariafricaradio.com/index.php/business/101-economics/1830-free-trade-answer-to-food-insecurity-in-east-africa# Accessed 7/1/12 BJM
The horn of Africa for many years has been hit hard by worst droughts that have culminated into acute food shortage in the region.  This has left scores of people and animals in the region dead while others devastated by the situation. Poor farming methods, substandard agricultural policies and bad weather have always been termed as the major causes of hunger in Africa and especially in Kenya. However, a new report released on Monday by the World Bank, clearly states that East Africa is capable of feed itself especially if free trade is permitted to balance surplus and deficit countries.  The report dubbed Kenya Economic Update 2012 further stated a coordinated trade among member states in East Africa would emancipate the region from the menace that has caused shame all over the world. Kenya being a food deficit country that mostly relies on relief food to feed the drought prone parts of the country, has surprisingly maintained barriers to trade in maize, wheat and sugar. This has resulted to exceptionally high food prices that have pushed living cost to the ceiling. According to economic experts, Kenya has imposed more regulations on its imports than many other sub-Saharan African countries, and actually more regulations on imports from East Africa Community (EAC) countries than on imports from other countries.  This has made cross border trade among the EAC countries difficult and expensive to carry out forcing neighboring countries to seek market elsewhere in the region. Although EAC) came into being in 2005, it has taken ages for the five member countries to formulate standard trading terms that would facilitate easy trading along the border to minimize the cost incurred as a result of time waste in transactions. Transport costs in the region are amongst the highest in the world damaging the region’s ability to trade competitively in the international market. In particular the time taken to get to and from the ports to land locked countries is singled out as a major factor according to official reports. Removal of regulatory barriers that impede transport logistics and restrict trade in goods and services can unlock latent potential and reduce large current account deficits. According to the World Bank Report, openness to agricultural trade would be a ‘win win’ for all EAC countries. Kenyan consumers would pay less while famers in Tanzania and Uganda would benefit from higher prices.  It also calls for the deepening EAC integration that would lead to lower prices of goods and services. Over the past seven years, regulatory reforms in the EAC have focused on simplifying regulatory processes such as trading across borders and starting a business. 
Reciprocal trade agreements expand the agricultural market globally

Vollrath, and Hallahan, 11 Thomas Vollrath is a senior research economist with the Global Agricultural Markets Branch, Market and Trade Economics Division.  Charles B . Hallahan is chief, Agency Systems Branch, Data Services Center, ERS, USDA.  Reciprocal Trade Agreements: Impacts on Bilateral Trade Expansion and Contraction in the World Agricultural Marketplace. ERR-113. U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Econ. Res. Serv. April 2011. Accessed 7/4/12 BJM
Summary of Results In this study, ERS examined the impact of reciprocal trade agreements on bilateral trade expansion and trade contraction in the world agricultural marketplace. We used a generic dummy variable to identify the inﬂ uence on partner trade of mutual RTA membership. We innovated by developing and deploying a similarly constructed dummy variable, but one that is capable of detecting the inﬂ uence of these agreements on trade between RTA member countries and their nonmember partners. Four types of gravity equations were estimated: a benchmark model, a Heckman sample-selection model, a generalized model focused on contemporaneous impacts, and a generalized model that accommodates RTA phasein effects. Model results provide empirical evidence that RTAs augment trade among and between countries mutually belonging to a common RTA, on average. We also ﬁ nd evidence that this increase in trade comes at the expense of other suppliers. Imports of agricultural goods by countries that belong to RTAs typically fall from exporters who do not share a common RTA membership with their trading partner. Interestingly, results in each of the four types of models show that the percentage increase in bilateral trade attributable to mutual RTA membership is greater than the percentage decrease in partner trade due to asymmetric membership. Results from the benchmark models indicate that joint RTA membership, on average, boosts agricultural trade 93 percent in the long run, while the decrease in bilateral trade due to asymmetric membership is 46 percent. The Heckman sample-selection models depict somewhat lower longrun RTA impacts on bilateral trade. These models, which, unlike the OLS models, account for the absence of partner trade, show that membership in a common RTA generates 84 percent more agricultural trade between partner countries. Results also show that exports by countries supplying agricultural products to importers belonging to RTAs to which the exporter is not a member fall by 43 percent. Our ﬁ rst generalized model focuses exclusively on the contemporaneous effect of RTAs. It generates much smaller RTA impacts than either the benchmark or Heckman models. This is due to the generalized model’s comprehensive control of both observed and unobserved heterogeneity. Empirical results from this generalized model show that mutual RTA membership increases bilateral trade by 34 percent in the long run, on average. The model also shows that asymmetric membership decreases agricultural trade by 26 percent for countries importing from export suppliers not afﬁ liated with an RTA to which the importer is a member. Our second generalized model accounts not only for the contemporaneous impact of RTAs but also for their lagged effects. In our view, this model generates the most accurate estimates of RTA-induced trade expansion and trade contraction. It allows for implementation of the free-trade provisions of RTAs to be phased in over a period of years. It also allows for the time often required for market participants to adjust their behavior to RTA-induced changes in market structure. 22 Reciprocal Trade Agreements: Impacts on Bilateral Trade Expansion and Contraction in the World Agricultural Marketplace / ERR-113 Economic Research Service/USDA The generalized model with phase-in effects estimates the 10-year cumulative increase in agricultural exports to RTA partners to be 105 percent in the long run (on average), or triple the contemporaneous impact. The cumulative decrease in trade for an exporter supplying agricultural goods to an import partner afﬁ liated with an RTA to which the exporter does not belong is estimated to be 49 percent, almost double the contemporaneous impact of 26 percent. These ﬁ ndings demonstrate that the trade impacts of RTAs grow as producers and consumers adjust to policy-induced changes in the structure of markets. Subsample estimations using the generalized gravity model with RTA phasein effects revealed that much of the agricultural trade expansion identiﬁ ed in the global sample stemmed from mutual RTA membership between countries in the low-income grouping. The payoff was particularly pronounced when both partners were members of the same RTA, increasing 1.5-fold over the long run. This ﬁ nding suggests that even though many policies in low-income countries continue to protect agriculture, RTAs are relatively effective instruments in removing impediments to bilateral trade. It also indicates that RTAs may open markets that were previously closed or nearly closed within the developing world. Even a small increase in agricultural trade induced by the formation of an RTA between two low-income countries generates a large percentage change in trade when the previous level of trade between them was low. Interestingly, there was no discernable increase in agricultural trade due to mutual RTA membership by either high-income country exporters supplying afﬁ liate low-income country markets or by low-income country exporters supplying afﬁ liate high-income country markets, on average. Many developing countries, nevertheless, place a high priority on forging trade agreements with high-income countries rather than with low-income countries. Policymakers may wish to think strategically when selecting partner countries with whom to form trade agreements. For example, a country is less likely to experience the adverse effects of import trade diversion when it chooses to form a trade alliance with countries whose exports are cost competitive with other foreign sources of supply. Similarly, a country is more likely to gain from export expansion by forging agreements with countries having high tariffs. The volume of cross-border trade is surely to grow with such countries as import levies are negotiated downward. 
Free Trade Good - Heg

Trade is essential for ensuring international coalitions beneficial to the hegemon

Denney and Gleason, 11 Steven C. Denney is a master’s candidate at the Graduate School of International Studies, Yonsei University. He received his BA in Political Science from Harding University. Brian D. Gleason is a master’s candidate at the Gradate School of International Studies, Yonsei University. He received his BA in Political Science from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. “The Political Economy of Trade Policy: A Realist Perspective,” http://sinonk.files.wordpress.com/2012/05/the-political-economy-of-trade-policy-steven_c_denney-brian_d_gleason.pdf Accessed 7/1/12 BJM
 Kirshner’s critique of Hirschman’s theory that larger states use asymmetric trading relationships to increase national power revolves around the concept of influence. Kirschner’s interpretation of Hirschman’s theory posits the idea that large states use political leverage in asymmetric trading relationships with small states to redefine the smaller state’s perception of its own national interests. 17 Hirschman’s National Power, according to Kirschner, “shows that the pattern of international economic relations affects domestic politics, which in turn shape the orientation of foreign policy” of the smaller state. “This effect is always present but most consequential in asymmetric relations, where the effects are typically large, visible, and almost wholly found within the smaller economy.” The example given by Kirschner is a free trade agreement (FTA) between a large and small state. In an FTA“[t]he likely result is a change in the smaller state’s selfperception of its own interest: it will converge toward that of the larger.” 18 In order to justify Kirshner’s conclusion, the following question must be addressed: How, exactly, is the smaller state’s perception of its own interests altered? The answer to this question is central to understanding the motives behind the larger state’s decision to enter into an FTA with a smaller state. The lynchpin to Kirshner’s critique is the incentives created for the smaller state’s domestic businesses. Business is motivated primarily by economic incentives; thus, the transformation of economic incentives will have an effect on the attitude and behavior of the smaller state’s business community. The “constellation of incentives … transformed by the trade agreement” will encourage firms in the smaller state to reshuffle their interests and advocate for “the formation of political coalitions to advance those interests.” 19 This is especially true in export-oriented economies that depended on large, consumer societies. The result is a change in the smaller state’s attitude toward the recipient of its industries’ imports. This has the ultimate effect of reshaping the selfinterests of the smaller state’s government resulting from an effect of business opportunity and pressure from political coalitions representing business interests. This will be discussed in more detail in the sections that discuss the KORUS FTA. Through altering the perceived self-interests of the smaller state, the larger state seeks to advance its political and strategic goals by using its political leverage as the stronger of the two in the trading relationship. What is most important to note here, regarding an understanding of the nexus between trade and security, is that the larger state does not necessarily pursue an FTA for economic concerns. Basic economic logic confirms this notion. Larger states, with large import markets, seeking FTAs with smaller states, which are typically export-oriented, cannot expect to benefit economically. In fact, the larger state may act contrary to its own economic interests in what may seem to many orthodox economists as irrational behavior. Kirshner shows that in asymmetric trading relationships, “states with greater economic leverage and less to gain from exchange are the ones making the greater concessions to assure the bargain.” 20 This is confirmed by Hirschman’s analysis of Germany’s interwar trading with southeastern European states. In order to increase her political leverage, Germany provided “relatively sweet deals” to the smaller states to “lock-in” asymmetric trading relationships for strategic objectives. 21 Such behavior can only be explained from a realist perspective. Whether the free trade agreement is economically beneficial or not to the larger country is of secondary importance. In asymmetric trading relationships, trade is predominantly a matter of political and strategic concern. 22 At this point, a preliminary conclusion can be drawn. Hirschman’s classical approach and Kirshner’s modern interpretation support the notion that trade between large and small states is less a matter of commercial interests and more a matter of political and strategic concerns. The larger state is seeking to achieve international political and strategic goals. Kirshner’s realist interpretation of Hirschman’s trade theory – referred to hereafter as the Hirschman-Kirshner theory – is useful insofar as it provides a framework for understanding asymmetric trading relationships. It falls short, however, in providing contemporary examples to support the theory. Understanding how, exactly, the larger state seeks to advance its security interests requires analysis of the particular geopolitical situation of the larger and smaller states. For this paper, the analysis will focus primarily on the United States as the larger state seeking to maintain its political influence over Asian states and its traditional strategic position in the region, specifically South Korea. To do this, first, a description of the new emerging economic architecture in Asia and the geopolitical implications of the “return” of China for the region and the US will be put forward. This will be followed by more specific analysis of the nexus between trade and security by looking at the concept of trade-securitization as an economic tool to achieve political and strategic ends via the KORUS FTA. 
Heg solves great power war

Zhang and Shi 11 – *Yuhan Zhang is a researcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Currently on leave from Graduate School in Economic and Political Development, Lin Shi, MA from Columbia in International Affairs, also serves as an independent consultant for the Eurasia Group and a consultant for the World Bank
America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/
This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy.
--ext. trade solves heg
Free trade is essential to US grand strategy

Cole, 5/1 – published writer at Discourses on Liberty, author of “Topics in Political Theory” series (Alex, “Does Globalization Increase the State’s Power?” Discourse on Liberty, 5/1/12, http://discoursesonliberty.blogspot.com/2012/05/does-globalization-increase-states.html, //JPL)
 In order to demonstrate how globalization can engender a large, bureaucratic state, let us consider the case of the United States. According to John Ikenberry, since 1945 US foreign policy has been determined by two strategies: the realist strategy which emphasizes deterrence, maintenance of power balances, and containment and the neoliberal strategy focused on building an order around institutionalized political relations among integrated market democracies.[41] Globalization, to the US, is an amalgamation of these two strategies – on one hand, the US committed to European and Asian partners with security protections and access to US markets, while on the other hand, looking “user-friendly” by playing by the rules established in the BWS and GATT treaty.[42] However, after 9/11 the US adopted an offensive foreign policy in which the US sought to US its hegemony to eliminate security competition through military force.[43] America is able to pursue such a policy because it possesses command over air, sea, and space.[44] In order to even establish such a massive military, it needs to possess superiority in economic resources, which the US has as it possesses 23% of GWP, 1% of which is the United States defense budget.[45] In 1995, America purchased 120,000 air-launched, precision-guided missiles, costing $18 billion apiece.[46] It was also able to buy nuclear attack submarines at $5 billion apiece[47] and controls half of all satellites.[48] Essentially, because America was able to build up such economic capabilities during the Cold War by abandoning the gold standard and was able to create trading partners through neo-liberal ideology during the age of globalization, America’s military possesses seemingly unparalleled power and presence over the globe. Thus, globalization does not reduce the power of the state. In fact, due to the domination of neoliberal ideology on the world, the need for technologically-rich technology in order to maintain comparative advantage, and the presence of fiat currency, large states can grow larger despite the fact that according to globalist logic, states are supposed to recede in power if they remain open. Firms do in fact require a level of autonomy from government to operate efficiently, but in order to grow as large and as powerful as they have, regulatory measures must be provided. In light of the evidence provided, I feel as if the states-firms debate is triggered by confusion in our thought. Instead of seeing tension between states and firms, this debate should show us the danger of state-business coalescence. What is happening is not a conflict or a struggle between institutions, but a “mutual hostage situation.”[49] And a large contributor to US hegemony is the neo-liberal ideology, the need for production of technologically advanced goods, and the abandonment of the gold standard. 
Loss of free trade most important threat to heg

Prestowitz, 12 -   president of the Economic Strategy Institute, contributing reporter for The American Prospect (Clyde, “ The Pacific Pivot,” The American Prospect, 3/13/12, http://prospect.org/article/pacific-pivot, //JPL)
 There are, however, two clear purposes that all the deals have served. The first is the geopolitical grand strategy objectives of the United States. By making the United States the market of last resort, the trade agreements have helped persuade allies to accept U.S. hegemony. The second purpose served is that of U.S. businesses that profit immensely from outsourcing and offshoring to Asia but that need the security provided by Uncle Sam to do so. These realities reveal the flaws in U.S. trade efforts—misplaced priorities, a false doctrine, and false assumptions. Most misplaced has been the geopolitical priority with its subordination of long-term economic interests to short-term political/military objectives. Washington continually makes concessions, refrains from insisting on application of the GATT/WTO rules, or backs away from taking actions to counter mercantilism on national--security grounds. In the 1980s, the Reagan administration declined to invoke GATT rules against European subsidization of the Airbus, because Secretary of State George Shultz said doing so would shatter the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Today, Washington declines to respond to China’s blatant currency manipulation. Why? It thinks it needs the Chinese to help with problems like Iran and North Korea. It doesn’t understand that erosion of U.S. wealth-producing capacity is the most important national--security threat. 

Free Trade Good - Liberty

Free trade is key to individual liberty

Holmes* and Spalding**, 11  *Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D. Vice President, Foreign and Defense Policy Studies, and Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies. ** Matthew Spalding, Ph.D. Vice President, American Studies and Director, B. Kenneth Simon Center for Principles and Politics. 4/7/11 “Why Does Economic Freedom Matter?” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/04/why-does-economic-freedom-matter Accessed 6/30/12 BJM

America’s founders knew that liberty is about more than just securing political freedoms. True As Thomas Jefferson wrote to John Adams in 1785, “all the world would gain by setting commerce at perfect liberty.”[7] Economic freedom—free markets at home and free trade in the world—is essential to human liberty. Without it, people are unable to improve the conditions under which they and their posterity will live. Worse, they are vulnerable to oppression, especially by the state. We only need recall the human toll of slavery and Soviet Communism to understand what Friedrich Hayek meant when he noted that “to be controlled in our economic pursuits means to be always controlled,” and that if all economic decisions require the approval of government, then “we should really be controlled in everything." [8] In the end, liberty is whole and universal: The world will not be free politically if it is not free economically. America’s openness to trade has always fueled its economic expansion. Over the past 50 years, the United States led the way in expanding free trade worldwide. For the most part, we have taken George Washington’s advice to “hold an equal and impartial hand ... diffusing and diversifying by gentle means the streams of Commerce.”[9] Yet today, as more and more nations have decided to follow that lead, political leaders in the United States have chosen to intervene more directly in the economy and impose heavy regulations that put American businesses at a competitive disadvantage. If America’s commitment to economic freedom—not only by its policies but by its leadership in the world—continues to flag, it neglects its national interests and betrays its core principles. In doing so, it also jeopardizes the security, prosperity and liberty not only of the United States but much of the world as well. 

Moral side constraint
Petro 74 (Sylvester Petro, Wake Forest Professor, Toledo Law Review, 1974)

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 Dijas. In sum, if one believed 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.

***AT trade bad***

AT disease turn

Free trade and intellectual property rights are essential for solving disease

Khan, et al. 5/1 Dr. Khan is Managing Director of Matrix Insight a European Public Policy Consultancy.  Professor David Taylor The School of Pharmacy, University of London Dr. Panos Kanavos LSE Health. “Wealth, Health and International Trade in the 21st Century” 5/1/12 http://hinj.org/docs/FinalMI_health21centMay1-2012.pdf Accessed 7/4/12 BJM

The combined incomes of the APEC nations today represent approximately 60 percent of world GDP; hence, the prospect of such progress has major global implications. For the participant countries, the TPP promises not only improved access to each other’s markets, but also enhanced cooperation within a legal and regulatory framework designed to promote the balanced pursuit of free trade and ongoing improvements in the welfare of all the populations involved. The planned TPP agreement contains chapters on topics ranging from customs procedures and competition policy to intellectual-property (IP) law and public-procurement rules. Its proponents also aim to address environmental and allied problems such as climate change in ways that will not distort trade relationships. For almost two centuries, economists have accepted that in the long term, free trade between nations provides the best path towards increased wealth. Alongside what is an unusual level of unanimity in an often-divided profession, there is also robust evidence that increased material prosperity is over time linked closely with individual and public health gains. Historically, the gradual emergence of a world in which most people can expect to live to 70 years or more has been intimately linked with economic and (indirectly, at least) trade growth (see Figures 1 and 2). However, not all observers are convinced that an extended version of the TPP will in practice prove universally beneficial. Critics of intellectual property law provisions in developing nations, which include patents for new medicines and data protection–based rights, may fear that these will disadvantage poorer consumers by making pharmaceuticals and other products such as computer software unaffordable, or otherwise inhibiting rather than promoting the creative application of scientific advances. This will not be true if policy-makers and other stakeholders in health and health care are sensibly committed to the complementary goals of both improving public health and developing better medicines for the future. But if well-meaning observers believe such threats, they will serve as real barriers to desirable progress. (See, for example, recent reports suggesting that if Vietnamese decision makers were to sign the TPP, communities in Vietnam would lose access to effective HIV treatment supplied by the United States via PEPFAR, the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief – Huffington Post 2011.) In more affluent nations, there are concerns that open competition with poorer communities will undermine the interests of more vulnerable workers and industries by, in effect, “pricing them out of the market.” In America, concerns about such adjustment costs have recently been apparent in the context of the South Korea–United States Free Trade Agreement (KORUS), which went into effect in March 2012. Representatives of industries such as textile- and car-manufacturing have argued that “free trade” is not fair trade if it results in jobs being exported (or “stolen”) from America.  Some commentators believe (albeit questionably) that the 1994 North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has resulted in such outcomes, and has failed to help Mexico move forward as robustly as optimists had hoped. The overall evidence, however, suggests that NAFTA has in fact been economically beneficial to all the countries involved — and to Mexico in particular (Burfisher et al 2001; Hillberry and McDaniel 2002). It also has not destroyed U.S. jobs but instead has caused a change in the types of jobs available (Gould 1998). Of course, negative social impacts of NAFTA should not be ignored when they can be proven to exist. Against this background, this report analyses issues relating to the likely impacts of the TPP, including if it were to be extended to include other major Pacific-nation economies. It particularly explores issues relating to health development and the extent to which strengthened intellectual-property laws will protect rather than harm overall public interests in countries that are likely to be importers rather than exporters of innovations. The arguments put forward by those who doubt the benefits of free-trade agreements (FTAs) deserve careful, rational IntroductionWealth, Health and International Trade in the 21st Century | 8 consideration. For instance, although in the long term open economies will almost certainly adapt and evolve in ways that make them more efficient than protectionist policies would permit, the Princeton health economist Uwe Reinhardt recently noted John Maynard Keynes’ caution that “in the long run we are all dead.” Such comments highlight the fact that many people living in societies faced with making difficult internal adjustments will have to go through “lengthy and painful” (Blinder 2007) periods of distress before compensatory benefits can be enjoyed. For the less fortunate, harvesting the positive fruits of change may not be possible in their lifetimes. In political and humanitarian terms, simplistically pursued free-trade policies are not always as attractive as economic analyses suggest. Likewise, with regard to the benefits of intellectual-property law, commentators as celebrated as the Nobel Prize– winning Indian welfare economist Amartya Sen believe that in poorer communities, patents on life-saving medicines can do more harm than good. Realistically, no effective “treatment” for any social problem can ever be guaranteed to be side effect–free. The art of good policy-making, like that of good medicine, involves taking informed risks and then, as specific circumstances demand, taking further timely action to minimise harm and maximise benefit. The analysis offered here indicates that the appropriately structured development of free trade–based partnerships between more and less developed nations like those currently negotiating the TPP can benefit not only all the nations involved but also every social group within them. So too will well-framed intellectual-property laws, implemented within an overall framework that incorporates a balanced awareness of all the determinants of public health. Without extended trading relationships, opportunities for continuing economic growth could throughout the world become increasingly restricted as multinational firms rely increasingly on global supply chains. This would be likely to, at best, cause tensions and economic inefficiencies and, at worst, major conflict and significant declines in public health. Forming trade-promoting partnerships, therefore, is an inherently worthwhile goal, provided effective measures are taken to minimise the harm that may otherwise be done as resources shift to more productive andbeneficial uses. Adequate funding of generally available health and welfare support systems has a part to play in achieving this goal. So too do more specifically targeted interventions and international aid programmes. Given this starting point, this report looks first at issues relating to health development and to the roles that both new and established (off-patent, generic or branded) medicines can and will play alongside other forms of care and treatment in improving current and future health. It then goes on to consider the origins of and reasons for free trade-based policies and international actions aimed at its promotion, and to analyse specific issues relating to the TPP’s social and economic goals. These centre on the maintenance and wherever possible the further promotion of both individual and population well-being in participant nations. Strengthening intellectual-property provisions designed to promote investment in the development of effective new medicines and other forms of innovation has a vital part to play in promoting continuing human development in the coming century. The establishment and maintenance of robust intellectual-property rights are essential to the future wellbeing of people everywhere. However, the policies needed to protect global public interests in better health should also be sensitive to the immediate needs of the most vulnerable sections of the world population. This will first and foremost demand finding ways of providing good access to well-established therapies as affordably as possible, given that in emergent economies, very significant differences in needs and abilities to pay are likely to exist between social groups. On relatively rare occasions it will also demand politically and economically viable strategies for supplying “cutting-edge” drug and/or vaccine technologies to people living in the least advanced, poorest settings, coupled with the provision of health care that allows the potential benefits of medicines to be fully realised. Aid programmes such as PEPFAR are not threatened by TPP, but they need to be complemented by more efficient healthcare systems. 
Disease spread is hype

Lind 11

Michael, policy director of the New America Foundation's Economic Growth Program and author of The American Way of Strategy, So Long, Chicken Little, Foreign Affairs, Proquest

There's nothing like a good plague to get journalists and pundits in a frenzy. Although the threat of global pandemics is real, it's all too often exaggerated. In the last few years, the world has experienced two such pandemics, the avian flu (H5N1) and swine flu (H1N1). Both fell far short of the apocalyptic vision of a new Black Death cutting huge swaths of mortality with its remorseless scythe. Out of a global population of more than 6 billion people, 8,768 are estimated to have died from swine flu, 306 from avian flu. And yet it was not just the BBC ominously informing us that "the deadly swine flu … cannot be contained." Like warnings about the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the good done by mobilizing people to address the problem must be weighed against the danger of apocalypse fatigue on the part of a public subjected to endless Chicken Little scares.
--ext. trade solves disease
Companies learned their lesson with HIV – free trade will be able to combat a pandemic

Khan, et al. 5/1 Dr. Khan is Managing Director of Matrix Insight a European Public Policy Consultancy.  Professor David Taylor The School of Pharmacy, University of London Dr. Panos Kanavos LSE Health. “Wealth, Health and International Trade in the 21st Century” 5/1/12 http://hinj.org/docs/FinalMI_health21centMay1-2012.pdf Accessed 7/4/12 BJM
By the late 1960s, some senior health professionals had come to believe that the era of infectious disease was rapidly drawing to a close. They hoped that by the early 21st century, people everywhere would be largely free of the burdens of early death and long-term disability caused by conditions ranging from polio and measles to malaria, TB, Dengue fever, leishmaniasis and the diarrhoeal infections. This view was overly optimistic. Worldwide, such long established “plagues” still cause deaths in the order of 15 million annually. But it was the impact of HIV/AIDS that from the early 1980s onwards most dramatically highlighted the reality that infectious diseases still represent a major threat to human welfare. HIV-infection rates remain highest in sub-Saharan Africa, where the virus may have originally entered the human population a century or more ago. Infection rates are not as high in Asia and elsewhere, yet even in the nations currently negotiating the revised TPP agreement, its recorded prevalence levels represent a significant and continuing threat to public health (Figure 7). Against this, there is also robust evidence that people across the world today have extensive and rapidly improving access to effective anti-HIV medicines, through the cooperative interventions of informed political and community leaders, international agencies, governments, NGOs, academic institutions and generic and research-based pharmaceutical companies. Antiviral products developed by the pharmaceutical industry and its partners in health improvement since the early 1980s (Figure 8) are increasingly available to even the poorest sections of the world community. From a realistic political and humanitarian perspective, there is little possibility of such progress being reversed and every hope of it being further extended. A number of groups, however, including charities such as the UK-based organisation Oxfam, have suggested that extensions in intellectual-property law introduced via mechanisms such as FTAs will undermine the established Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) arrangements (see Box 2) and lead to new restrictions in HIV and other medicine supply in poorer communities. Such claims can be misleading. From a practical perspective, no new free-trade agreement could, for instance, lead to intellectual-property rights being reinstated in communities where they have already been exhausted. Medicines that have come to the end of their patent lives cannot be “evergreened” so that they will cease to be available as generic products for their established indications. It should, however, be appreciated that criticising the costs of research-based medicines might sometimes provide a diplomatic way of raising other sensitive topics, such as governmental and professional failures to improve the organisation and funding of basic health services for the poorest sections of the world population. Claims that intellectual-property protection for innovative pharmaceutical treatments is (despite the fact that without IPR, such treatments could not have been developed) a major cause of suffering may also be endorsed by “fast follower” generic-medicine manufacturers. It is in their commercial interest to seek the earliest possible opportunity to produce legally permissible versions of new research-based medicines for sale at relatively high levels of profit, given the limited research and market development costs they typically incur. This report does not seek to explore issues relating to such concerns in further detail. But it is important to recognise that in the past, pharmaceutical companies, along with many other public and private agencies, were slow to recognise the fact that the emergence of the HIV pandemic represented a new, atypical challenge for all the stakeholders in improving world health. Not only was the infection not amenable to control via immunisation, but also as effective drug treatments began to become available, those most in need of them were in large part living in the world’s poorest countries. It was in the developed world, however, that research and development costs could be retrieved. This financial reality, coupled with factors such as disease denial and the stigma associated with the sexual transmission of HIV, for a period undermined awareness of important humanitarian priorities and duties. Even though it would be wrong to suggest that medicine-patenting has in itself been the major cause of harm (in the least-advantaged sub-Saharan countries, many drugs are never patented because there is no local demand), failings arguably existed within the pharmaceutical companies that had created HIV treatments and within governments and other agencies responsible for funding health and welfare programmes. To a degree, the pharmaceutical industry became a scapegoat that was blamed for wider national and international shortcomings. A key fact to stress here in the context of FTA-related concerns is that although HIV infection may have spread in Africa because of development 3 , its emergence was very different from that of disorders such as coronary heart disease, Type 2 diabetes and breast cancer. These illnesses slowly become more prevalent as individuals and communities become wealthy. There is, therefore, time for innovative medicines that are initially most needed in more advanced settings to mature and become available as lower-cost generic products before they are required for widespread use in populations that have not yet reached a similar level of development. Future FTAs should, in as much as they impinge on health policies, encompass the lessons learned in the context of the HIV pandemic and build further on the progress towards better prevention and care already achieved. What ought to be clear is that agreements such as the TPP will not stand in the way of efforts to address exceptional public-health challenges like the HIV pandemic, or block the supply of essential medicines at preferentially negotiated prices to communities in most need. The opportunity for the TPP will be to include such provision within the integral structures of the FTA rather than as an addition or adjunct to the trade-related provisions. 
A private approach to pharmaceuticals is comparatively better than public

Khan, et al. 5/1 Dr. Khan is Managing Director of Matrix Insight a European Public Policy Consultancy.  Professor David Taylor The School of Pharmacy, University of London Dr. Panos Kanavos LSE Health. “Wealth, Health and International Trade in the 21st Century” 5/1/12 http://hinj.org/docs/FinalMI_health21centMay1-2012.pdf Accessed 7/4/12 BJM
 There is one basic alternative to competition driven and adequately enforced intellectual property–based systems for facilitating investments in high-cost, high-risk activities such as pharmaceutical research: the publicly funded research and development of innovative products. Some medical and social commentators believe that the removal of private profit incentives for the development of better medicines and vaccines would benefit the global community. But there is no economic evidence that any such strategy would in practice deliver better outcomes. Failing to strengthen and/or apply IP law to meet changing world and scientific circumstances might instead harm not only people living in countries like those of Europe and North America, but also populations everywhere. It is questionable, for instance, that public sector actors would be more efficient in allocating resources to research scientists and others working in pharmaceutical R&D than private sector decision-makers for whom efficiency is vital. It is also doubtful that if the possibility of private industrial profit were removed from their calculations, governments would wish to give medical developments that will in time lead to end points such as increased survival in later life the same degree of priority that is afforded to them under present arrangements. There is no fixed way of deciding on a “right” level of investment for the future. But well-designed IP regimens provide incentives to put adequate levels of funding into productive research designed to benefit rich and poor societies alike in the long run. The short-term costs that such systems might impose in contexts such as those of less-advanced developing countries should be avoided by the establishment of efficient healthcare systems supported as necessary by differential pricing strategies or other financial support mechanisms. 
 --AT IPR Bad
IPR’s negative impacts are overstated – it does not hinder the expansion of existing vaccines
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As with provisions such as the right to possess exclusive trademarks, the origins of patent law can be traced back across world history for two to three millennia. The aim of measures that grant inventors temporary monopolies over the supply of useful innovations they have created has been not only to enable those who have invested time and resources to recover past costs. More importantly, from a social-policy perspective, they have been aimed at encouraging the publication of existing knowledge, and to create an environment in which ongoing investment in generating new knowledge will take place. In Europe, patents were, in a proto-modern form, initially granted in the 1400s. In the U.S., the first Patent Act was introduced in 1790. It allowed patents to be granted for 14 years 9 . Since that time, innovation in areas such as the development of new medicines has become vastly more complex and time-consuming. Nevertheless, the duration of patent terms and other forms of IPR have not increased nearly so significantly. Currently, under the WTO’s Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) agreement, patents should be available for a minimum term of 20 years in all member nations. But in the case of medicines, the trials needed to confirm their safety and efficacy can uniquely reduce the “on the market” period of protection to a half or less of this period. Interestingly enough, many developing countries have already fully implemented TRIPS, despite transition periods lasting until 2016. This is supported by the fact that only a well-working IP regime provides pharmaceutical companies with the secure environment they need to invest in developing countries and transfer technology (Maskus 1998). A radical shortening of the duration of the patent-protected or other forms of exclusive-supply terms available to innovators relative to the effort and resource investment needed to market new medicines is one of the reasons the unit cost of innovative drugs for cancer and other indications has risen markedly in developed world markets in recent decades. Casual observers may automatically associate the concept of lengthened or otherwise strengthened patent or other exclusive-supply terms for innovative medicines with higher unit prices for innovative treatments. But in reality, this can be a false causality assumption: Other factors, such as levels of competition and the levels of return regulatory and allied bodies regard as permissible, are often sidelined in the debate over medicine prices, despite their crucial role. Other key facts, which need to be communicated effectively in order to promote a balanced awareness of why intellectualproperty rights are unusually important in the context of effective new medicines development, include: • Research-based pharmaceutical manufactures today spend some 15–20 percent of their gross turnovers on research and development. This is several times the equivalent level observed in other major industries. Although they are the result of highly advanced research and extensive safety testing, new medicines are, once proven and licensed normally, relatively easy to copy. By contrast, other high-technology goods, such as new airliners, are often much more complex to assemble and supply. Regardless of the patents and design copyrights that the makers of such products may possess, they are effectively impossible for others to reproduce in their entirety; and • Much of the value of a medicine lies in the knowledge on the basis of which its use has been authorised, rather than the cost of its physical ingredients. In economic terms, even sophisticated pharmaceutical products such as “biologicals” tend to have low marginal/variable costs of production relative to the fixed/sunk costs incurred in their development. Once again, this means that without appropriate intellectual-property law, it would never be viable for private investors to fund pharmaceutical research, because lower-cost copyists would be in a position to undercut the legitimate prices of innovators even while still generating supra-normal profits. If the world is to have better medicines and vaccines (see Hotez 2011) to treat not only “post-transitional” health problems like cancer, but also parasitic conditions such as malaria and schistosomiasis, as well as bacterial and viral disorders such as TB and HIV, ensuring the existence of IPR rights adequate to sustain pharmaceutical research is essential. New forms of public-private partnership may create fresh opportunities for research funding, but as argued in Box 3 on page 13, it would be foolhardy to assume that direct public financing could ever effectively substitute for intellectual property rights–enabled, market-driven resourcing of therapeutic innovation. Nevertheless, some non-governmental lobbying organisations — including Oxfam (Oxfam 2007) and Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF 2011) — strongly oppose free-trade agreements between developed and developing countries, including the TPP (Box 5). The reasons for this largely relate to the inclusion of IPR-related provisions. Representatives of MSF have, for instance, claimed that the U.S. is ignoring past commitments to improving public health and “demanding aggressive intellectual-property provisions that go beyond what international trade law requires” (MSF 2011). MSF and linked organisations have complained of secretive negotiating processes, which they appear to believe will eventually enable Western pharmaceutical companies to “evergreen” medicine patents by allowing them to make serial small changes to their products. Reflecting the ideas of theorists like Ha-Joon Chang (Chang 2002), Oxfam has also argued that FTAs ignore “the special and differential treatment that developing countries require in order to move up the development ladder” (Oxfam 2007). There can be no doubt that there is a powerful humanitarian case for improving access to essential/effective medicines and vaccines for all of the world’s people; however, the validity and relevance of the arguments that IPR is a barrier to achieving this important end point is at best questionable. Apart from the economics-based case in favour of free trade and movement of investment capital between richer and poorer nations, points to be emphasised in the context of the TPP include: • Singapore, Brunei, Australia and New Zealand are consistently amongst the top 30 nations in terms of GDPper-capita (World Bank 2011). There is no ethical reason to argue that their populations should not contribute as much per capita as the average American, either directly or via public and private insurance, does to pharmaceutical research and development for worldwide benefit. Chile (which is a member of the OECD) and Malaysia are roughly at the same level as Argentina and Russia. While Peru (which already has a comprehensive IP system) and Vietnam are less affluent, they are growing rapidly and enjoy advanced cultures. It would be wrong to suggest that the bulk of their populations are living at the levels of health or material disadvantage experienced in much of sub-Saharan Africa or by the hundreds of millions of Indians who (notwithstanding that nation’s successful pharmaceutical sector) still lack adequate access to any form of modern medicine; and • From an evidence-based public-health perspective, poorer communities in areas such as South-eastern Asia are most likely to need better access to high-quality, low-cost generic drugs for relatively common disorders combined with better basic health care and improved vaccination programmes, rather than the latest medicines for later life conditions. As argued earlier, the AIDS pandemic created exceptional needs. But even in this instance, the maturation of the anti-HIV medicines market is now creating a more normalised flow of off-patent products for satisfactorily controlling this condition at both the individual patient and population levels. Finally, it is once again worth highlighting the reality that neither the TPP nor any other FTA is likely to extend intellectualproperty protection for medicines in ways that will stop them being available for generic use for their established indications when their original patents or period of exclusivity expire. It is a myth to suggest that patents can be “evergreened” through the introduction of minor molecular or other changes to existing products. 
AT environment turn

Strengthening trade improves the environment—Kuznet’s curve proves

Frankel 9

(Frankel, Jeffery, January 2009, “Environmental Effects of International Trade” Harvard Kennedy School of Government Faculty Working Group Paper Series) FS

Economic growth has both harmful effects on environmental quality and beneficial effects. As a generalization, the harmful effects come via the scale of industry and the beneficial effects come via shifts toward cleaner sectors and cleaner production techniques. What is the net outcome of these conflicting effects? A look at data across countries or across time allows some rough generalizations. For some important environmental measures, an inverted U-shaped relationship appears: at relatively low levels of income per capita, growth leads to greater environmental damage, until it levels off at an intermediate level of income, after which further growth leads to improvements in the environment. Grossman and Krueger (1993, 1995), and the World Bank (1992), brought to public attention this empirical relationship finding for a cross section of countries, using measures of local pollution.8 Grossman and Krueger (1993) are evidently the ones to have named the inverted U-shaped pattern “the Environmental  Kuznets Curve.” 9 Grossman and Krueger (1995) estimated that SO2 (Sulfur Dioxide) pollution peaked when a country’s income was about $5,000-$6,000 per capita (in 1985 dollars). Frankel and Rose (2003) estimated the peak at about $5,770. Most developing countries have not yet reached these thresholds.

For countries where a long enough time series of data is available, there is also some evidence that the same inverted U-shaped relationship can hold across time. The air in major industrialized cities was far more polluted in the 1950s than it is today. A similar pattern holds typically with respect to deforestation in rich countries: the percentage of US land that was forested fell in the 18th century and first half of the 19th century, but rose in the 20th century.10
Trade doesn’t hurt the environment
Frankel 9

(Frankel, Jeffery, January 2009, “Environmental Effects of International Trade” Harvard Kennedy School of Government Faculty Working Group Paper Series) FS

 Empirical studies of cross-country data generally find no detrimental effects of trade on some measures of environmental degradation such as local SO2 (sulphur dioxide) air pollution, controlling for income. Thus globalization and the environment need not necessarily be in conflict. Trade and growth give countries the means to clean the air, provided they have effective institutions of governance in place at the national level. (Democratic governance is another determinant of environmental quality.) 

No extinction

Easterbrook 3, senior fellow at the New Republic [“We're All Gonna Die!”, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/11.07/doomsday.html?pg=1&topic=&topic_set=] 

If we're talking about doomsday - the end of human civilization - many scenarios simply don't measure up. A single nuclear bomb ignited by terrorists, for example, would be awful beyond words, but life would go on. People and machines might converge in ways that you and I would find ghastly, but from the standpoint of the future, they would probably represent an adaptation. Environmental collapse might make parts of the globe unpleasant, but considering that the biosphere has survived ice ages, it wouldn't be the final curtain. Depression, which has become 10 times more prevalent in Western nations in the postwar era, might grow so widespread that vast numbers of people would refuse to get out of bed, a possibility that Petranek suggested in a doomsday talk at the Technology Entertainment Design conference in 2002. But Marcel Proust, as miserable as he was, wrote Remembrance of Things Past while lying in bed.

--ext. trade solves environment
Free trade encourages multiple international norms and contracts that ensure environmental sustainability

Spence, 11 Marvin Spence, “Trade Liberalization and Environmental Protection,” http://www.e-ir.info/2011/03/15/trade-liberalization-and-environmental-protection/ Accessed 7/1/12 BJM 

 Economic Globalization, Economic Development and the Environment Jones (2005) posits that “economic globalization is a process leading to increased economic interdependence as well as changes in underlying economic structures” (Jones 2005: 34). Economic globalization is driven by factors that are seen as both within and outside the control of national governments. These factors are often referred to as endogenous and exogenous factors respectively. Advances in telecommunications technology (such as the internet) and transportation are two exogenous factors that have driven economic globalization. The policy decision of governments to liberalize trade, on the other hand, is one endogenous way in which economic globalization is fostered. Economic Globalization led to the massive elimination of national barriers to the international flow of goods, services, capital, finance and information. During the 1990’s the services exports of developing countries grew more rapidly than the export of manufactured goods (Bernal 2008). Bernal (2008) notes that “the annual growth in trade commercial services between 1990 and 2000 was 7 percent compared to 6 percent for merchandise trade” (Bernal 2008: 15). It is further noted that world output grew by 2.7 percent during the years 1981 and 1990 compared to a growth rate of 4.5 percent per annum for world trade (Bernal 2008: 15). With the liberalization of international trade in the latter part of the twentieth century, there was the need for an institution to regulate this trade. This was especially seen as necessary since the GATT 1947[1] did not have rules to govern issues such as services. The establishment of the World Trade Organization (WTO) was seen as the answer to the wave of liberalization brought by economic globalization. The WTO emerged out of the Uruguay Round of trade negotiations (1986-1994), and brought new international rules to govern trade in agriculture, manufacturing, services and intellectual property. These were issues that were not covered by the GATT 1947. Economic globalization has not only led to the liberalization of international trade, it has further led to the emergence of global concerns – one such concern being the environment. Concern over the environment is partly driven by the argument that the environment is a common concern of all nations, and as such each nation should strive towards alleviating environmental problems. Concern over the environment is also driven by the argument that trade liberalization negatively affects the environment. The environment being viewed as the common concern of all nations is evident in the Climate Change Convention (1994) which acknowledges that “change in the earth’s climate and its adverse effects are a common concern of humankind”. The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (1992) similarly affirms that “the conservation of biological diversity is a common concern of humankind”. Climate change and the loss of biological diversity being the “common concern of humankind” have led to the argument that each country in the global community has a role in alleviating these problems. Despite the view that each state must assume responsibility for global environmental problems, the principle of ‘common but differential responsibility’ stipulates that developed countries should assume a greater responsibility in alleviating these problems than developing countries. Developed countries assuming the bulk of the responsibility is due to the argument that they are largely responsible for, and they are better able to alleviate these problems. Evidence of this is seen in the Climate Change Convention which notes that “the largest share of historical and current global emissions of greenhouse gases has originated in developed countries”. The Climate Change Convention further recognizes that “the specific needs and special circumstances of developing country Parties…that would have to bear a disproportionate or abnormal burden under the Convention”[2] should be given full consideration. Trade – Environment Debate The importance attached to trade liberalization and the environment, has sparked a debate between free traders and environmentalists about how trade liberalization affects the environment. This debate may also be interpreted as one between developed and developing countries. This is seen in the argument that developed countries are ‘greener’ than developing countries and often argue for the inclusion of environmental protection measures in trade relations[3]. While environmentalists argue that trade liberalization is bad for the environment, free traders argue that trade liberalization is good for the environment. Trade Liberalization is bad for the environment Environmentalists argue that trade liberalization is bad for the environment, as it has led to countries with lax environmental standards, in some instances, having a comparative advantage in the global marketplace. This argument is linked to the pollution-haven hypothesis, which suggests that trade liberalization allows firms to take advantage of cross-country differences on environmental regulations, and that falling trade barriers induces pollution-intensive industries to relocate to countries with weaker environmental regulations (Zhang and Yang 2007; Esty 1994). The relocation of these industries will not only negatively affect the country with the high environmental standard, it will further aid in the environmental degradation of the country with the lax environmental standards. Environmentalists not only believe that trade liberalization will lead to industries relocating to ‘pollution-havens’, they argue that lax environmental regulations in one jurisdiction will give credence to business arguments about competitive disadvantage in another jurisdiction (Esty 1994). This, it is believed, will lead to countries lowering their environmental standards or maintaining lax environmental standards to appease business interests. The growth in economic activity that trade liberalization causes, it is further believed, is likely to result in increased pollution and unsustainable consumption of natural resources (Brack 1995). This was one issue that compounded the debate over the North American Free Trade Agreement[4] (NAFTA). North American environmentalists held that higher level of economic activity in Mexico, accompanied by lax environmental enforcement, would cause greater depletion of natural resources and worsen pollution (Schatan 2000). Trade Liberalization is good for the environment Despite the view that trade liberalization is bad for the environment, there is a school of thought that identifies trade liberalization as being good for the environment. With the liberalization of trade it is believed that countries will utilize their comparative advantage and specialize in the production of goods and services in which they are most efficient (Brack 1995). This will reduce the possible negative impact on the environment from the unsustainable utilization of natural resources. Trade liberalization being associated with the transfer of ‘environmentally-friendly’ technology, has also led to the argument that it is good for the environment. Zhang (2003) attests to this as he states that open markets may “stimulate social progress as contact among societies leads to the sharing of new ideas, [and] more rapid diffusion of technological advances” (Zhang 2003: 117). It is also argued that trade liberalization will improve environmental standards, as countries with high environmental standards will impose sanctions on countries with low environmental standards causing them to improve their environmental standards. This explores the issue of extraterritoriality and raises the important question: Does a Country A has the right to infringe on the sovereignty of a Country B, by telling that state how to manage its own environment? In Tuna-Dolphin I (1991)[5] the GATT Panel ruled that a state could not violate the sovereignty of another state by telling that state how to manage its own environment. The Panel interpreted GATT Article XX(g) as only permitting measures aimed at resource conservation within the jurisdiction of the enacting country (Condon 2006). The Tuna-Dolphin II (1994)[6] Panel however, rejected the view that Article XX(g) limited the location of the resources in question. It was argued by the Panel that other provisions in Article XX (General Exceptions) did not exclude measures aimed at actions outside a Contracting Party’s territorial jurisdiction. Evidence of this is seen in GATT Article XX(e) which allows Members of the World Trade Organization (WTO), subject to various requirements, to block the importation of goods relating to prison labour. The Panels decision was further influenced by the U.S argument that it had not ceded national authority to the GATT to adopt international environmental policies unilaterally. Supporters of trade liberalization further argue that the opening up of markets will lead to rising incomes and an increased demand for education. It is believed that with more income and education, there will be more skillful management of resources and more forceful demands on governments to pass and enforce stringent environmental policies (Anderson 1996). The Multilateral Trading System and Environmental Protection In an effort to appease the concerns of environmentalists various innovations have been made to the multilateral trading system. Prior to the Uruguay Round, environmental protection under the GATT came in the form of an exception. GATT Article XX[7] (General Exceptions) was the only Article in GATT 1947 that addressed the issue of environmental protection. Paragraph (g) of GATT Article XX allows WTO Members to adopt measures aimed at the conservation of exhaustible natural resources, once these measures do not constitute a disguised restriction on international trade. With the conclusion of the Uruguay Round of negotiations (1986-1994) there were significant developments to the environmental provisions of the multilateral trading system. The conclusion of the Uruguay Round led to the Multilateral Trading System being ‘greener’ on paper. This is evident within the Preamble of the Marrakesh Agreement[8], where it is noted that there should be “optimal use of the world’s resources in accordance with the objectives of sustainable development”. Unlike the Preamble of GATT 1947, which ‘allowed’ for the “full use of the resources of the world”, the Preamble of the Marrakesh Agreement underlined the importance of interpreting trade commitments within the context of ‘sustainable development’. In other words, the economic development brought by trade liberalization was not supposed to cause irreversible damage to the environment. The conclusion of the Uruguay Round further led to the establishment of the Committee on Trade and Environment (CTE). The CTE was, among other things, to examine the relationship between trade measures and environmental measures in promoting sustainable development and the environmental effects of trade liberalization (Anderson 1996). In spite of the provisions, brought by the Uruguay Round to improve environmental protection under the multilateral trading system, environmentalists assert that the rules are inadequate. GATT Article XX(g) is criticized for being too narrow in scope. Esty (1994) notes that “it fails to cover important natural resources such as the atmosphere, the oceans, the ozone layer and other elements of the global commons” (Esty 1994: 49). GATT Article XX(g) is further criticized as it creates a high hurdle for measures aimed at protecting the environment. In order for an environmental protection measure to be brought under Article XX(g) it has to first, be concerned with the conservation of an exhaustible natural resource. Second, the measure has to be one that is “relating to” the conservation of an exhaustible natural resource. And third, the measure has to be made effective with domestic consumption or production. The Shrimp-Turtle[9] case provided an example of how difficult it is to bring an environmental protection measure under Article XX(g). In the Shrimp-Turtle case the Appellate Body ruled that sea turtles were an exhaustible natural resource, rejecting arguments that the term refers to non-living natural resources. It was also found that the requirement to use Turtle Extractor Devices (TEDs) was directly connected with the policy of conserving sea turtles. This was partly linked to the fact that the United States required its fishermen to use similar devices to protect the lives of sea turtles. While the United States requirements were seen as largely in keeping with the provisions of Article XX(g), the panel found that they were not in keeping with the chapeau of Article XX and as such amounted to arbitrary and unjustifiable discrimination. The Appellate Body’s decision was linked to its argument that identical requirements failed to take into account differences in conditions in other countries, rather than effectiveness of other countries programs in conserving sea turtles (Condon 2006). The CTE on the other hand, is seen as only making modest achievements in terms of trade and environmental issues. Charnovitz (2007) argues that “one measure of its meager output can be seen in the annual report of the CTE” (Charnovitz 2007: 690). The reports for the years 2003 to 2006 were less than two full pages. Wallach and Woodall (2004) similarly cite that the CTE “has proven entirely ineffective as a mechanism for promoting enivironmental interests within the WTO” (Wallach and Woodall 2004: 20). They note that in its several years of existence, the CTE has failed to agree to any recommendations for pro-environment changes to the WTO system. Sustainable Development The concept of sustainable development explores the relationship among economic development, which is fostered by trade liberalization, environmental quality and social equity (Rogers et.al. 2008). Sustainable development has been evolving since 1972, when the international community first explored the connection between quality of life and environmental quality at the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm. It was however, not until the Brundtland Report of 1987 that sustainable development was defined as “development that meets the needs of present without comprising the ability of future generation to meet their own needs”. The 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development played a significant role in evolution of sustainable development. In protecting the environment, the Rio Declaration called for the further development of international law in the field of sustainable development. Agenda 21, adopted at the Rio Conference, is a programme of action containing 40 Chapters and a nonbinding action plan for achieving sustainable development (Rogers et.al. 2008). The Rio Declaration was one of the most universally endorsed statement of general rights and obligations of states on matters affecting the environment. Birnie and Boyle (2002) identify three factors that gave the Rio Declaration significant authority in the articulation and development of international law on the environment. First, unlike the Stockholm Declaration, the Rio Declaration is written in obligatory terms. Second, the twenty-seven principles of the Rio Declaration represent something of a ‘package deal’, negotiated by consensus. While there are provisions that represent the interests of developed countries, there are others that represent the interests of developing countries[10]. Thirdly, the declaration reflects a consensus between developed and developing states on the need to identify agreed norms of international environmental protection. Developing countries playing a major role in the Rio Declaration led to various issues that were addressed in the Stockholm Declaration not being repeated in the Rio Declaration, mainly at the insistence of developing countries. Unlike the Stockholm Declaration, the Rio Declaration does not make reference to animal rights or to the conservation of flora, fauna, habitats or ecosystems (Birnie and Boyle 2002). Sustainable development, international law and environmental protection In terms of environmental protection, the most potentially far-reaching aspect of sustainable development is that for the first time it makes a states management of its own domestic environment a matter of international concern in a systematic way (Bernie and Boyle 2002). Despite this however, the various social, political and economic value judgements in determining what is sustainable has made it difficult for an international court to review national legislation and conclude that it falls short of a standard of ‘sustainable development’ (Bernie and Boyle 2002). While international law may not require development to be sustainable, it does require that decisions made about economic development be the outcome of a process that promotes sustainable development. In order to achieve sustainable development, states are encouraged to implement the main elements employed by the Rio Declaration and other instruments for facilitating sustainable development. The conducting of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs), public participations, integrating of development and environmental considerations and the inclusion of inter- and intra-generational equity[11] in decision-making are some of the elements required to achieve sustainable development. The Gabcikovo-Nagymaros case[12] further supported an interpretation which made the process of decision-making the key legal element in sustainable development. In its decision, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) required the Parties in the interest of sustainable development to “look afresh” at the environmental consequences and to carry out monitoring and abatement measures to contemporary standards set by international law (Rogers et.al. 2008: 195). This approach allows international courts to further the objectives of sustainable development without having to decide what is and what is not sustainable. With this in mind, it can be argued that the incorporation of sustainable development within trade agreements is an attempt to impose legally binding obligations on states regarding the protection of the environment. This is seen in the argument that states would have to ensure that legislations are in place to conduct various environmental assessments required to ensure that economic development is sustainable. 
Trade is good for the environment—spreads green innovation

Frankel 9

(Frankel, Jeffery, January 2009, “Environmental Effects of International Trade” Harvard Kennedy School of Government Faculty Working Group Paper Series) FS

 While the possibility that exposure to international competition might have an adverse effect on environmental regulation is familiar, less widely recognized and more surprising is the possibility of effects in the beneficial direction, which we will call the gains from trade hypothesis. Trade allows countries to attain more of what they want, which includes environmental goods in addition to market-measured output.

How could openness have a positive effect on environmental quality, once we set aside the possibility of accelerating progress down the beneficial slope of the Environmental Kuznets Curve? A first possibility concerns technological and managerial innovation. Openness encourages ongoing innovation.18 It then seems possible that openness could encourage innovation beneficial to environmental improvement as well as economic progress. A second possibility is an international ratcheting up of environmental standards.19 The largest political jurisdiction can set the pace for others. Within the United States, it is called the “California effect:” When the largest state sets high standards for auto pollution control equipment, for example, the end result may be similar standards in other states as well. The United States or the European Union can play the same role globally.

Multinational corporations (MNCs) are often the vehicle for these effects. They tend to bring clean state-of-the-art production techniques from high-standard countries of origin, to host countries where they are not yet known. The claim is not that all multinational corporations apply the highest environmental standards when operating in other countries. Rather the claim is that the standards tend on average to be higher than if the host country were undertaking the same activity on its own.20

Corporate codes of conduct offer a new way that residents of some countries can pursue environmental goals in other countries.21 Formal international cooperation among governments is another way that interdependence can lead to higher environmental standards rather than lower.22 
--AT: pollution havens

No risk of pollution havens—trade incentivizes green growth
Gallagher 9

(Gallagher, Kevin P., associate professor of IR with expertise in international economic and environmental policy at Boston University, July 6, 2009, “Economic Globalization and the Environment”, Annual Review of Environment and Resources, http://www.annualreviews.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.environ.33.021407.092325) FS

Perhaps, a silver lining lies in the fact that there is little evidence of pollution havens. This finding suggests that strengthening environmental institutions and standards in developing and developed countries alike may not deter foreign and domestic investments. Because the abatement costs of pollution are so small relative to other key costs, most firms will not move to or from developing countries as regulations rise (at least to U.S. levels). The Porter hypothesis states that deploying optimal policies— where the marginal social costs of degradation equal the marginal benefits of environmental cleanup—to internalize market failures may even increase firm competitiveness. Welldesigned regulation has been shown, in some cases, to inspire innovations that can lead to reduced costs and therefore increased global competitiveness. According to this hypothesis, environmental regulation can lure firms to seek ways of increasing resource productivity and therefore reduce the costs of inputs. Such innovation offsets can exceed the costs of environmental compliance. Therefore, the firm that leads in introducing cleaner technologies into the production process may enjoy a first-mover advantage over those industries in the world economy that continue to use more traditional, dirtier production methods (28). 

AT MNC’s

The economic benefits of MNC’s outweigh any negative side effects

Lee-Makiyama 11 (Hosuk Lee-Makiyama Director of European Centre for International Political Economy, October 20, “EUROPE AND SANCTIONS: Perspectives on Trade & Power”, http://www.ecipe.org/media/external_publication_pdfs/Sanctions_Progress.pdf)//JM

Meanwhile, international trade has an ever-increasing importance for the economy. The cross-border trade in goods and services has increased from 13% in 1970 to almost 30% of the global GDP before the crisis (World Bank, 2010). The impact was even bigger on developing countries – their trade dependency surpassed the OECD countries in early 1990s, thanks to multilateral trade liberalisation under the auspices of the World Trade Organization (WTO) complemented by unilateral reforms, tariff cuts for developing countries under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSPs) and some bilateral free trade agreements (FTAs). Power in international relations is deﬁned as the ability to coerce another country to pursue a policy against its will (or original intent). It is fair to say that the stronger economic ties between nations have led to stronger dependencies, which creates more opportunities to exercise political power, so-called economic statecraft. Furthermore, multinational corporations (MNCs) play unprecedented role for investments and employment. MNCs are accountable for 28% of world’s GDP and most of them originate from the jurisdictions of the European Union, Switzerland or the US – or within countries who often are ‘senders’, meaning imposers of sanctions.

AT Mexican Stability turn

Free trade improves Mexico’s economy- their claims are over-exaggerated 

Brown 12 (Robert Brown, President of online Newspaper "El Paso Art Alive" which he is trying to turn into a non-profit and affiliated with University of Texas El Paso, “NAFTA links 450 million persons in a $17-trillion market”, http://borderzine.com/2012/02/nafta-links-450-million-persons-in-a-17-trillion-market/)//JM

EL PASO – The North American Free Trade Agreement, (NAFTA) created 18 years ago spawned millions of jobs in Mexico, sending $160 billion in business south of the border. “Never did we expect during the negotiations the success that NAFTA has had,” said Dr. Herminio Blanco, founder of Soluciones Estratégicas and former Minister of Trade and Industry for Mexico. Speaking to students and faculty at the The University of Texas at El Paso February 7, Blanco said, “Mexico has been able to attract $160 billion. Never would we have thought that possible.” The number of jobs created in Mexico by NAFTA is difficult to establish, he said, “…but definitely we’re speaking about at least 2 million families that have jobs directly created by investments that came to Mexico because of NAFTA.” NAFTA now links 450 million people producing $17 trillion worth of goods and services. The other NAFTA countries (Canada and Mexico) were the top two purchasers of U.S. exports in 2010. Proponents and opponents of the agreement that created the world’s largest free trade market are still debating the merits of the pact. NAFTA went into effect January 1st, 1994 and according to the Office of the United States Trade Representative’s website the United States has also benefitted from NAFTA. U.S. goods exports to NAFTA in 2010 were $411.5 billion, up 23.4% ($78 billion) from 2009, and 149% from and up 190% from 1993 (the year prior to NAFTA). U.S. exports to NAFTA accounted for 32.2% of overall U.S. exports in 2010. Although the United States has seen benefits associated with NAFTA not all businesses have profited from the treaty. According to Ricky Jimenez Carrasco a local photographer who handles advertising/marketing for his, Xicali Imports in El Paso, Texas, NAFTA has had a negative effect on the business. “The way the traffic was running through downtown [before NAFTA] was very profitable, I mean it boomed,” said Carrasco. “Somewhere around the time of NAFTA that slowed down to a trickle, that did not kill us but it did hurt us immensely.” Although some businesses have been affected adversely with the implementation of NAFTA, other businesses such as the El Paso Saddleblanket have been able to benefit from it. “We’ve been in the import/export business for over 42 years, since 1970 and we’ve always had a wonderful relationship with Mexico,” said Luke Henson Wells, General Manager for the El Paso Saddleblanket Company, “What NAFTA has done is just really to streamline the process and made it a lot more accessible.” With the creation of the world’s largest free trade area via NAFTA, importers and exporters from the three participating countries, The United States, Canada, and Mexico, must ensure that certain requirements for their goods to qualify under the NAFTA terms are met. “We trade all over the world and countries that have trade agreements, like the United States and Mexico have NAFTA,” said Wells, “it just really facilitates the trade of arts and crafts and merchandise in a way it just doesn’t happen when those types of agreements aren’t in place.” Although businesses in all three of the participatory countries involved in NAFTA are seeing and enjoying the benefits of NAFTA there are those who are opposed to the pact. One of the arguments that opposers to NAFTA put forth is the loss of jobs from one country to another, especially between The United States and Mexico, yet according to its NAFTA – Myth vs. Fact PDF file created in March of 2008, The Office of The United States Trade Representative states U.S. employment rose from 110.8 million people in 1993 to 137.6 million in 2007, an increase of 24 percent. The average unemployment rate was 5.1 percent in the period 1994-2007, compared to 7.1 percent during the period 1980-1993. Although not all individuals and businesses within the United States, Canada, and Mexico are willing or able to enjoy the benefits associated with NAFTA, the one thing that is for certain is that after 18 years it is apparent that NAFTA and the various benefits that it has offered to some individuals and businesses is here for the long haul.

Trade key to Mexican economy- will control 70% of their GDP this year

Rathbone 6/18 (John Paul Rathbone is the Latin American editor for Financial times and previous editor of the Lex Column, June 18 2012, “Free trade: Way ahead ‘is openness, not protectionism’”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/c6e3a29c-b15e-11e1-9800-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zgVsxWx7)//JM
International trade is under attack. Recession has tested many countries’ commitment to keep their borders open, as politicians, beholden to domestic audiences, have succumbed to the temptation of throwing up trade barriers for short-term economic gain. That is a fair enough summary of the current state of global trade. But not in Mexico, one of the most stalwart defenders of free trade in Latin America – or indeed the world. “We have to be very clear that the way forward is not protectionism, but openness,” Felipe Calderón, Mexico’s outgoing president, told a gathering of chief executives during April’s Summit of the Americas. “The way forward remains commerce, as it has been for millennia.” It was a passionate and rare public statement by a leading international politician in favour of free trade. In today’s economic climate, it is hard to think of any other G20 leader who would stick out his or her neck so far on the issue. It was also a thinly veiled criticism of some of Mexico’s partners. These include the US, where there are protectionist measures in Congress and, especially, two Latin American countries that have large Atlantic coastlines and where nervousness about deindustrialisation has recently triggered mercantilist instincts. In February, for example, Brazil moved to shield its car industry from Mexican competition; the country’s vintners also want protection from Chilean imports. Argentina, a prodigious inventor of eccentric policies, has meanwhile required importing businesses to sell something – anything – to foreigners worth as much as what they buy from them. The contrast between these approaches and the attitude of big Latin American economies with a Pacific coastline – Mexico, Colombia, Peru and Chile – is stark. All have strong free-trade instincts, perhaps because they have a sharper sense that the world’s economic centre of gravity is shifting towards Asia and the Pacific. Mexico, for example, is one of the most open of the world’s leading economies. In 2010, trade accounted for almost 60 per cent of its gross domestic product, compared with China at 48 per cent, the US with 22 per cent and Brazil at 19. Look to the future, and the contrast is even starker. HSBC reckons Mexican trade, which totalled $700bn last year, will rise to almost 70 per cent of GDP this year and 85 per cent by 2017. In some ways, this makes Mexico a regional standard bearer for open trade – although one could argue it has little choice. The country sits next to the world’s largest market, to which it can supply goods within 48 hours. It is also less rich in commodities than, say, Brazil. Both factors point to Mexico’s strategic need to become adept at manufacturing and facilitating trade. Thus, its exporting vocation has been further boosted by a plethora of trade agreements, and by fostering supplies of skilled and semi-skilled labour. Some 110,000 engineers graduated in engineering and technology in 2010, more than double the number in 1999, according to Inegi, the national statistics agency. As a result, the country has steadily diversified its trade partners and moved up the value chain, as Mexico-based manufacturers have become ever more efficient and skills-rich. The country now even exports cars to China. 
--Heg

Mexican collapse causes US isolationism

Haddick 8 – (Robert, Managing Editor, Small Wars Journal, former U.S. Marine Corps officer, advisor for the State Department and the National Intelligence Council on irregular warfare issues, former Director of Research at the Fremont Group, http://westhawk.blogspot.com/2008/12/now-that-would-change-everything.html)

There is one dynamic in the literature of weak and failing states that has received relatively little attention, namely the phenomenon of “rapid collapse.” For the most part,  weak and failing states represent chronic, long-term problems that allow for management over sustained periods. The collapse of a state usually comes as a surprise, has a rapid onset, and poses  acute problems. The collapse of Yugoslavia into a chaotic tangle of warring nationalities in 1990 suggests how suddenly and catastrophically state collapse can happen - in this case, a state which had hosted the 1984 Winter Olympics at Sarajevo, and which then quickly became the epicenter of the ensuing civil war. In terms of worst-case scenarios for the Joint Force and indeed the world, two large and important states bear consideration for a rapid and sudden collapse: Pakistan and Mexico. Some forms of collapse in Pakistan would  carry with it the likelihood of a sustained violent and bloody civil and sectarian war, an even bigger haven for violent extremists, and the question of what would happen to its nuclear weapons. That “perfect storm” of uncertainty alone might require the engagement of U.S. and coalition forces into a situation of immense complexity and danger with no guarantee they could gain control of the weapons and with the real possibility that a nuclear weapon might be used. The Mexican possibility may seem less  likely, but the government, its politicians, police, and judicial infrastructure are all under sustained assault and pressure by criminal gangs and drug cartels. How that internal conflict turns out over the next several years will have a major impact on the stability of the Mexican state. Any descent by the Mexico into chaos would demand an American response based on the serious implications for homeland security alone. Yes, the “rapid collapse” of Mexico would change everything with respect to the global security environment. Such a collapse would have enormous humanitarian, constitutional, economic, cultural, and security implications for the U.S. It would seem the U.S. federal government, indeed American society at large, would have little ability to focus serious attention on much else in the world. The hypothetical collapse of Pakistan is a scenario that has  already been well discussed. In the worst case, the U.S. would be able to isolate itself from most effects emanating from south Asia. However, there would be no running from a Mexican collapse.

Heg prevents great power war and solves the aff impacts

Zhang* and Shi** 11. (Both MA candidates at Columbia University. *Yuhan, researcher @ Carnegie Endowment for international peace and **Lin, consultant for the World Bank. “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry.” January 22nd, 2011) http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/
Paul Kennedy was probably right: the US will go the way of all great powers — down. The individual dramas of the past decade — the September 2001 terrorist attacks, prolonged wars in the Middle East and the financial crisis — have delivered the world a message: US primacy is in decline. This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy. 

--Oil Shocks

The impact is economic collapse and global oil shocks

Moran 9 – (7/31/09, Michael, executive editor and policy analyst, Council on Foreign Relations, “Six Crises, 2009: A Half-Dozen Ways Geopolitics Could Upset Global Recovery,” http://fbkfinanzwirtschaft.wordpress.com/2009/08/07/six-crises-2009-a-half-dozen-ways-geopolitics-could-upset-global-recovery/)

A story receiving more attention in the American media than Iraq these days is the horrific drug-related violence across the northern states of Mexico, where Felipe Calderon has deployed the national army to combat two thriving drug cartels, which have compromised the national police beyond redemption.  The tales of carnage are horrific, to be sure: 30 people were killed in a 48 hour period last week in Cuidad Juarez alone, a city located directly across the Rio Grande from El Paso, Texas. So far, the impact on the United States and beyond has been minimal. But there also isn’t much sign that the army is winning, either, and that raises a disturbing question: What if Calderon loses?  The CIA’s worst nightmare during the Cold War (outside of an administration which forced transparency on it, of course) was the radicalization or collapse of Mexico. The template then was communism, but narco-capitalism doesn’t look much better.  The prospect of a wholesale collapse that sent millions upon millions of Mexican refugees fleeing across the northern border so far seems remote. But Mexico’s army has its own problems with corruption, and a sizeable number of Mexicans regard Calderon’s razor-thin 2006 electoral victory over a leftist rival as illegitimate. With Mexico’s economy reeling and the traditional safety valve of illegal immigration to America dwindling, the potential for serious trouble exists.  Meanwhile, Mexico ranks with Saudi Arabia and Canada as the three suppliers of oil the United States could not do without. Should things come unglued there and Pemex production shut down even temporarily, the shock on oil markets could be profound, again, sending its waves throughout the global economy. Long-term, PEMEX production has been sliding anyway, thanks to oil fields well-beyond their peak and restrictions on foreign investment.  Domestically in the U.S., any trouble involving Mexico invariably will cause a bipartisan demand for more security on the southern border, inflame anti-immigrant sentiment and possibly force Obama to remember his campaign promise to “renegotiate NAFTA,” a pledge he deftly sidestepped once in office.

Causes global nuclear war
Heinberg, 3 Richard Heinberg, CORE FACULTY MEMBER AT NEW COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA, The Party’s Over: Oil, War and the Fate of Industrial Societies, 2003, p. 230
Today the average US citizen uses five times as much energy as the world average. Even citizens of nations that export oil – such as Venezuela and Iran – use only a small fraction of the energy US citizens use per capita. The Carter Doctrine, declared in 1980, made it plain that US military might would be applied to the project of dominating the world’s oil wealth: henceforth, any hostile effort to impede the flow of Persian Gulf oil would be regarded as an “assault on the vital interests of the United States” and would be “repelled by any means necessary, including military force.” In the past 60 years, the US military and intelligence services have grown to become bureaucracies of unrivaled scope, power, and durability. While the US has not declared war on any nation since 1945, it has nevertheless bombed or invaded a total of 19 countries and stationed troops, or engaged in direct or indirect military action, in dozens of others. During the Cold War, the US military apparatus grew exponentially, ostensibly in response to the threat posed by an archrival: the Soviet Union. But after the end of the Cold War the American military and intelligence establishments did not shrink in scale to any appreciable degree. Rather, their implicit agenda — the protection of global resource interests emerged as the semi-explicit justification for their continued existence. With resource hegemony came challenges from nations or sub-national groups opposing that hegemony. But the immensity of US military might ensured that such challenges would be overwhelmingly asymmetrical. US strategists labeled such challenges “terrorism” — a term with a definition malleable enough to be applicable to any threat from any potential enemy, foreign or domestic, while never referring to any violent action on the part of the US, its agents, or its allies. This policy puts the US on a collision course with the rest of the world. If all-out competition is pursued with the available weapons of awesome power, the result could be the destruction not just of industrial civilization, but of humanity and most of the biosphere.

--Terrorism

Terrorists come from Mexico

Sullivan 11 – (2/23/11, Mark P. Sullivan, Specialist in Latin American Affairs, Congressional Research Service, “Latin America: Terrorism Issues,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/RS21049.pdf DH)

As in other parts of the world, the United States has assisted Latin American and Caribbean nations over the years in their struggle against terrorist or insurgent groups indigenous to the region. For example, in the 1980s, the United States supported the government of El Salvador with significant economic and military assistance in its struggle against a leftist guerrilla insurgency. In recent years, the United States has employed various policy tools to combat terrorism in the Latin America and Caribbean region, including sanctions, anti-terrorism assistance and training, law enforcement cooperation, and multilateral cooperation through the OAS. Moreover, given the nexus between terrorism and drug trafficking, one can argue that assistance aimed at combating drug trafficking organizations in the Andean region has also been a means of combating terrorism by cutting off a source of revenue for terrorist organizations. The same argument can be made regarding efforts to combat money laundering in the region. Although terrorism was not the main focus of U.S. policy toward the region in recent years, attention increased in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington. Anti-terrorism assistance has increased along with bilateral and regional cooperation against terrorism. Congress approved the Bush Administration’s request in 2002 to expand the scope of U.S. assistance to Colombia beyond a counternarcotics focus to also include counterterrorism assistance to the government in its military efforts against drug-financed leftist guerrillas and rightist paramilitaries. Border security with Mexico also became a prominent issue in bilateral relations, with attention focused on the potential transit of terrorists through Mexico to the United States.

Mexican instability causes terrorists to use nuclear weapons

The Hill 9 – (3/7/09, “Border lawmakers fear drug-terrorism link,” http://thehill.com/leading-the-news/border-lawmakers-fear-extent-of-drug-cartel-violence-2009-03-07.html)

Members of Congress are raising the alarm that war-like conditions on the Mexican border could lead to Mexican drug cartels helping terrorists attack the U.S.  “When you have…gangs and they have loose ties with al Qaeda and then you have Iran not too far away from building a nuclear capability, nuclear terrorism may not be far off,” said Rep. Trent Franks (R- Ariz.), a member of the House Armed Services committee.  The Mexican drug cartels’ violence accounted for more than 6,000 deaths last year, and in recent months it has begun spilling over into the districts of lawmakers from the southwest region, even as far north as Phoenix, Ariz. -- which has become, Franks noted, the “kidnap capital of the U.S.”  Rep. Henry Cuellar (D-Texas), whose district borders Mexico, said that while the situation is bad, it could easily get worse.  “The goal of the cartels is to make money,” said Cuellar, who sits on the House Homeland Security committee. “If they can smuggle in drugs and human cargo, then certainly they can smuggle other things in, other devices to cause us harm.”  “We have not heard of any associations, but is there the possibility? I’ll be the first to say, yeah. They have the routes, they can very easily smuggle in other things. If I was a bad guy in another country, I would go into Central America because the U.S. is not paying the proper attention.”  Violence reached new levels last week when the mayor of Juarez, a Mexican city with 1.6 million people that serves as a major transit point for drug smugglers, moved his family to El Paso, Texas, after receiving threats against his and their lives.  The move corresponded with the resignation of the city’s police chief after a drug cartel promised to kill a police officer every 48 hours if he did not step down. The city’s police director of operations, a police officer and a prison guard were killed by the cartels in days prior.  “That was a mistake in my judgment,” Franks said of the chief’s resignation. “The federal government should have come in and said listen, we’re going to put a Marine division there to help you out if that’s what’s necessary, but narco-terrorists are not going to tell America who to elect and who resigns.”

That causes global nuclear war

Speice 6 – 06 JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary [Patrick F. Speice, Jr., “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, February 2006, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427]edlee

Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438]  such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there  [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53
AT North-South Gap
Trade bridges income inequality gaps—simulations prove that the collapse of trade is worse for the poor

Hillebrand 10

(Hillebrand, Evan E., professor at the University of Kentucky, “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?”, Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2, http://www.ifs.du.edu/assets/documents/hilldeglob.pdf) FS 

Economists have used the Stolper-Samuelson (1941) theorem to show that trade is likely to have distributional effects on society, especially that the scarce factor of production (in the US case, labor) might be disadvantaged in favor of capital, and vice versa in a labor abundant country such as China. The IFs model captures distributional effects by tracing the impact of trade on economic output by sector, each sector employing differing sets of labor skills and capital intensity (Hughes and Hossain, 2003). In general, relative returns increase for skilled labor as the overall level of development increases and as manufacturing increases its share in total value added relative to agriculture. In these trade-restricting simulations, which tend to increase the relative size of the manufacturing sector in many of the non-OECD countries, we would expect the share of the work force engaged in manufacturing to increase, resulting in more highly paid workers and thus reducing poverty and income inequality. Reducing imports of manufactured goods and FDI, however, reduces technological advance especially in the poorer countries. Slower technological advance results in slower productivity gains and smaller wage gains in all sectors. How these conflicting forces affect incomes, poverty headcounts, and inequality depends on the interaction of many institutional and historical factors for each country represented in the model. 

The overall results, however, are quite clear: while deglobalization may encourage poor countries to increase the relative size of the domestic manufacturing industry and this may shift the relative wage structure in a way that  increases overall equality (in 61 out of 155 non-OECD7 countries the Gini8 coefficient fell), the slower growth in productivity resulting from a slowing of international trade results in lower GDP growth, lower average income growth and higher poverty headcounts in all but a very few countries (Table 3). 

The results for Guatemala are typical. Imports of manufactured goods in the forecast period fall dramatically between scenarios, both in absolute terms and as a share of total imports. Domestic value added in the manufacturing sector rises very slightly in absolute terms, but productivity growth for the economy as a whole and in the manufacturing sector slows by about a half percentage point a year due to reduced competition and reduced capital flows. Overall GDP and wage growth slows, but wages fall relatively more in the high-skilled jobs because the slowdown in productivity growth is greater in sectors that are skillintensive. In addition, returns to capital are lowered in this low-productivity environment. These three forces result in a shift in the income distribution in favor of the poor. The estimated Gini coefficient in 2035 is .573 vs. .584 in the globalization scenario. But this gain in equality comes at the expense of lower incomes for both the rich and the poor. Real GDP per capita in 2035 is 23 percent less than in the globalization scenario and the number of people living in extreme poverty is 340,000 more.

The results are worse for China, a country whose growth has been dependent on exports of manufactured goods. In China, exports of manufactured goods are down 70 percent by 2035 and value-added by the manufacturing sector falls by 40 percent. Overall GDP growth averages 1.1 percent a year less than in the globalization scenario and average GDP per capita in 2035 is 37 percent less. This huge fall in income is not compensated by a rise in equality: the decline in manufacturing pushes more workers back into agriculture and the service sector which have more unskilled, low-wage jobs. The estimated Gini coefficient in 2035 is .489 vs. .483 in the globalization scenario. 

The policy changes in the deglobalization scenario tend to increase the relative size of the manufacturing sector in the non-OECD countries that were not already deeply integrated into the globalized trading system. One hundred and five of the 155 non-OECD countries increase the relative size of their manufacturing sectors in the deglobalization scenario, but this rarely has positive national benefits. Only 33 countries increase the absolute size of their manufacturing sector and only 9 countries are able to raise their average GDP per capita. These nine are among the smallest, poorest, and least globalized countries in the world.9 Only one country—Eritrea—is able to increase average GDP per capita, reduce inequality, and reduce its poverty headcount. For all the rest, the decrease in imports of manufactured goods and capital tends to reduce equality or average incomes or increase poverty, or, in most cases, all three because the growth-inhibiting aspects of trade and capital slowdowns overwhelm any positive distribution affects that may result from structural changes in the economy. 
--ext. North-South gap
It’s reverse causal—collapse of globalization causes inequality and instability

Hillebrand 10

(Hillebrand, Evan E., professor at the University of Kentucky, “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?”, Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2, http://www.ifs.du.edu/assets/documents/hilldeglob.pdf) FS 
Deglobalization in the form of reduced trade interdependence, reduced capital flows, and reduced migration has few positive effects, based on this analysis with the International Futures Model. Economic growth is cut in all but a handful of countries, and is cut more in the non-OECD countries than in the OECD countries. Deglobalization has a mixed impact on equality. In many non-OECD countries, the cut in imports from the rest of the world increases the share of manufacturing and in 61 countries raises the share of income going to the poor. But since average productivity goes down in almost all countries, this gain in equality comes at the expense of reduced incomes and increased poverty in almost all countries. The only winners are a small number of countries that were small and poor and not well integrated in the global economy to begin with—and the gains from deglobalization even for them are very small. 
Free trade disproportionately benefits emerging economies

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Free Trade and the Global Middle Class,” Hayek Society Journal Vol. 9 http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/Hayek-Society-Journal-Griswold.pdf Accessed 6/30/12 BJM
Trade and globalization have profoundly shaped the world we all live in today. Since 1980, according to the International Monetary Fund, world trade has grown five-fold in real terms. Trade as a share of world GDP has risen from 36 percent to 55 percent, and that growth accelerated since the 1990s. Financial globalization has also proceeded at an even more rapid pace. The total value of cross-border financial assets has more than doubled since 1990 as a share of global GDP, from 58 percent to 131 percent in 2004. Those trends took a hit as the global downturn deepened in 2009, but even so the world is still much more globalized than it was three decades ago, and the emerging economies that have participated in the latest wave of globalization have arguably benefited the most. Plugging into globalization allows less developed countries to turbo-charge their growth. Study after study has found that nations that are open to the global economy grow faster and achieve higher incomes than nations that remain closed, and this is especially true for poor countries that want to escape their poverty. Development economists call it the “late-comers’ advantage.” Farms and factories in poor countries can now produce for global markets rather than their own limited domestic customer base. They can enjoy the benefits of the off-the-shelf technologies developed in rich countries – such as the Internet, computers, software, cell phones, pharmaceuticals, and scientific instruments – without paying the up-front cost of research and development. According to the World Bank, new technologies that took 50 years to spread to most countries the world now reach less developed markets in one-third the time. The global economic downturn that reared its head in 2008 should not obscure the dramatic material progress that globalization has brought to the world in recent years. Beginning in the 1990s, growth began to accelerate in China, India and other emerging markets. The growth has been broadly based, creating the greatest expansion of the global middle class in human history. For the first time ever, a majority of the world’s people now live in cities and more people work in the service economy than in agriculture. In sheer numbers, the World Bank calculates that 400 million people in less developed countries have already achieved middle-class incomes. That number is on track to triple to 1.2 billion by 2030. A separate study released in 2008 by Goldman Sachs predicts the number will reach 2 billion. By 2030, per capita income in the developing world will reach $11,000 a year in real terms – approximately the living standard in today’s Czech Republic in the European Union. 

Trade benefits low and middle income countries

Hanson 12

(Hanson, Gordon, professor of economics at UC San Diego, March 2012,“ THE RISE OF MIDDLE KINGDOMS: EMERGING ECONOMIES IN GLOBAL TRADE”, National Bureau of Economic Research)FS
Table 1 shows trade flows, normalized by GDP, between country income groups over the period 1994 to 2008 based on data from UN Comtrade (as are all other figures presented in the paper). Two properties of global trade are immediately apparent. One is that for low- and middle-income countries trade as a share of GDP has grown sharply. Exports over GDP rise from 26 to 55 percent in low-income countries, from 25 to 55 percent in middle-income countries, and from 25 to 44 percent in China and India. For high-income countries, the change is much smaller, from 17 to 26 percent. Changes in imports as a share of GDP are similar. The shifting pattern of international trade involves much larger South-South flows.
Between 1994 and 2008, the share of exports from low-income countries going to low- and middle-income markets (including China and India) rose from 24 to 42 percent, with China and India accounting for about half of this growth. The share of exports from middle-income countries going to low- and middle-income markets (including China and India) rose from 33 to 46 percent, with China and India accounting for two-fifths of this growth. 
Growth in trade shares for low- and middle-income countries far exceeds the increase in their relative economic size. Between 1994 and 2008, the share of low- and middle-income countries (including China and India) in global GDP increased from 22 to 29 percent. The gravity model of trade, which is a workhouse for empirical research on trade flows, expresses exports from one country to another as a function of the countries’ GDPs, bilateral trade costs, 5 and relative prices (Anderson and van Wincoop, 2004). Following the gravity logic, the share of low- and middle-income countries in global trade should increase in rough proportion to their share of global income. But Southern trade has grown much faster than Southern GDP. 
Trade is closing the North-South gap 

Hanson 12

(Hanson, Gordon, professor of economics at UC San Diego, March 2012,“ THE RISE OF MIDDLE KINGDOMS: EMERGING ECONOMIES IN GLOBAL TRADE”, National Bureau of Economic Research)FS
In this paper, I examine changes in international trade associated with the integration of low- and middle-income nations into the global economy. From the 1950s to the 1980s, trade was dominated by flows between high-income countries both because they accounted for most of global GDP and because many developing countries maintained high barriers to imports. In the international economics literature, the exchange of goods between the United States, Canada, the nations of western Europe, and Japan is often referred to as North-North trade. However, we are moving toward a world in which South-South commerce (trade between developing countries) and North-South commerce (trade between developed and developing countries) are overtaking North-North flows. Whereas high-income economies accounted for four-fifths of global trade in 1985, they will account for less than half by the middle of this decade. 

AT prolif turn

Even if globalization is the reason why countries have obtained weapons, the cooperation it spurs is necessary to solve

OCC 10 (Office of the Coordinator for Counterterrorism, August 5 2010, “Chapter 4: The Global Challenge of WMD Terrorism”, http://www.state.gov/j/ct/rls/crt/2009/140890.htm)//JM
In this era of globalization, control of exports cannot occur only at national borders, but also must be a concern for the knowledge sharing at U.S. research universities, laboratories, and industry. The reduced domestic pool of qualified scientists and engineers has driven many U.S. companies, universities and laboratories to recruit foreign nationals in order to remain competitive. The increased presence of talented foreign science and engineering staff and students carries the risk of WMD technology transfers by way of “deemed exports.” (A deemed export is the release of information pertaining to the design and manufacturing of dual-use technology or source code to a foreign national within the confines of the United States borders.) In accordance with the Export Administration Regulations, several USG departments and agencies support a national effort to better control foreign access to sensitive dual-use technologies to prevent unauthorized transfers. STATE SPONSORSHIP OF TERRORISM: A KEY CONCERN A state that directs WMD resources to terrorists, or one from which enabling resources are clandestinely diverted, poses a grave WMD terrorism threat. Although terrorist organizations will continue to seek a WMD capability independent of state programs, the sophisticated WMD knowledge and resources of a state could enable a terrorist capability. State sponsors of terrorism and all nations that fail to live up to their international counterterrorism and nonproliferation obligations deserve continued scrutiny as potential facilitators of WMD terrorism. NON-STATE FACILITATORS: AN EMERGING THREAT State sponsors of terrorism with WMD programs represent just one facext of the overall risk of WMD terrorism. The non-governmental entities they use to facilitate their WMD programs have emerged as a growing proliferation threat in recent years that could eventually provide terrorists with access to materials and expertise that are particularly hard to acquire. In 2003, the United States and its international partners succeeded in interdicting a shipment of WMD-related material destined for Libya’s then-active nuclear weapons program. The facts surrounding this shipment indicated a transnational nuclear proliferation network reaching from East Asia to Europe, developed by Pakistani nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan. This network was making available sensitive technology and WMD-related materials to nations willing to pay. There is a risk that such non-state facilitators and their networks could provide their services to terrorist groups. The dismantling of the A.Q. Khan network revealed an uncomfortable truth about globalization. The very trends driving globalization, improved communications and transportation links, can enable the development of extended proliferation networks that may facilitate terrorist acquisition of WMD. Globalization requires that partner nations work together closely to prevent, detect, and disrupt linkages that may develop between terrorists and facilitators such as A.Q. Khan.

Proliferation impacts are empirically denied – your authors are alarmists

Krepon 9

Michael. Co-Founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a Diplomat Scholar at the University of Virginia, and the author of Better Safe Than Sorry: The Ironies of Living With the Bomb. "The mushroom cloud that wasn't: why inflating threats won't reduce them." Foreign Affairs 88.3 (May-June 2009). 
Today, as was the case during the Cold War, there is no shortage of nonproliferation specialists predicting impending nuclear disasters. Eighty-five experts polled by Senator Lugar in 2005 estimated that the risk of a WMD attack occurring before 2010 was 50 percent and before 2015, 70 percent. The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists has set its iconic Doomsday Clock at five minutes to midnight--two minutes closer to Armageddon than it was during the Cuban missile crisis. A bipartisan congressional commission concluded in 2008 that "America's margin of safety is shrinking, not growing" and that "unless the world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013." Graham Allison, one of the commission's members, had warned in 2004 that "the detonation of a nuclear device in an American city is inevitable if the U.S. continues on its present course." And soon after leaving office, former Vice President Dick Cheney warned that there is a "high probability" that terrorists will attempt a catastrophic nuclear or biological attack on the United States in the coming years. These sorts of scary predictions have a basis in reality. After all, Iran has mastered the ability to enrich uranium, is laying the foundation for a nuclear weapons program, and has close ties to terrorist groups; Pakistan is ramping up its capacity to produce plutonium as the central government's influence is waning; and North Korea has a bomb-making capacity, weapons-grade material, and a need for hard currency. Al Qaeda's leaders have sought to acquire and use these weapons, and other extremist groups have an interest in doing so, too. Experts cite such worrisome developments and then use threat inflation to seize the public's attention and to secure sufficient appropriations for their preferred remedies. They, along with government officials, members of Congress, and the intelligence community are all safer warning of great danger than downplaying threats--except when their inflated anxieties facilitate a preventive war based on false premises. The Iraq war notwithstanding, when worst cases do not materialize, those who issued dire warnings can take credit. And if attacks do occur, the alarmists can always say, "I told you so." As real as these threats are, hyping them carries its own risks. Crying wolf too often can lead to complacency when action is needed most. Repeated warnings can also prompt taxpayers and lawmakers to question what was gained from prior investments in reducing threats and so limit appropriations for new ones. This is a major problem, since remedial efforts over short periods of time are insufficient; reducing the nuclear threat requires success over the long haul. 

AT protectionism alt cause
Strong global trade de-escalates protectionism
Garten 9

(Garten, Jefferey E., professor of finance and international trade at the Yale School of Management, February 6, 2009,“Is Protectionism Unavoidable?”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/protectionism-unavoidable) FS

Our best hope is that governments act with some constraint. They should consult with one another and try to establish some common procedures. This could include mandating the WTO or the International Monetary Fund to document for the public all new trade-distorting measures and their likely economic impact, thereby raising the barrier of taking anti-trade measures. They could agree that all protectionist measures will be limited in scope and time. And they could devote a lot more effort to cushioning the blow to workers hurt by rapid import penetration, in order to take some pressure off having to take protectionist measures in the first place. 

For supporters of more rather than less trade, of whom I am one, it’s no use just screaming about the evils of protectionism. The premium now is on limiting it as much as realistically possible. 
--protectionism bad 

 Strong global trade de-escalates protectionism
Garten 9

(Garten, Jefferey E., professor of finance and international trade at the Yale School of Management, February 6, 2009,“Is Protectionism Unavoidable?”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/protectionism-unavoidable) FS
The world economy has a metastasizing cancer and the doctors do not know how to stop it from spreading. One problem leads to another, and whenever one remedy is applied, another part of the body contracts the disease. First it was sub-prime securities, then it was other risky assets like collateralized debt obligations, then credit in general, the stock market and a collapse of global growth. 

Now there is an indication that the infection is reaching the vital organ of free trade. The rise of protectionism, if unchecked, will kill the world economy as we know it. The only hope at this point would be for everybody to admit that for political survival government leaders may have to take protectionist measures, but that they should consult with one another and limit the damage as much as possible. 

Protectionism is something all leaders warn against after the lessons of the 1930s. Then, of course, one country retaliated against another with trade barriers, driving the world economy into a ditch and helping cause a world war. But talking about the need to resist protectionism and actually stopping it are two different things. Right now, unfortunately, there is no evidence that political leaders are on the case. Moreover, it is highly uncertain they could totally resist protectionist pressures, even if they wanted to. We may be witnessing a classic Greek tragedy. 

AT Generic Free Trade Ineffective/Unconstitutional

Free trade is an effective and legal exercise of federal power

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Trade Deals No Threat to U.S. Sovereignty” http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/trade-deals-no-threat-us-sovereignty Accessed 6/30/12 BJM

 One of the many question marks hanging over the four score and seven House Republican freshmen is how they will vote on free trade. The newly elected members, most of them with ties to the tea-party movement, may be asked to vote in coming months on pending trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. At first glance, the small-government believers among them should be sympathetic to commercial agreements that lower tariffs, which are, after all, government taxes on imports, taxes specifically aimed at curbing free-market competition. Free trade is a basic tenant of market economics going back to Adam Smith. The early signs are positive that most of the incoming Republican class gets it on trade. In contrast to the Democratic line, most of the incoming Republican freshmen refused to demonize trade in their campaigns. Fully three-quarters of the newcomers — a total of 66 at last count — signed a letter to President Obama this week expressing their strong support for expanding trade and their readiness to work with the president to pass all three trade agreements "within the next six months." So why would nearly a quarter of Republican freshmen refuse to sign a public letter endorsing free-trade agreements — agreements that would eliminate just about all barriers to trade with those three countries, open markets to an additional $11 billion a year in U.S. exports, and strengthen U.S. ties to key allies in East Asia and Latin America? Good question. Those who refused to sign may have bought into the argument by some on the right that trade agreements are not really for free trade but rather managed trade, a violation of the Constitution, and a surrender of U.S. sovereignty to faceless international bureaucrats. If that's the reason, those members will be sacrificing the economic freedom and opportunity of their constituents on behalf of a false understanding of how trade agreements work in the real world. First, a trade agreement is not "managed trade" by any generally accepted definition. For most people familiar with trade policy, managed trade means the setting by government of specific targets or quotas for imports and exports. The U.S. bullying of Japan in the 1980s to "voluntarily" limit its export of cars to the U.S. market was managed trade. U.S. quotas on imported sugar that virtually guarantee domestic producers 85 percent of our market is managed trade. In contrast, trade agreements eliminate tariffs, barriers and controls on trade so that consumers and producers in the market, not governments, determine what we import and export. Second, trade agreements are constitutional by any fair interpretation. Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution authorizes Congress "to regulate commerce with foreign nations." While the executive branch negotiates trade agreements, it is Congress that must vote to approve any implementing legislation. The president cannot change a single tariff line without legislation from Congress authorizing the change. What trade agreements do is involve the executive branch in the process in a way that maximizes the chances of lower tariffs and minimizes the danger of a runaway bill unilaterally increasing tariffs. That is just what happened in 1930 when Congress, acting entirely on its own, raised hundreds of tariff lines in a futile bid to help U.S. industry and agriculture. The result was the Tariff Act of 1930, better known as the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, which did nothing to save jobs but did incite retaliation by our trading partners, leading to plummeting U.S. exports and an even deeper and more prolonged Great Depression. In his wonderful new book Peddling Protectionism: Smoot-Hawley and the Great Depression (Princeton University Press), Dartmouth College economist and historian Douglas A. Irwin warns that Congress, left on its own to fashion trade policy, will quickly be captured by special interests. The problem with Smoot-Hawley "was that each member of Congress looked out for the special producer interest in his or her particular district without considering the broader national interest, particularly those not represented in the legislative process." By the 1950s, Mr. Irwin notes, "both parties endorsed the idea that the executive branch should be able to conclude trade agreements with other countries. As a result, the Tariff Act of 1930 proved to be the last time Congress ever determined the specific rates of duty that applied to U.S. imports." Those who support less government interference in trade should find it hard to argue with the success of postwar negotiated trade liberalization. Mr. Irwin again: "Since World War II, a series of multilateral and bilateral trade agreements have reduced U.S. tariffs to levels that would have shocked Smoot and Hawley." The average tariff on dutiable imports was 45 percent in 1930, compared to 5 percent in 2010. Isn't that progress by any measure? Finally, a few conservatives worry that trade agreements compromise U.S. "sovereignty." In practice, trade agreements are an exercise in sovereignty. The U.S. government strikes an agreement with another government to each restrain their tariffs against each other's exports for the mutual benefit of their citizens. The result of trade agreements is that individual citizens enjoy greater freedom and sovereignty over their daily decisions as consumers and producers. 

AT terrorism turn

Integration into the global economy removes motivation to resort to terrorism

Philps, 11 ALAN PHILPS is an experienced foreign correspondent who has worked for Reuters and The Daily Telegraph, UK May 6, 2011. “Economic integration is the best antidote to extremism,” http://www.thenational.ae/thenationalconversation/comment/economic-integration-is-the-best-antidote-to-extremism#page2 Accessed 7/4/12 BJM
The pithiest comment on the killing of Osama bin Laden has come from Rachid Ghannouchi, the leader of the Tunisian Islamist party, Ennahda: "Bin Laden died in Tunisia before dying in Pakistan." You cannot fault Mr Ghannouchi's logic. The revolutionaries in Tunisia and Egypt paid no heed to bin Laden's creed of endless jihad, and his influence was zero. Opinions are split on what the death of bin Laden means for the wider Muslim world. There is a euphoric view that the grim decade of the "war on terror" has come to an end. Political struggle in the Arab world will now be conducted through social media, strikes and sit-ins, not suicide bombings. According to this view, as President Barack Obama brings home the troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, the Islamic world will be set on a path of peace and development. The facts on the ground are far less clear. No man is irreplaceable, and it is clear that bin Laden was more a spiritual guide and figurehead than a man with operational control over his followers. His unique contribution was to give disparate militant groups in the Muslim world, all with their own local grievances, a global brand and international agenda. These al Qa'eda affiliates are still in business. A week ago, 15 people were killed in a bomb attack on a packed tourist cafe in Marrakech. In Iraq, al Q'aeda-linked gunmen are targeting the government and security forces on an almost daily basis. There are fears that bin Laden's supporters will mark his death with revenge attacks. But this should not disguise the fact that the agendas of these groups are basically local. The man most likely to adopt the mantle of global jihadist-in-chief is the Yemen-based, American-born Anwar al Awlaki. We cannot know whether al Awlaki will become a real threat or just a minor irritant. What is clear is that the underlying causes of social and economic discontent in the Arab world are not removed by some popular uprisings. There are plenty of young men with no jobs and no prospects who would relish the chance to get away from family and take up arms against the "enemies of Islam". Bin Laden has popularised the practice of declaring non-Muslims, or Muslims who do not follow his interpretation of Islam, as legitimate targets. This is a threat to the cohesion of every multi-confessional country in the Middle East, from Iraq to Egypt. Even if America manages to disengage from Iraq and Afghanistan - a distant prospect at the moment - Washington will keep its umbilical link to Israel, which will remain an irritant. Even in countries with successful revolutions, there is frightening contradiction between the demands of the people - for higher wages, more secure employment and better social welfare - and the ability of their weak economies and insecure leaderships to deliver. The strikes that are erupting all over Egypt could lead to harsh repression and vicious social conflict - a scenario that the British foreign secretary, William Hague, described in a speech on Wednesday as "collapse back into more authoritarian regimes, conflict and increased terrorism". The key to preventing this is not to focus on religion, as has been the priority among anti-terrorist experts of the past decade, but to look at old-fashioned economics. Professor Vali Nasr of Tufts University in Massachusetts, who has studied the middle classes in the Islamic world, says that the problem with the Middle East is not too much religion, but rather that these countries are not organically connected to the world economy. Apart from oil and gas, the countries of the Middle East are not part of the global supply chain. They do not make things that other people want to buy. This fact is demonstrated by the success of the UAE as a business centre. Iranians, Pakistanis, Lebanese and Palestinians do not come to live in Dubai for the desert climate. They come because it opens the opportunity of doing business with the world in a way that is not possible in their homelands. It is noticeable that the only Muslim country of the Levant that has truly joined the global economy is Turkey, with its vibrant manufacturing industries. It is also noticeable that the Arab Spring began in the countries that were integrating fastest into the global economy. Tunisia has a well-developed European export industry and thriving tourist trade. Egypt has made great progress in opening up its economy to the world over the past decade, despite a lack of trickle-down wealth. The fatal sin of both countries was that cronyism distorted this new form of capitalism, with the spoils of privatisation in Tunisia going to businesses linked to the president's family. If Arabs are to capitalise on this unique moment in their history, they will need a lot of economic help - perhaps more than the world can think of providing at this moment. According to Prof Nasr, Egypt alone needs a minimum $80 billion in support from global financial institutions to help it through the harsh process of restructuring its economy. And that is just the beginning. Countries going through this process also need wise and strong leadership - not usually available immediately after a revolution - as well as tough guidance from abroad to prevent foreign aid from going astray. We all know what the value of free advice is: nothing. Turkey had the great advantage of being guided by the European Union, which for decades has had a clear interest in fostering a prosperous, democratic country on its south-eastern border. The same was true of the former communist countries of eastern Europe. Who will do this for Egypt? It has to be the United States, the European Union and the Gulf countries. These countries have to believe that their interest in Egypt is not counter-terrorism but in a new economic deal for its people. When the American celebrations over the killing of bin Laden have calmed down, Washington needs to think again. The most important task is not "finishing off" al Qa'eda, but fulfilling Mr Obama's promise of a new start with the Muslim world by sparing no effort to set Egypt on the course of prosperity. 
Terrorism doesn’t pose an existential risk

Fettweis, Professor of Political Science, 10

Chris, Professor of Political Science @ Tulane,Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy, Survival, 52:2

Even terrorists equipped with nuclear, biological or chemical weapons would be incapable of causing damage so cataclysmic that it would prove fatal to modern states. Though the prospect of terrorists obtaining and using such weapons is one of the most consistently terrifying scenarios of the new era, it is also highly unlikely and not nearly as dangerous as sometimes portrayed. As the well-funded, well-staffed Aum Shinrikyo cult found out in the 1990s, workable forms of weapons of mass destruction are hard to purchase, harder still to synthesise without state help, and challenging to use effectively. The Japanese group managed to kill a dozen people on the Tokyo subway system at rush hour. While tragic, the attack was hardly the stuff of apocalyptic nightmares. Super-weapons are simply not easy for even the most sophisticated non-state actors to use.31 If terror- ists were able to overcome the substantial obstacles and use the most destructive weapons in a densely populated area, the outcome would of course be terrible for those unfortunate enough to be nearby. But we should not operate under the illusion that doomsday would arrive. Modern industrialised countries can cope with disasters, both natural and man-made. As unpleasant as such events would be, they do not represent existential threats

Acts of terrorism will remain small scale

Simon and Stevenson, 10 - * senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations AND ** professor of strategic studies at the U.S. Naval War College (Steven and Jonathan, “Focus on thwarting 'simpler' attacks,” 5/4, http://www.statesman.com/opinion/simon-stevenson-focus-on-thwarting-simpler-attacks-669676.html)

But the attempt to bring a less destructive terrorist technique to bear in New York may put the lie to that explanation. While we have not seen a single attack as horrific as the collapse of the twin towers, al Qaeda and its followers have killed far more people — Americans and other nationalities — using various forms of improvised explosive devices in war zones and ostensibly peaceful locales. Some 65 percent of the military casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan have been from improvised explosive devices, the Army Times reported last year. Many of them, like the Times Square device, are activated by or packed in vehicles; several of al Qaeda's most devastating attacks since 2001 — such as bombings that killed 202 people, mainly tourists, in Bali in 2002 — involved such devices.

Terrorist tactics spread by virtue of success. Consider the number of airline hijackings in the 1960s and 1970s. These days, vehicle-borne IEDs are suited to urban spaces, in which cars are commonplace and inconspicuous and dense populations mean relatively high numbers of casualties. These points would not be lost on jihadist leaders and aspiring acolytes, who tend to be students of their craft.

While many questions remain about the bombing attempt — though U.S. officials have deemed it terrorist activity, and a key leader of the Taliban in Pakistan has claimed credit — we do know that al Qaeda is pragmatic and adaptive. However precious al Qaeda may deem the "stun value" of the next big attack on America, the effectiveness of U.S. actions to thwart such an incident was eventually likely to compel it to downgrade expectations. Now, perhaps, al Qaeda has. The attempted Christmas bombing on a U.S. airliner was certainly a less complex and ambitious operation than Sept. 11 — or, for that matter, the 2004 Madrid attacks, the 2005 London subway bombings or the 2006 Heathrow plot. Even if the core group has not given up on the grand apocalyptic attack, anti-terrorist activity in Pakistan has compelled it to devolve operational authority to regional affiliates and homegrown terrorist aspirants who are free — if not encouraged — to use less operationally demanding methods. And that sort of urban warfare was long ago introduced and developed in places such as Belfast and Bilbao, then refined and expanded in Iraq and Afghanistan, with the advent of explosively formed penetrators (EFPs) and "sticky bombs," which are smaller and more precise than car bombs and may be harder to detect.

It would be a mistake for al Qaeda's targets to regard that tactical adjustment as any kind of victory. Old techniques such as car and bus bombs, though not as massively lethal as the new ones — such as turning a hijacked airplane into a guided missile, or detonating a "dirty bomb" or even a small atomic device — would signify mainly that jihadists are starting to consider more frequent terrorist attacks that are far easier to execute and get away with. That kind of approach won favor with Northern Ireland's Provisional Irish Republican Army in its drive to unite Ireland, and with the Basque separatist group Euskadi ta Askatasuna (ETA) in Spain. These groups, which evolved into highly capable and professional organizations, challenged civil order and palsied society for decades, claiming roughly 2,200 and 1,000 lives, respectively.
--ext. trade solves terrorism
Trade breeds cooperation that solves terrorism- India and Pakistan prove

Investors Business Daily 12 (IBD is a national newspaper within the US, February 29, “Pakistan, India May Reap Peace From Free Trade Deal”, http://www.truthabouttrade.org/2012/03/05/pakistan-india-may-reap-peace-from-free-trade-deal/)//JM

The bottom line is that the least-peaceable countries — think North Korea — are completely hostile to free trade. The most pacific of countries — think Chile — are swimming in free trade, with at least 60 pacts signed. For the U.S., this is incredibly good news, because trade is a powerful instrument of peace. Citizens of both countries seem to know this, too. Polls in both countries show that ordinary people, as well as chambers of commerce from Lahore to Karachi to Srinigar, enthusiastically support the deal. The only people who oppose it, in fact, are the sort of people associated with war: crony-capitalists in uncompetitive industries eager to guard their privileges; and Islamofascist militants, desperate about their potential loss of monopoly on the hearts and minds of the region’s young people — many of whom will leap at the chance to achieve something through business. Trade equals peace — and nontrade equals war. Trade between India and Pakistan, what little there was in 2008, fell 25% after Pakistani terrorists linked to al-Qaida launched terror attacks and a three-day siege on luxury hotels in Mumbai, India. Since then, the two nations have inched closer to free trade as a way to end terrorism and the social pathologies that foster it. Until fairly recently, the two countries refused to trade. That changed with the opening of a single bus route to much rejoicing five years ago. After the terror attacks, the trade effort stepped up. The two governments created a list of 2,000 items that could be traded, but that was it. Then last year, trade was switched to a “negative list,” where anything could be traded except for 600 items — mostly arms and protected farm goods — that were explicitly forbidden. By the end of this year, if all goes well, the two countries will take the full plunge and trade with full freedom with their neighbors. Already there are signs the trade pact is promoting peace. Indian media reports that the two countries’ contentious negotiation on who rules India’s state of Kashmir has gone into the “freeze” because both countries want to focus on trade. With that kind of start on free trade, it’s a fairly good bet that not only will India and Pakistan get richer from exchanging goods, capital, talent and ideas, but the region will be headed for an era of peace — real and lasting peace that should be imitated everywhere.
Free trade solves Pakistani terror

Ispahani, 11 Farahnaz Ispahani is a member of Pakistan's Parliament and media adviser to President Asif Ali Zardari. “Where is a Marshall Plan for Pakistan?” 5/27/12 http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-05-27-Marshall-Plan-for-Pakistan_n.htm Accessed 7/4/12 BJM
Pakistan’s role We are all aware that U.S. aid alone will not get the job done. For its part, Pakistan's elected government has mobilized the entire nation, at great political cost, against extremist ideology and terrorist organizations. But if our government is to successfully win the war for the hearts and minds of our people, Pakistanis must feel the economic benefits of globalization. President Asif Ali Zardari has repeatedly emphasized the need for more market access in the West and expanded trade replacing aid over time. The enactment by Congress of the Reconstruction Opportunity Zone legislation, followed by a Free Trade Agreement between Pakistan and America, would not only open up America for Pakistani products but would provide a huge market for U.S. products and grain in Pakistan. Ultimately, in the epic joint struggle against terror, a prosperous Pakistan with good jobs for our young people would suck the oxygen out of the terrorists' fire. How better to set Pakistan on this path than a Marshall Plan model of economic reconstruction for a country devastated by war? 

AT trade shocks

The benefits to trade outweigh any risk of shocks
Haddad and Shepherd
(Haddad, Mona,  Sector Manager at the International Trade Department at the World Bank,  and Shepherd, Ben, principal at Developing Trade Consultants, April 11, 2011, “Managing Openness: From Crisis to Export-led Growth, Version 2.0”,  Managing Openness: Trade and Outward-Oriented Growth After the Crisis, World Bank, http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2011/04/11/000333037_20110411010358/Rendered/PDF/608100PUB0Mana10Box358332B01PUBLIC1.pdf) FS

The global financial crisis is stimulating a broad reassessment of economic integration policies in developed and developing countries alike. The crisis was associated with a great trade collapse—the sharpest in recorded history and the deepest since World War II (Baldwin 2009). The trade collapse affected all countries and products, although to different extents. While signs of recovery are starting to solidify, deeper questioning of the causes of the crisis and the merits of globalization has surfaced. The emergence of China and the imbalances of its trade with the United States are shaking the stability of the global system. Are these imbalances sustainable, or do they need to be adjusted to avoid another global crisis? What impact would these adjustments have on the trade of developing countries if they mean that China consumes more and the United States saves more? Openness has helped support growth in many countries—to unprecedented levels in Brazil, China, Indonesia, Malaysia, and others. Yet today many are concerned that openness is creating vulnerability, and vulnerability can hurt growth. No one believes that inward orientation is the solution or that domestic consumption alone can boost growth, even in large countries. The longer-term benefits of openness more than compensate for the short-term negative impacts of trade shocks. The question is not whether to remain open but rather what kind of safety and insurance systems—at the micro- and macrolevels—to put in place to better hedge against shocks from globalization. 
AT water wars

Free trade vital to solve water shortages; arguments to the contrary misinterpret the function of trade

Hoekstra et al, 11 – professor at  Twente Water Centre, University of Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands (A.Y. Hoekstra,  M.M. ALDAYA,  Consultant, United Nations Environment Programme, Paris, France, B. Avril,  European Science Foundation, Strasbourg, France, “ ACCOUNTING FOR WATER SCARCITY AND POLLUTION IN THE RULES OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE,”  VALUE OF WATER RESEARCH REPORT SERIES NO. 54, 2011, http://www.waterfootprint.org/Reports/Report54-Proceedings-ESF-Workshop-Water-Trade.pdf, //JPL)
 There is another deep connection between trade, water and climate. It is widely recognised that forecasting future climate shocks at a regional level—which regions will be flooded, which ones will be under water stress on a year by year basis—is largely out of reach. In such circumstances, trade gets back a role that has faded away during the last sixty years of relatively stable climatic, economic and political conditions. It is to be the ultimate insurer. Regions under sudden water stress will need to import food products in exceptional quantities, and trade happens to be a cheap (efficient) insurance scheme to face a sudden instability in water resources in some parts of the world. There are thus good reasons to look at whether the world trade regime could provide a strong and sound framework to the international water regime. Not many papers have looked at this issue (Yang and Zehnder, 2007; Hoekstra, 2010). They generally see the WTO as a source of problems rather than of solutions. Hence, they argue for specific international agreements on water. But, the climate community experience of the COP15 (the 2009 Copenhagen Summit on Climate Change) is a strong warning signal showing how difficult it is to build a “specific” international regime. In contrast, this paper argues that the basic principles on which the world trade regime is built would be equally useful for the international water regime, and that the WTO rules are flexible enough to address the specific problems raised by water management in an international context. It also argues that, if current international trade mirrors domestic distortions, limiting such trade will cost a lot in terms of water use. Killing the messenger (trade) does not solve the problems (domestic markets). The paper is organised as follows. The second section provides a broad insight on how trade analysis shows the beneficial aspect of a more integrated international trade in water and how trade and water issues can be mutually supportive. The third section raises two questions. Do we need a specific international agreement for “trading water” (the various forms of such a trade are explained in this section)? Do we need specific international agreements for producing water in sustainable quantity and quality? The paper argues that the answer to the first question is no. The World Trade Organization (WTO) rules are both sound and flexible enough to address the key issues raised by water trade. The second question has a more complex answer. The paper suggests that some WTO rules may need to be revisited, but that such revisions are unlikely to create serious problems if they are carefully handled from a water and trade perspective. Water and trade economics Before looking at water economics in an international trade setting, two crucial remarks should be made. First, trade is the mere difference between domestic consumption and production. Import is the excess of domestic consumption over domestic production, export the converse. If domestic production and/or consumption are distorted, trade is distorted. For instance, if producers in the exporting and importing countries do not take into account negative externalities (pollution), the exporting country could export too much water-intensive goods and the importing country could import not enough such goods. The fact that trade is a mere difference has a key corollary. It is that taking measures for restricting or increasing water trade is not the adequate solution to address production and consumption externalities since it does not address the initial problems raised by imperfect domestic water markets (production and/or consumption). These problems could be satisfactorily solved only by measures targeting domestic markets—better pricing mechanisms, more appropriate subsidies and/or taxes favouring investment and delivering productivity gains. That said, if acting on international trade is not the solution, the rules of the world trade regime, if well interpreted, have the capacity to be conducive of improved domestic market disciplines, as underscored in the next section. This has already happened. The last sixty years have witnessed increased market access (trade liberalisation) in industrial products as a force pushing for reducing distortions in domestic markets in order to reap all the benefits from trade opening The second crucial preliminary remark is that, contrary to the politicians’ and people’s views, economists underscore the fact that imports capture the gains from trade, whereas exports mirror the costs of trade. Countries export only because they have to pay for imports. Exporting too much is as bad as importing too little. This is particularly obvious in the water sector where trade does not only generate movements of goods, but also entails exchanges of the quantity of water “embedded” in commodities—hence the concept of “virtual” water (the amount of water required to produce a good is “virtually” exchanged among countries through trade flows). In short, a country saves its scarce water resources by relying on imports, while it increases its water use by exporting water-intensive goods. Comparative advantages Middle East’s virtual water imports in the form of grains are equivalent to the flow of the river Nile in a year (Allan, 2003). Explaining such trade flows requires nothing more than a direct application of comparative advantages theories (Wichelns, 2010). The virtual water notion is thus a relatively new concept based on well established ideas in international economics. The theory of comparative advantages splits into two main tenants: the Ricardian theory and the HeckscherOhlin theory (hereafter HO). Both analyses show that by specializing in productions for which they enjoy a relative advantage, countries opening to trade breed a process that drives to a globally and economically more efficient use of resources than in autarky. These theories of comparative advantages tell us that all countries have an interest to trade, even if they have only a relative advantage in the production of some goods. That a country may produce all the goods more costly than its trading partner does not prevent it to have a relative (comparative) advantage in the goods it produces in a relatively less costly way than its trading partner. The Ricardian approach perceives comparative advantages as arising from technology-driven differences in factor productivities among countries. Indeed, Ricardo used “climate differences” to express the relative productivities of two trading partners to engage into trade. The opportunity cost of using water as an input (compared across countries) is what drives Ricardian comparative advantages (for more, see below Table 7.1) 
here’s no statistical precedent for water wars and adaptation and cooperation solve 

Katz, 11 David Katz, faculty member at the University of Haifa's Department of Geography and Environmental Studies, where he teaches courses in environmental and resource economics, water management, and economic and political geography.  He also serves as an adjunct lecturer at Tel Aviv University's Recanati School of Management and Porter School for Environmental Studies, where he teaches courses on economics of the environment and natural resources and on corporate environmental strategy. “ Hydro-Political Hyperbole: Examining Incentives for Overemphasizing the Risks of Water Wars,” written in Global Environmental Politics, February 2011 http://www.bupedu.com/lms/admin/uploded_article/eA.726.pdf Accessed 6/23/12 BJM

Critiques of the Water War Hypothesis A number critiques have been leveled against both the theory and the empirical evidence behind the water wars hypothesis. One critique of the environmental security literature, of which much of the published material on water wars is guilty, is that warnings and threats of future violence are often considered as evidence. 28 Statements from the 1980s that the next war in the Middle East will be over water have already proven false. Research has shown, however, that even the more general predictions of imminent water wars that are based on comments by officials may be suspect. Leng, for instance, found no correlation between the frequency of threats of war and the onset of war. 29 Examining conºict and cooperation over water resources, Yoffe and colleagues noted over 400 incidents of water-related verbal exchanges by political figures between 1948 and 1999 that were conflictual in nature, but only 37 instances of violent conflict of varying levels of intensity. Thirty of these were from the Middle East, none were more recent than 1970, none were all-out wars, and in none was water the central cause of conflict. 30 Proponents of water war scenarios often premise their dire conclusions on the fact that water is essential for life and non-substitutable. 31 Yet water for basic needs represents a small share of total water use, even in arid countries. 32 Economists and others point out that over 80 percent of world freshwater withdrawals are for the agricultural sector, a relatively low-value use and one in which large gains in efficiency could be made by changes in irrigation techniques and choice of crops. Thus, economic critiques of the water war hypothesis stress that the value of water that would be gained from military conºict is unlikely to outweigh the economic costs of military preparation and battle, much less the loss of life. 33 Some authors have even questioned the empirical basis for the conclusion that freshwater is increasingly scarce, 34 an assumption on which the water war hypothesis relies. Such a “cornucopian” view claims that people adapt to scarcity through improvements in technology, pricing, and efficiency—rendering water less scarce, not more so. Perhaps the strongest case against the likelihood of water wars is the lack of empirical evidence of precedents. Wolf found only one documented case of war explicitly over water, and this took place over 4500 years ago. 35 Moreover, he could document only seven cases of acute conflict over water. Yoffe and colleagues also found that armed conflict over water resources has been uncommon. 36 They found that cooperation was much more common than conºict, both globally and in all world regions except the Middle East/North Africa. This pattern may explain why only a limited number of case studies of water conflict are presented in the water wars literature. Analysts have criticized environmental security arguments that are based on case studies because such works tend to have no variation in the dependent variable. 37 Many large sample statistical studies have attempted to address such shortcomings, however, in several cases these studies too have come under fire. For instance, a number of large-sample statistical studies found correlations between water-related variables and conflict, however, few, if any, provide convincing support for causal relationships. Moreover, several studies found that water availability had no impact on the likelihood of either domestic or international conflict, 38 including at least one study that attempted to replicate earlier studies that claimed to have found such correlations. 39 Moreover, the results of several studies that do find correlations between water and conflict are either not robust or are contrasted by other findings. For instance, Raleigh and Urdal found that the statistical significance of water scarcity variables is highly dependent on one or two observations, leading them to conclude that actual effects of water scarcity “are weak, negligible or insignificant.” 40 Jensen and Gleditsch found that the results of Miguel and colleagues are less robust when using a recording of the original dataset. 41 Gleditsch and colleagues found that shared basins do predict an increased propensity for conflict, but found no correlation between conflict and drought, the number of river crossings, or the share of the basin upstream, leading them to state that “support for a scarcity theory of water conflict is somewhat ambiguous.” 42 

--ext. trade solves water wars
Water shortages occur because of domestic issues, not trade; trade is net beneficial for maintaining resources

Le Vernoy and Messerlin, 11 – Alexandre Le Vernoy, associate at The Centre for European Policy Studies,  PhD candidate at The Groupe d'Economie Mondiale at Sciences Po Paris, Patrick Messerlin, professor at  Groupe d’Economie Mondiale at Sciences Po, Paris (“ Strategic Workshop on: “Accounting for water scarcity and pollution in the rules of international trade”,” European Science Foundation, 1/10/11, http://gem.sciences-po.fr/content/publications/pdf/LeVernoy_Messerlin_Water&WTO10012011.pdf, //JPL)
 There are many similarities between the trade and water nexus and the trade and climate nexus. This is because the trade, water and climate communities face the common problem of free riding associated to a “public good”. Free riding is well recognized in the case of water (and climate) even if water should not be treated as a pure public good (defined by non-rivalry and non-exclusion) but only as a local and common pool resource (Perry et al., 1997). Water resources become rivalrous only once the level of water exhaustion is reached (then their consumption by one individual reduces their availability for consumption by others). And, they are often nonexcludable because of the failure to implement efficient property rights, such as those illustrated by the centuries-old system of “bisses” in Valais (a Swiss region). That said, today water production and consumption are subject to free-riding largely because domestic water policies are non-existing or embryonic: pricing mechanisms are not developed, externalities (water over-use, excessive use of pesticides and fertilizers, etc.) are not taken into account, etc. In sharp contrast, the fact that freer trade is also largely subject to free-riding is often ignored today. However, the free-riding instinct re-emerges each time when, despite robust economic analysis and history, countries believe that they would be better off if they impose tariffs on their imports while getting free access to the markets of the rest of the world. If few today realize that freer trade is a public good, it is because the existing world trade regime has been very successful in inducing countries to limit their strong free-riding instincts in trade matters. Benefits from freer trade are bigger and faster to emerge because many countries move together within a well-designed world trade regime based on GATT/WTO principles and rules (in this paper, “rules” are meant subordinate to principles). 
Globalization is key to sustainable and equitable water use

Chestney and Lewis 11

(Chestney, Nina, and Lewis, Barbara, August 8, 2011, “Analysis: Water rights trade to help quench world thirst” Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/08/us-water-idUSTRE7772GC20110808)

 For the nearer future, Nestle has embraced the concept of a cost curve that assesses demand and supply from the same river basin or other water source to help farmers and other users share out supply in the most efficient way.

Also based in Switzerland and working away on the problem is Valerie Issumo, a commodities trader for 15 years, who says she is progressively winning backers for her plan for an ethical water exchange.

"Producing food with desalinated water or increasing use of fertilizers because of water scarcity or pollution due to lack of sanitation increases the price of the food," she said.

Her "ethical water titles" would, as futures contracts, transfer ownership of waste water -- ensuring a commitment to process it to a useable quality -- to big water users such as mines and farmers, who would buy treated waste water or water treatment.
Just as Issumo emphasizes the ethical and environmental benefits of recycling and ensuring proper treatment of waste water, Fredrick Royan, a research director specializing in water at London-based consultancy Frost & Sullivan, flagged up the "re-use resell" model.

"There is a strong case (for treated wastewater trading) because you get into ensuring a higher standard of treatment, reducing pollution and creating a market mechanism where there is a financial incentive for sellers or treatment facilities to install technologies," he said.

"Instead of (the market) being a straight line going from supply to demand, it will have more of a circular element where water is supplied, used, treated, reused again or put back into the supply stream. It becomes a much more efficient process."

Royan did not anticipate water becoming "so commoditized" it would have lots of speculators, but any trade would require a high level of oversight to the avoid problems that have beset other new markets, notably carbon.

Royan noted the world's biggest emerging market China was well ahead as it focuses on the need to provide for its enormous population.

As an early adopter of technology for treating waste water, which paves the way for trading treated waste water to power plants, it could be at the vanguard of the next generation of water trade, he said.
--impact defense

Treaties solve water wars

Tir and Stinnett, 12  Jaroslav Tir, associate professor of international affairs in the University of Georgia School of Public and International Affairs, Jaroslav Tir is a specialist in international relations as well as war and international conflict.  Douglas M Stinnett, Ph. D, professor of International affairs at UGA. “Weathering climate change: Can institutions mitigate international water conflict?”  Journal of Peace Research 49(1) 211–225. http://jpr.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/49/1/211.full.pdf+html Accessed 6/24/12 BJM

Transboundary river treaties and international conflict While this study is motivated by the premise that water scarcity can contribute to militarized international conflict, we echo some of the skepticism regarding the ‘water wars’ scenario. As Salehyan (2008) observes, proponents of the deterministic view that environmental scarcity leads to armed conflict tend to overlook the role of human agency and the moderating effects of institutions. International institutions, in particular, are one important factor that helps explain why international conflicts over water are comparatively rare. Rather than simply being the opposite of conflict, formal international cooperation is one method for managing transboundary water sources and thereby preventing the emergence and escalation of international water disputes. We thus view international institutions as critical explanatory variables that have been largely overlooked in many discussions of international water conflict. 5 International treaties have become an increasingly common means of managing transboundary rivers. International organizations, such as the United Nations and World Bank, often advocate the formation of river treaties. In the case of tensions in the Aral Sea basin, for example, the UN Secretary General has recommended a formal international accord to better manage the rivers feeding the Aral Sea (Heintz, 2010). This trend has been reflected in recent academic research investigating the conditions leading to river treaty formation (e.g. Tir & Ackerman, 2009; Stinnett & Tir, 2009; Tir & Stinnett, 2011). River treaties can specify how the river will be shared, set water quality targets, determine acceptable water withdrawal rates, or balance navigation, water level, and water quality needs; this will, in turn, help minimize the stresses placed on the river and make use more effective in the long run. By helping to resolve the underlying problems that occur because of the competing use of rivers – and which are likely to be exacerbated by increased water scarcity – treaties can alleviate political tensions and reduce international conflict (Wolf, Yoffe & Giordano, 2003). 

***Free Trade Bad***

Free Trade Bad – Democracy

Increased trade trades off with our ability to sustain democracy

Johnson 12 (Dave-  Fellow at Campaign for America's Future, writing about American manufacturing, trade and economic/industrial policy. He is also a Senior Fellow with Renew California., March 3, “Free Trade or Democracy, Can't Have Both”, http://truth-out.org/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=7051:free-trade-or-democracy-cant-have-both)//JM
Efficiency vs. Humanity Yes, countries where people do not have a say are more "efficient" and "business friendly." Countries where people do not have a say can make things at a much lower cost than workers where people have rights. But when we let exploitation of human beings be a competitive advantage it undermines our own democracy. It means that democracy is a competitive disadvantage in world markets. We Can't "Compete" With This, We Have To Fight It Let's get right to the core of this. Suppose the South actually did rise again, and they reimposed all-out slavery. Would it be "trade" to close factories here and move them south, so the companies would have lower costs? When we allow companies to just import stuff that is made by exploited workers in countries where people do not have a say, we are granting not-having-a-say an advantage over having a say. We make democracy a competitive disadvantage. This Is About Preserving Democracy, Not About "Trade" How often do you come across arguments that "globalization" and "free trade" mean that America's workers have to accept that the days of good-paying jobs and US-based manufacturing are over? We hear that countries like China are more "competitive." We hear that "trade" means that because it's cheaper to make things over there we all benefit from lower-cost goods that we import. How often do you hear that we need to cut wages and benefits, work longer hours, get rid of overtime and sick pay? They say we should shed unions, get rid of environmental and safety regulations, gut government services, and especially, especially, especially we should cut taxes. What they are saying is that we need to shed our democracy, to be more competitive.

--democracy ext.

Democracy can’t exist in a society with increased trade

Wilby 11 (Peter Wilby- writer for the Guardian, November 14 2011, “The EU crisis demonstrates that free trade has gone far enough It's not just the European Union that needs a rethink – it's the whole world trade regime and its unelected overseers”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/nov/14/free-trade-european-union-rethink)//JM

What they do not understand (or want to understand) is that, even without the ambition of political union that was behind the European project from its earliest days, free trade agreements always involve a progressive loss of sovereignty. Such agreements cannot long survive if one or more of the participating countries feels that others are taking an unfair advantage, by paying government subsidies to particular industries or by adopting regulations that, in effect, discriminate against foreign goods. That is why every organisation designed to promote free trade – including the World Trade Organisation and the North American free trade area as well as the European Union – creates a gigantic bureaucracy to draw up rules, police their observance and resolve disputes. Free trade is driven by the desire to reduce the costs of transactions between economic players in different nations. The greater the diversity of regulation, the greater the transaction costs. The point of the euro was to cut the biggest transaction cost of all – changing money from one currency to another. The left has more cause than the right to feel aggrieved by loss of sovereignty. The EU is actually the most democratic of free trade regimes; at least we elect MEPs who have a modicum of power. But we don't elect anybody to the WTO. The EU often levels up regulation, requiring some countries to adopt, for example, higher minimums of environmental and consumer protection than they might otherwise do. More often, free trade levels down regulation and reduces the scope for taxation of corporations and capital. The global growth of inequality within nations is a direct result of free trade, which allows corporations to relocate with ease, capital to move across boundaries in search of lower costs, and companies to outsource labour to where production is cheapest. Profits have soared while wages have been depressed. Free trade agreements undermine domestic attempts to impose environmental, health or safety standards. Under the Nafta treaty, US-owned companies successfully challenged restrictions by Mexican and Canadian authorities on, for example, the disposal of toxic waste and the use of gasoline additives. Several free trade agreements allow foreign investors to sue for damages when new regulations adversely affect their profits. For example, mining companies sued the South African government when they were required to alter their employment practices under a black empowerment programme. Free trade, in other words, involves international agreement on the most contested areas of modern politics: the role and size of the state, levels of taxation, employees' rights, the extent to which we should protect the environment, and so on. It is not just the EU that needs re-thinking, it is the whole world trade regime. The present EU crisis is just an extreme example of what happens if you put maximisation of economic activity ahead of all other considerations, such as social justice, democratic consent and local cultures. If the single currency were dumped, the EU would still make rules and regulations to facilitate free trade. If the EU itself ceased to exist, the sovereignty of its members would still be inhibited by other trade agreements. Such agreements inevitably take decision-making to a level beyond the control of national electorates. The EU is criticised for its "democratic deficit", but there are many worse examples among international trade bodies. Is there an answer? Under the pressure of financial crisis, the danger is that the world reverts in a disorderly manner to the 1930s, when countries rushed to raise tariffs, impose import quotas and devalue their currencies. Amid the chaos, authoritarian rightwing regimes flourished. That will happen again – perhaps even in Athens, Rome, Lisbon or Madrid – unless governments and trade regulators can agree to abandon the dogma that free trade is, everywhere and always, an absolute good. They should recognise that democracy is a greater good and that it is, and always will be, located in nation states. Free trade has gone as far as it should go. The world's supranational organisations, including the WTO and the EU, should draw up rules that allow countries – without jeopardising their trading opportunities – to re-introduce limited tariffs and opt out of regulations if they can show sufficient democratic support domestically for doing so. Above all, they should design rules to regulate global finance – including a financial transactions tax, which would be impossible for any single country under the present regime – and to permit nation states to regulate cross-border financial transactions. The focus needs to switch from maximising trade to maximising democratic accountability, economic stability, social justice and the survival of the planet. It may sound impossible but so, in the 1940s, did global free trade. All world leaders need to do is to change their focus, and soon.
Free Trade Bad – Disease

Increased trade leads to increased pathogen spread- multiple reasons

Sciencedaily 11 (Sciencedaly.com, cites study done by researchers at the UK research councils’ Rural Economy and Land use programme, June 9, “Is Free Global Trade Too Great a Threat to Food Supplies, Natural Heritage and Health?”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/06/110609083226.htm)//JM
Researchers from the UK Research Councils' Rural Economy and Land Use Programme say that we face a future of uncertainty, and possible new threats to our food supplies, natural heritage, and even human health, from animal and plant pathogens. Human behaviour, travel and trade exacerbates the problem and we may need to reconsider our approach to free trade. We face a future of uncertainty, and possible new threats to our food supplies, natural heritage, and even human health, from animal and plant pathogens, according to researchers from the UK Research Councils' Rural Economy and Land Use Programme. In a special issue of Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, the academics take a fresh look at infectious diseases of animals and plants, from an interdisciplinary perspective. They conclude that increasing global trade may put us at greater risk from pathogens in the future, as more exotic diseases enter the country. This process is already happening, particularly in plant disease. Climate change is driving shifts in cropping patterns across the world and they may take pests and diseases with them. We are also seeing completely new pathogens evolve, while existing ones develop the ability to infect new hosts. During the 20th century the number of new fungal, bacterial and viral diseases in plants appearing in Europe rose from less than five per decade to over 20. But these problems are exacerbated by human behaviour, and understanding this could be key to helping policymakers deal with risk and uncertainty. In many cases the spread of disease is caused by increased trade, transport and travel. Trends in the international horticultural industry have been towards fewer, larger producers, supplying vast numbers of retailers. Thus, disease which begins in one location may be spread far and wide. Changes in the livestock trade have similar effects at national level. Reduction in income per animal, and the introduction of mechanisation, means that fewer farmers manage more animals per farm, and animals are moved around more frequently. They may be born in one location but sold on and reared elsewhere. Government policy and the classification of diseases may even increase the risks. Farmers restocking to combat one disease may, unwittingly, introduce another. Understanding the biological dimensions of animal and plant disease is important, but it is equally important to understand the role played by human beings in spreading disease. Whether the threat is from a tree disease such as Sudden Oak Death that could devastate familiar landscapes, or from zoonotic diseases such as E coli or Lyme disease that affect human health, it can only be addressed effectively if an understanding of human behaviour is part of the strategy, and people are given the information they need to reduce risks. Director of the Relu Programme, Professor Philip Lowe said: "We live in a global economy: we have seen in the recent E. coli outbreak in Germany, how the complexity of the food chain can increase risk and uncertainty. "Ultimately we may have to take a more precautionary approach to the movement of animal and plants, and recognise that free trade could, in some cases, pose unacceptable risks."
--disease ext.
Trade exposes developing countries to health threats

Bollyky 6/15/12

(Bollyky, Thomas J., Senior Fellow in Global Health, Economics, and Development at the Council of Foreign Relations, June 15, 2012, “Developing Symptoms”, Foreign Affairs, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/developing-symptoms) FS
 The nearly nonexistent regulation of tobacco, alcohol, and processed food products in many developing countries compounds the challenges of rampant poverty and inadequate health care by increasing the likelihood that poor people will develop NCDs. These nations fear that increased taxes on unhealthy products will damage their economies and lead to public discontent. Regulators face strident opposition from tobacco, food, and beverage producers, which are sometimes partly or fully owned by the government in question. In many developing countries, patient-advocacy groups hardly exist. Civil litigation, which played a critical role in improving tobacco control and education in the United States, is far less common and successful in the developing world. And inadequate labeling and regulation of ingredients hurt the poor most, since they have neither the opportunity to educate themselves about health risks nor the money to buy healthier food.

Meanwhile, freer trade and the increased global integration of tobacco, food, and beverage markets are overwhelming the little public health infrastructure that does exist in many developing countries. With stagnating sales in high-income nations, multinational companies now target low- and middle-income countries, launching sophisticated advertising campaigns to drive growth. Tobacco companies, in particular, use billboards, cartoon characters, music sponsorships, and other methods now prohibited in most of the developed world to entice women, who used to be less likely to smoke than men. These tactics have raised tobacco sales across Asia, eastern Europe, and Latin America and are expected to do so in Africa. In more than 60 percent of the countries surveyed in a 2008 study by the WHO and the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, girls now smoke just as often as boys.

 Trade allows diseases to go global and makes it difficult to find their origin

Kimball and Hodges 10

(Kimball, Ann Marie, Professor Emeritus in Epidemiology at the University of Washington’s School of Public Health, and Hodges, Jill, Masters in Public Health, 2010, “Risky Trade and Emerging Infections”, Infectious Disease Movement in a Borderless World: Workshop Summary, Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK45724/) FS
 The 2006 multistate outbreak of Escherichia coli O157:H7 across the United States (Grant et al., 2008) linked to spinach grown in California aptly demonstrates how cross-border trade can expand the scope and complexity of outbreaks. Between August 5 and September 5, a total of 84 cases were detected in 20 states. Only one of the 84 cases was in California; the other 83 were spread across the country, from Oregon to Wisconsin to New York to Tennessee. Consequently, there was no ability at the local level to detect the outbreak or identify its source. It was not until investigators conducted the molecular epidemiology across affected states that the cases could be linked and the source identified.
Trade across borders (state or national) creates a new, very direct dissemination of infection and a new challenge for public health, both at the local and the global levels. As Figure 2-9 illustrates, trade and travel are the mechanisms by which local outbreaks become pandemics. And as the blue arrow indicates, it is the growth of transnational trade and travel that enhances the risk of the transnational spread of disease. The E. coli outbreak described above shows that, when agents enter the cross-border trade flow, local public health authorities at the source may not, in fact, be in a position to perceive and address disease clusters.

Trade spreads disease-- its effects on pharmaceuticals and food supply are proven by H1N1

Kimball and Hodges 10

(Kimball, Ann Marie, Professor Emeritus in Epidemiology at the University of Washington’s School of Public Health, and Hodges, Jill, Masters in Public Health, 2010, “Risky Trade and Emerging Infections”, Infectious Disease Movement in a Borderless World: Workshop Summary, Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK45724/) FS

  Global commerce is rapidly globalizing our food supply, our supply of pharmaceuticals, even our supply of biological sources. It has been well demonstrated that this process entails new microbial threats (Kimball, 2006). The recent outbreak and global spread of a new strain of influenza A (H1N1) that originated in Mexico provides a compelling illustration of how the dynamics of globalization can contribute to the emergence and spread of microbial disease. As of this writing, the investigation into the source of the H1N1 virus is still under way. But the virus, a blend of strains appearing in wild birds, pigs, and now humans, illustrates the type of reassortment enabled by the intensive farming practices developed to meet the demands of global commerce. These industrial-scale farms, with thousands of animals confined in close quarters, offer ripe breeding grounds for new agents (Weuthrich, 2003). And in the event that these agents jump from animals to humans, nearby population centers present the opportunity for these agents to spread. Indeed, within six weeks of the initial detection of the virus in Mexico in February 2009, the virus had spread to more than 2,000 people in 23 countries across the globe (WHO, 2009) via international travel.

Concern over the spread of the virus virtually shut down Mexico City and led to flight cancellations, school closures, and airport screenings around the globe (Carroll and Branigan, 2009).

Fortunately, the recent H1N1 strain has proven thus far to be relatively mild and the outbreak modest in scale. But it is just one of a growing number of cases that demonstrate how the pressures and incentives of global trade and travel can threaten the biosecurity of the global population. The following discussion will focus on other recent examples that highlight some of the areas of greatest concern, specifically food production, processing, and distribution; the use of antimicrobials in food animals; and xenotransplantation. After examining the risks, this discussion will explore potential solutions. In short, there’s an urgent need to employ a multisector, global approach to enhance the safety web to meet the threats global trade poses for the emergence and spread of microbial diseases.
Trade facilitates to global spread of disease and disincentivizes reporting threats—BSE outbreak proves
Kimball and Hodges 10

(Kimball, Ann Marie, Professor Emeritus in Epidemiology at the University of Washington’s School of Public Health, and Hodges, Jill, Masters in Public Health, 2010, “Risky Trade and Emerging Infections”, Infectious Disease Movement in a Borderless World: Workshop Summary, Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK45724/) FS

 The emergence of BSE and new-variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (nvCJD) provides another example of the potential consequences of the pressures that result from global trade. In this case, the chain of events arguably began when the United Kingdom entered the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1993 (Gibbs and Shaw, 1996). As a condition of joining the WTO, the United Kingdom lifted some 13 percent of the tariffs charged for beef imports, thus opening their beef market to greater global competition. This in turn resulted in a consolidation of the previously fragmented beef industry. As part of that transition, beef producers changed their rendering practice and, to some extent, their animal husbandry practices.8 Specifically, they changed their rendering process from a so-called batch procedure to a lower-temperature vacuum-extraction process. This process cost less and enabled continuous production, but unfortunately it had a hidden downside as well—it did not deactivate the prion, a new pathogenic agent with a 10-year incubation period. This long incubation period enabled extensive circulation before any problems were detected. During this period, meat and bone meal that had been rendered in Great Britain from cattle infected with BSE were shipped around the world in animal feed.

In the mid-1990s, a new series of cases of vCJD began to appear in the United Kingdom. The frightening disease, which claims victims’ lives in 18 months and has no known treatment, was linked through case-control studies to consumption of beef from the United Kingdom. While scientists continue to debate the causal link between prion disease in cattle and prion disease in humans, the global markets reacted swiftly to the possibility. UK beef exports plummeted in 1996 (Figure 2-11) after trading partners began embargoing beef shipments under the WTO’s Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) agreement. The SPS agreement allows importers to issue “urgent notifications” that they will suspend import of a particular product when human safety is at risk (WTO, 2000). Thus, in the world of global food trade, where safety concerns can amount to economic devastation, incentives run against reporting potential risks.

Trade makes even small risks of disease global threats

Kimball and Hodges 10

(Kimball, Ann Marie, Professor Emeritus in Epidemiology at the University of Washington’s School of Public Health, and Hodges, Jill, Masters in Public Health, 2010, “Risky Trade and Emerging Infections”, Infectious Disease Movement in a Borderless World: Workshop Summary, Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK45724/) FS
 The foregoing cases have demonstrated how our increasingly global economy, with growing international travel and trade (including trade in services such as transplantation), has ultimately made virtually any emerging microbial risk global in nature. In the examples of foodborne E. coli and BSE, we see the globalization of direct infectious risk. In the instance of the overuse of antimicrobials in food animals, we see the globalization of antimicrobial resistance. With medical travel for organ transplants, we see traveling patients become potential vectors for the spread of disease.

While microbial risks have been globalized along with commerce, the corresponding health and protective measures for the most part have not. The second edition of the IHR (2005), which took effect in 2007, provides some important safeguards to help limit the international spread of infectious disease. The IHR require countries to conduct surveillance for and report to the WHO a “public health emergency of international concern,” that is, an event “that may cause international disease spread.” If WHO determines such a threat exists, as it did with the recent H1N1 outbreak, it may issue recommendations to curb the spread of disease, such as quarantine or travel restrictions for affected or potentially affected individuals. As the experience with H1N1 demonstrated, WHO must carefully balance the threat of disease spread with the potential economic consequences of any travel or trade restrictions in order to minimize disincentives for countries to report potential threats. While WHO Director-General Dr. Margaret Chan raised the “Pandemic Alert” level to 6 (the highest), WHO actively discouraged trade and travel restrictions after determining that they would not be effective in curbing the spread of the influenza virus and could needlessly result in significant economic repercussions. Instead, WHO focused on identifying and treating individuals with infection and urged those individuals with illness or symptoms to avoid travel and contact with others. This did not stop some countries from instituting their own travel restrictions. Several nations banned flights to Mexico, and China quarantined more than 70 travelers from Mexico (Browne, 2009). Despite the moderated response, Mexican authorities estimated $2.2 billion losses to the nation’s economy as a result of the outbreak, including more than a 40 percent drop in tourism revenue (Llana, 2009).
Globalization risks disease spread

Labonte et al 11

(Labonte, Ronald, Institute of Population Health at the University of Ottawa, Mohindra, Katia, Institute of Population Health at the University of Ottawa, Lencucha, Raphael, University of Lethbridge, 2011, “Framing International Trade and Disease”, Globalization and Health, http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/pdf/1744-8603-7-21.pdf) FS
’Chronicity’ has been proposed as an appropriate lens to address the complexities associated with rising burden of chronic diseases [18] and has been identified as the theme for this special issue. The concept of chronicity has conventionally been applied to understanding the nature of care of chronic diseases [19]. However, the term is also applicable to the causes of chronic diseases. Specifically, we view chronicity in two ways: first, as the post-1980s reconfiguration of globalization (particularly economic aspects of trade and investment liberalization following what has been characterized as neo-liberal economic principles)[20], which has led to the international transmission of risk factors for non-communicable disease; and second, as the durability of this model even in the face of multiple, and more recently global, financial crises. Trade-related global market integration has essentially made such disease risk factors ‘communicable’ (with food, tobacco and alcohol consumption serving as ‘vectors’), blurring the conventional distinction between communicable and chronic diseases. 

Globalization causes disease—emerging nations are susceptible to NCDs

Bollyky 6/15/12

(Bollyky, Thomas J., Senior Fellow in Global Health, Economics, and Development at the Council of Foreign Relations, June 15, 2012, “Developing Symptoms”, Foreign Affairs, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/developing-symptoms) FS
 When most people in developed countries think of the biggest health challenges confronting the developing world, they envision a small boy in a rural, dusty village beset by an exotic parasite or bacterial blight. But increasingly, that image is wrong. Instead, it is the working-age woman living in an urban slum, suffering from diabetes, cervical cancer, or stroke -- noncommunicable diseases (NCDs) that once confronted wealthy nations alone.

NCDs in developing countries are occurring more rapidly, arising in younger people, and leading to far worse health outcomes than ever seen in developed countries. This epidemic results from persistent poverty, unprecedented urbanization, and freer trade in emerging-market nations, which have not yet established the health and regulatory systems needed to treat and prevent NCDs. According to the World Economic Forum's 2010 Global Risks report, these diseases pose a greater threat to global economic development than fiscal crises, natural disasters, corruption, or infectious disease.

The international community has done little to help. Most donors remain focused on the battle against infectious diseases, reluctant to divert their funds. A recent UN General Assembly meeting devoted to NCDs produced few concrete measures. With the global economy still in decline and funding scarce, the chances of new effective cooperation seem smaller than ever.

Public health measures can’t solve—NCDs will dwarf infectious disease risks and the international community won’t act
Bollyky 6/15/12

(Bollyky, Thomas J., Senior Fellow in Global Health, Economics, and Development at the Council of Foreign Relations, June 15, 2012, “Developing Symptoms”, Foreign Affairs, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/developing-symptoms) FS
 The international community has long known of the NCD crisis plaguing the developing world. The WHO first called attention to the problem in 1996, when it issued a landmark report that contradicted long-standing views of NCDs as diseases of affluence, reporting that they would soon dwarf the burden of infectious diseases in developing countries and pose severe challenges to their health-care systems. Over the next decade, the WHO concluded an international treaty on tobacco control, produced numerous strategy papers on NCD prevention and treatment, and launched a department dedicated to addressing NCDs on a global level.

Yet despite these efforts, the WHO attracted little international support for action against NCDs. Global health donors and institutions remained preoccupied with containing infectious diseases and improving maternal and child health. According to a 2010 report by the Center for Global Development, between 2004 and 2008, 70 percent of total funding for NCDs came from just three sources, by far the largest of which was the WHO itself. That same report found that in 2007, programs devoted to NCDs received less than three percent of the nearly $22 billion spent on global health.

--AIDs

Trade increases restrictive property measures- that decreases HIV/AIDS treatments

PACNEWS 5/6 (In collaboration with Radio news Australia, Cites Kajal Bhardwaj- human rights lawyer working in India focusing on HIV health and medicine access, and Shiba Phurailatpam- a regional coordinator of the Bangkok-based Asia Pacific Network of People Living with HIV, 2012, “HIV/AIDS treatment costs rise under trade protections: lawyer”, http://www.pina.com.fj/?p=pacnews&m=read&o=16804800104fcd8eda4d00f84b620f)//JM
A human rights lawyer says some international trade deals are stopping patients accessing vital treatment for HIV/AIDS The number of HIV/AIDS cases is still increasing in the Pacific region, particularly in Papua New Guinea. Lawyer Kajal Bhardwaj says the barriers of trade agreements mean some medicines are very expensive in some developing nations where they are most needed. She says part of the problem is restrictive intellectual property rights. Bhardwaj says the solution is for governments to plan well ahead so they can afford the drugs that are needed to save lives. “Organisations like the World Health Organisation have actually come up with models for governments to access what the impact is going to be in the next five, ten 15 or 20 years,” she said. “So you can actually see the evidence of how much the medicines would go up.” Meanwhile, UNAIDS says developing countries are facing mounting challenges to produce or procure affordable HIV treatment due to cutbacks in AIDS funding and increasingly restrictive intellectual property measures in Free Trade Agreements. Shiba Phurailatpam a regional coordinator of the Bangkok-based Asia Pacific Network of People Living with HIV says the medicines are crucial to thousands of people in the region. “It's a matter of life and death. So if we look back ten years ago, HIV medicine, just at its most basic, the first line treatment cost more than ten-thousand US dollars per person per year. And then when Indian generic companies started producing the drugs locally, the price dropped to less than one hundred dollars per person per year. And that's why we're able to put so many people on treatments, keeping them alive, as well as preventing further transmissions. “So if all these Free Trade Agreements are signed, both by the United States or the European Union, then we're basically going back to where we were ten, or fifteen years ago, where no one was able to afford treatments. For example, I have lost so many friends, because they just simply could not afford (the treatments). So that's the situation we are going to see, if all these intellectual property rights through the Free Trade Agreement has been signed by developing countries. And the generic companies in the developing countries are not allowed to manufacture or produce those medicines. So that also means the patent is held by one or two companies, which is the originator, and they can sell the price of the drugs as much as the price which they want, which is unaffordable for many of us,” Shiba told Radio Australia. Shiba said about sixty per cent of the people in Asia Pacific who need treatments are not getting them. “We have more than five million people living with HIV in the Asia Pacific region, and then out of that five or six million people living with HIV, many of them need treatment right now, but many are not getting them. The reason why people are not getting treatment is the cost of treatment that is one big problem. And then there are a number of people increasingly needing second-line treatment now, and because of the treatment cost, our governments are not able to provide that.

Free Trade Bad – Economy

Free Trade wrecks our economy- gives foreign companies a portal into our economy and only benefits MNC

Rusnak 6/1 (Karl Rusnack- writer for economyincrisis.org, June 1 2012, “Multinationals Exploit FTA’s”, http://economyincrisis.org/content/multinationals-can-exploit-all-free-trade-agreements)//JM
Free trade agreements have been detrimental to the United States’ economy. This is partially because when we negotiate a free trade agreement, we don’t just open our borders to domestic manufacturers in one country. Instead, that country becomes a portal for other countries to get their goods into the U.S. market. Mexico is an increasingly popular destination for automotive, aerospace, electronics and medical devices, among other manufactured goods. One of the main reasons Mexico is so attractive to foreign manufacturers is the easy access provided to the U.S. through NAFTA. Manufacturers can set up shop in Mexico and ship their goods to the U.S. with no tariffs or duties, and the cost of transportation is reduced substantially from producing in countries like China. China’s wages are also rising, while wages in Mexico remain low, making it an even more attractive location for foreign manufacturers to exploit. As a result of these cost advantages, hundreds of foreign manufacturers have set up operations in Mexico. By operating in Mexico, companies that may otherwise have had production costs similar to U.S. manufacturers can send inexpensively produced goods into the U.S. at no penalty— a trend that is decimating U.S. industries. This use of other countries as a portal robs us of our ability to regulate the terms of trade. When we set out to negotiate with one country, we are setting the terms for any multinational corporation who wishes to set up shop in that country. This also demonstrates that free trade is entered into not for the benefit of countries or small businesses, but rather for large, multinational corporations who can afford to exploit it. A family business is not going to see an increase in business from free trade, and most won’t be able to take advantage of cheap overseas labor. On the other hand, a large multinational corporation can move its operations wherever it sees fit. This leaves Americans facing unprecedented competition from low-wage countries while those at the top of big corporations reap the benefits.

Economic crisis won’t cause war 

Barnett 9—senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC (Thomas, The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis, 25 August 2009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx, AMiles)
When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: •No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); •The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); •Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); •No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); •A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and •No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
--econ. ext.

Increased trade wrecks the economy- North Carolina and Green Tech industry proves

Nash-Hoff 11 (Michele has been president of the San Diego Electronics Network, the San Diego Chapter of the Electronics Representatives Association, and The High Technology Foundation, as well as several other professional and non-profit organizations.   She is an active member of the Soroptimist International of San Diego club, August 5, “How Free Trade Agreements Lead to Job Loss and Wealth Gaps”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michele-nashhoff/how-free-trade-agreements_b_919480.html)//JM
Since the year 2000, the United States has lost over 5.5 million manufacturing jobs, nearly 50,000 manufacturing companies, and racked up an annual trade deficit with China of $273 million in 2010, up from $83.8 million in 2000. These escalating trade deficits with China have far-reaching effects, particularly on American workers. This article will examine the impact of free trade with China as documented in two of the annual reports submitted to Congress by the bi-partisan, 12 member U. S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (USCC). The 2007 report included a case study of the local impact of trade with China on North Carolina. The USCC report stated: The accelerating decline in North Carolina's manufacturing employment is due in large measure to increasing competition from imports mostly from China... The combination of China's 2001 admission to the World Trade Organization (WTO), which gave it quota-free access to U.S. markets for its textile and clothing exports, and the subsequent U.S. grant of Most-Favored (Trading) Nation status that lowered most tariffs on Chinese imports, battered North Carolina's textile and apparel industries, and they never recovered. During the period of 2001-2007, the number and proportion of jobs in the North Carolina services sector increased. This shift put downward pressure on wages because manufacturing historically paid substantially higher wages than the services sector. The shift also reduced the number of workers receiving such fringe benefits as retirement and health insurance, in part because some of the displaced workers were able to find only part-time jobs that often do not offer benefits. Because a greater proportion of North Carolina's workforce had manufacturing jobs than any other state, North Carolina's workforce was more vulnerable to competition from imports than the workforces of other states. North Carolina's manufacturing economy was made even more vulnerable by its concentration in the import-sensitive sectors of textiles, apparel, and furniture. According to the National Council of Textile Organizations, the U. S. textile industry dropped from the worlds second in basic manufacturing industries in 1991 with $244 billion in sales, down to third in 2002 with $60 billion in sales. North Carolina is one of the southeast states that had a large number of textile companies. The North Carolina Employment Security Commission's Labor Market Information Division followed the employment prospects of 4,820 workers laid off from bankrupt Pillowtex in 2003, which was the largest mass layoff in North Carolina history. "About 40 percent of the laid-off workers had not yet found work, three years after they lost their jobs, and for those who have, take-home pay isn't as much as they were making at Pillowtex." The article reported that North Carolina has been the most impacted state in the nation by layoffs due to trade. Between 2004 and 2006, almost 39,000 North Carolina workers were certified by the Trade Adjustment Assistance program as having lost jobs to trade, more than 10 percent of the U.S. total of 387,755." According to the Social Science Research Institute (SSRI) of Duke University in North Carolina, there were 2,153 textile and apparel plants in North Carolina employing 233,715 people in 1996. By 2006, the apparel industry had experienced a 70% decline in jobs and 55% loss of plants. The textile industry by comparison had only lost 63% of jobs and 32% of plants from 1996 to 2006. "Trade agreements can profoundly affect state and regional economies and particular industries. While trade agreements that lower import barriers among America's trading partners have the potential to benefit American exporters, North Carolina appears to have realized few if any substantial benefits from China's admission to the WTO, and the net effect of trade with China since its accession appears to be negative overall for North Carolina's economy." It isn't just people losing jobs and not being able to find other employment that pays as well as their former jobs, "hundreds of small towns throughout North Carolina impacted by plant closures are dying." How does the downturn in the textile industry in the South affect other regions of the country? San Diego is a long way from North Carolina so you wouldn't expect there would be much impact. However, the San Diego region has a large number of companies manufacturing sporting vehicles, such as dune buggies, go-karts, mini-motorcycles, etc. The connection is that the Southeast has traditionally been the largest market for go-karts, and the majority of U.S. textile companies were located in the Southeast. A San Diego company that has manufactured parts for go-karts for over 40 years revealed that their sales of go-kart parts had dropped significantly in the past ten years in the Southeast. Go-karting is mainly a hobby of blue-collar workers, such as textile workers. Many of the thousands of workers who lost their jobs in the textile and apparel industry were not able to find equally well-paying jobs in other manufacturing sectors. The average weekly salary for a U.S. textile worker was $487 in 2002, 38 percent more than the average salary of $301 for a worker in a retail store, such as Wal-Mart. When a family's disposable income drops drastically, money for non-essentials, such as go-karts is cut or goes away altogether. The loss of these well-paid manufacturing jobs in North Carolina's textile industry may have resulted in families losing their homes and/or being forced to relocate to other areas of the country to find jobs. Taking lower paying jobs in their own communities may have resulted in families no longer being in the middle class income range. And, those who haven't been able to find any work or only part-time work may have even dropped down to the poverty level. What about all the jobs that were supposed to be created in the green and clean technology industries? Is our free trade agreement with China as part of the World Trade Organization having an effect on these industries also? This is of particular concern because the Obama Administration has repeatedly emphasized green technology's role in job creation and highlighted green technology in its 2010 National Export Initiative, which is intended to double the level of U.S. exports within five years. According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, the green sector has the potential to fuel economic growth in the immediate future. More than two dozen states have also identified green technology's potential to create jobs and to revitalize manufacturing areas that have been damaged by imports, outsourcing, and the loss of export markets abroad. The USCC's 2010 Annual Report to Congress discussed China's green energy policies and efforts to promote alternative energy sectors as part of its analysis of the U.S.-China relationship in several areas. One key development in 2009 was a ban in China on deployment of turbines of less than 1,000 kilowatts for most projects, on the grounds of inefficiencies. The ban had a discriminatory effect on imported turbines, since most of the smaller models are produced by European and American companies. Larger wind turbines are more expensive and require substantial new investment to build but require comparatively less maintenance and can be more efficient, because they require fewer installations. But the larger wind turbines require new investment by manufacturers. Many foundries in the United States, for example, are reluctant to invest in new, larger molds for the larger turbine casings unless they can be guaranteed a substantial production run. Chinese state-owned foundries are under no such profit constraints. "U.S. firms are losing global market share in the green technology sector, mostly to China, with solar panel manufacturing experiencing a particularly severe loss. As various sources have noted, China became the largest producer of solar panels in the world in 2008, shipping 2,600 megawatts of photovoltaic panels, enough for about one-third of annual world supply." U.S. and Chinese firms are both engaged in active research and development for electric vehicles and their fuel cells or batteries. To spur the entry of electric vehicles into the market, China has created a mandate for increased vehicle emissions standards in the next ten years, with plans to reduce gasoline consumption by vehicles 60 percent by 2020. This is expected to spur the development of an electric vehicle market. Recent reports have noted that China is considering a new technology transfer requirement for foreign automakers. China's Ministry of Industry and Information Technology is ''preparing a 10-year plan aimed at turning China into 'the world's leader' in developing and producing battery-powered cars and hybrids,'' according to executives at four foreign car producers familiar with the plan. In the area of alternative energy, China is following a familiar pattern of choosing an industry sector and showering it with a comprehensive mixture of subsidies and incentives. In this case, China also intends to establish certain alternative energy industries as ''national champions'' able to dominate world export markets. China has already developed the world's largest manufacturing capacity in solar panels. Its capacity is far larger than that needed to satisfy domestic demand; 90 percent of the solar panels manufactured in China are exported. China also has a large number of installed wind turbines and is rapidly developing new technology for a growing global market. China's domestic wind turbine industry operates behind a protectionist barrier. Only the largest wind turbines may be installed in China. This excludes many U.S. and European turbines, which are typically smaller. What have been the long term effects of the loss of manufacturing jobs on America's working class? On July 25, 2011, the Pew Research Center released a report based on their analysis of new census data, which shows that the wealth gaps between whites and minorities have grown to their widest levels in a quarter-century. I believe that this is the direct result of the loss of manufacturing jobs in the last decade, exacerbated by the loss of jobs in the construction industry since 2007 with the burst of the real estate bubble. The numbers are based on the Census Bureau's Survey of Income and Program Participation, which sampled more than 36,000 households on wealth from September-December 2009. Census first began publishing wealth data from this survey, broken down by race and ethnicity, in 1984. Household wealth is the sum of assets (houses, cars, bank accounts, stocks and mutual funds, retirement accounts, etc.) minus the sum of debt (mortgages, auto loans, credit card debt, etc.). It is different from household income, which measures the annual inflow of wages, interest, profits and other sources of earning. Wealth gaps between whites, blacks and Hispanics have always been much greater than income gaps. The median wealth of white U.S. households in 2009 was $113,149, compared with $6,325 for Hispanics and $5,677 for blacks, according to the analysis released Tuesday by the Pew Research Center. Those ratios, roughly 20 to 1 for blacks and 18 to 1 for Hispanics, far exceed the low mark of 7 to 1 for both groups reached in 1995, when the nation's economic expansion lifted many low-income groups to the middle class. The white-black wealth gap is also the widest since the census began tracking such data in 1984, when the ratio was roughly 12 to 1. According to the Pew study, the housing boom of the early to mid-2000s boosted the wealth of Hispanics in particular, who were disproportionately employed in the thriving construction industry. "After reaching a median wealth of $18,359 in 2005, the wealth of Hispanics ...declined by 66 percent by 2009... Among blacks, who now have the highest unemployment rate at 16.2 percent, their household wealth fell 53 percent from $12,124 to $5,677." "Typically in recessions, minorities suffer from being last hired and first fired. They are likely to lose jobs more rapidly at the beginning of the recession, and are far slower to gain jobs as the economy recovers," said Harrison, who is now a sociologist at Howard University. "One suspects that blacks who lost jobs in the recession, or who have tried to help family members or relatives who did, have now spent whatever savings or other cashable assets they had." Asians lost their top ranking to whites in median household wealth, dropping from $168,103 in 2005 to $78,066 in 2009. Like Hispanics, many Asians were concentrated in states like California hit hard by the housing downturn. More recent arrivals of new Asian immigrants, who tend to be poor, also pushed down their median wealth. In San Diego, the factory floor is comprised primarily of Asians, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Laotian, and Hmong, many of whose families came to the United States as refugees, with little formal education. The balance of manufacturing workers is mainly Hispanics, with a small percentage of whites and blacks. In other parts of the country, this mix of factory workers may comprise a higher number of working class whites and blacks who were able to get jobs in manufacturing with only a high school diploma or GED. For the past 60 years, the manufacturing sector offered the best opportunity for persons with only a high school diploma or GED to have upward mobility -- starting at an entry level wage, but having the opportunity to advance to better paying jobs through experience, training, and education. With millions of manufacturing jobs gone, the opportunity to live the American dream is disappearing. As a nation, we are in danger of becoming a two-class society of rich and poor, haves and have-nots, with the rapidly disappearing middle class. We must stop this slide into becoming a third-world country. It's time for us to review our unilateral free trade agreement with China that only seems to benefit China at the cost of jobs and even whole industries in the United States.

Free Trade Bad - Environment
Trade policies lead to environmental destruction- Mexico post-NAFTA proves- your defense doesn’t assume developing countries

Peters et al. 9 (Enrique Dussel Peters is a Professor at the Graduate School of Economics, 

Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (UNAM), Kevin P. Gallagher is an Associate Professor of International Relations at Boston University, where he directs the Global Economic Governance Initiative at the University’s Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future. He is also senior researcher at the Global Development and Environment Institute at Tufts University, Rodolfo García Zamora is a Professor of Development Studies at the University of Zacatecas in Mexico. He is an expert on international migration, remittances, and development, Kenneth C. Shadlen is a Senior Research Fellow with the GDAE’s Globalization and Sustainable Development Program in the Global Development and Environmental Institute at Tufts University. He is also a senior lecturer (associate professor) of Development Studies at the London School of Economics and Political Science, Robert K. Stumberg is a Professor of Law at Georgetown University Law Center, where he also directs the Harrison Institute for Public Law, Gus Van Harten is an Associate Professor at Osgoode Hall Law School of York University in Toronto, Canada, Christian E. Weller is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and an Associate Professor of Public Policy at the University of Massachusetts Boston, Timothy A. Wise is Director of the Research and Policy Program at the Global Development and Environment Institute, Tufts University, where he also directs the institute’s Globalization and Sustainable Development Program YEAH THAT WAS ALL QUALS…., November, “The Future of North American Trade Policy: Lessons from NAFTA”, http://www.bu.edu/pardee/files/2009/11/Pardee-Report-NAFTA.pdf)//JM

Unfortunately, these gains are exceptions rather than the rule. According to Mexican government figures, the economic costs of environmental degradation have continued to average 10 percent of GDP since NAFTA. 3 Hazardous waste and air pollution are on the rise. Eight million tons of hazardous waste are generated in Mexico each year, but Mexico can only absorb one million tons per year. This has led to a large pile-up of hazardous waste, and to illegal waste trade as well. 4 Biological and genetic diversity have become increasingly threatened under NAFTA from import floods and bio-prospecting. The expansion of exportoriented industrial agriculture has had high environmental costs in the form of unsustainable water use, loading of nitrogen and other agro-chemicals. 5 Mexico’s poor environment record has been due to the Mexican government’s lack of commitment to environmental protection in the post-NAFTA period. Indeed, real spending and inspection levels have all declined since NAFTA took effect. 6 A consistent theme throughout this report is that NAFTA goes too far in regulating government authority. In the case of Mexico, NAFTA’s investment rules made it difficult for Mexico to maintain a hazardous waste site. Finally, NAFTA’s environmental side agreement and related institutions lack the authority to deal with these and other problems. In addition, they have been under-funded, relegating them to the role of interesting pilot projects rather than comprehensive tri-national mechanisms to address environmental issues.

Ecosystem destruction causes human extinction 
-evidence is gender modified

MAJOR DAVID N. DINER, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, Military Law Review Winter 1994 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161

Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 

[image: image1.wmf] n79 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 [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. ([ ] = correction}

--environ ext.

Trade hurts the environment--- deters regulation

Frankel 9

(Frankel, Jeffery, January 2009, “Environmental Effects of International Trade” Harvard Kennedy School of Government Faculty Working Group Paper Series) FS

 The notion of a race to the bottom is perhaps the strongest basis for fearing that international trade and investment specifically (rather than industrialization generally) will put downward pressure on countries’ environmental standards and thus damage the environment across the global system.14 Leaders of industry, and of the unions whose members are employed in industry, are always concerned about competition from abroad. When domestic regulation raises their costs, they fear that they will lose competitiveness against firms in other countries. They warn of a loss of sales, employment, and investment to foreign competitors.15 Thus domestic producers often sound the competitiveness alarm as a way of applying political pressure on their governments to minimize the burden of regulation.16 

Trade hurts the environment--- incentivizes pollution and deregulation

Gallagher 9

(Gallagher, Kevin P., associate professor of IR with expertise in international economic and environmental policy at Boston University, July 6, 2009, “Economic Globalization and the Environment”, Annual Review of Environment and Resources, http://www.annualreviews.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.environ.33.021407.092325) FS

A useful framework for thinking about the indirect effects has been proposed by Grossman &Krueger (9). They identify three mechanisms by which trade and investment liberalization impact the environment: scale, composition, and technique effects. Scale effects occur when liberalization causes an expansion of economic activity. If the nature of that activity is unchanged but the scale is growing, then pollution and resource depletion will increase along with output. Composition effects occur when increased trade leads nations to specialize in the sectors in which they enjoy a comparative advantage.
When comparative advantage is derived from differences in environmental stringency, then the composition effect of trade will exacerbate existing environmental problems in the countries with relatively lax regulations. Race to the-bottom discussions are perfectly plausible in economic theory. The Heckscher-Ohlin (H-O) theory in trade economics postulates that nations will gain a comparative advantage in those industries where they are factor abundant. Applying the H-O theory to pollution then, it could be argued that a country with less stringent environmental standards would be factor abundant in the ability to pollute. Therefore, trade liberalization between a developed and a developing nation when the developed nation has more stringent regulations may lead to an expansion in pollution-intensive economic activity in the developing country with the weaker regulations. 
Trade increases environmental degradation- empirics

Thrasher 11 (Rachel Denae Thrasher- Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future, Boston University, “Berkshire encyclopedia of sustainability: the business of sustainability: Free Trade”, http://www.berkshirepublishing.com/assets/pdf/Free_Trade_Thrasher.pdf)//JM
Since the 1980s, countries have been interested in the relationship between trade and sustainable development. Although the trade–sustainability relationship is largely indirect, the WTO argues that free trade leads to environmental sustainability through economic development, institutional stability and predictability, increasing innovation, more-efficient resource allocation, and increased incomes (WTO 2006). Trade liberalization, however, has not had a completely positive effect on environmental (or even economic and social) sustainability. Since the mid-1990s, when bilateral and multilateral trade liberalization increased, the resulting industrialization often led to environmental degradation. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), for example, worsened air and water pollution by encouraging the establishment of hundreds of export-focused maquiladoras (foreign-owned factories in Mexico that employ lower-paid workers; Stenzel 2002). Furthermore, gaps between rich and poor countries have actually widened since that time. Still, many policy makers view piecemeal bilateral and multilateral agreements as building blocks to attaining the promised benefits of fully implemented free trade.

– Species Extinction

Increased trade leads to species extinction- data proves

Chirgwin 6/12 (Robert- writer for the register, cites study done by the Sydney University Integrated Sustainability Analysis group, 2012, “Western consumption helping to kill off species”, http://www.theregister.co.uk/2012/06/12/syd_uni_extinction_mapping/)//JM

A school of physics may not be where you expect someone to analyze endangered species, but that’s the source of research from Sydney University, showing the link between the gadget, food and resources supply chains and global extinctions. In an extraordinary feat of data collection spanning years, the researchers from the University’s Integrated Sustainability Analysis group in its School of Physics gathered data on five billion supply chains, and 15,000 commodities in 187 countries, and compared all this to a register of 25,000 endangered species. As much as a third of global species threats are due to global trade, the research finds. This is a huge shift, the researchers say, compared to a pre-globalised world, where many species threats were localized (due, for example, to local demands for food, fuel and living space). In essence, the research finds that advanced economies – the places that try and police their own backyards, once our middle classes start noticing that such things matter – have mostly exported environmental destruction to countries that supply them with agricultural products, resource commodities, or manufactured goods. Australia is a notable and not-honourable exception to this: our enthusiasm for mining makes us a net exporter of goods that endanger species through pollution and habitat loss (not that this is likely to give pause to people like Titanic-replica-builder and CIA conspiracy theorist Clive Palmer). It’s across the board, the researchers say: developed countries’ demand for sugar, coffee, tea, timber, textiles, and raw materials for manufactured goods (read: blood minerals for electronics) all export environmental destruction to the supplier and cause “a biodiversity footprint that is larger than at home”. 
Here’s how they provide the correlation

Coelho 6/6 (Jeff Coelho is a staff writer for Reuters, June 6 2012,

“Global trade plays key role in species threats: study”,

http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/06/us-biodiversity-trade-idUSBRE8550ZY20120606)//JM
The researchers quantified the links to trade after comparing 25,000 animal species threat records from the International Union for Conservation of Nature Red List, the world's main authority on the conservation status of species, with more than 15,000 commodities produced in 187 countries. For instance, German imports are linked to 395 species threats and Malaysian exports to 276 species threats. "This is the first time, to our knowledge, that the important role of international trade and foreign consumption as a driver of threats to species has been comprehensively quantified," the study said. Many endangered species, however, suffer several threats. The round whipray, a species of stingray, is under threat in Indonesia owing to chemical pollution and loss of its native mangrove habitat to shrimp farming, logging and coastal development. The authors say their findings highlight the urgency for improved regulation, as well as widespread use of supply-chain certification and consumer product labeling. "We think that widespread certification and labeling are a must," Barney Foran, a co-author of the study told Reuters, referring to environmentally-friendly certification labels or those showing the product's carbon footprint. Border taxes should also be considered for implicated products, he said in an email. "In a perfect world affluent consumers in all countries could be important players in halting biodiversity decline if they adopt a ‘values' rather than a ‘price' filter for most of their purchasing decisions," he added.

--AT: Kuznet’s Curve

Kuznet’s curve doesn’t apply to environmental destruction from trade--- peer-reviewed consensus 

Gallagher 9

*EKC= Environmental Kuznet’s Curve

(Gallagher, Kevin P., associate professor of IR with expertise in international economic and environmental policy at Boston University, July 6, 2009, “Economic Globalization and the Environment”, Annual Review of Environment and Resources, http://www.annualreviews.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.environ.33.021407.092325) FS

To this day, generalizations of these findings have been used to make the claim that nations should grow now through trade liberalization and worry about the environment later. EKC studies have become a cottage industry, with close to 100 articles published since the original article. What is ironic is that, as the policy community has rushed to generalize the EKC in the political realm, the consensus in the peer-reviewed academic literature on the EKC has become much more cautious. Most importantly, the literature shows empirical evidence that the EKC is relatively weak and limited. Many pollutants do not have an inverted-U relationship. Some environmental degradation, such as CO2 emissions, residual solid waste, and deforestation, increases as income increases, whereas clean water and urban sanitation decrease along with income increases (11). In addition, when an EKC is found, turning points are usually much higher than originally estimated. For this paper, the articles in Reference 11 were analyzed. Table 2 lists the studies in the first column, the pollutants examined in the second column, and the turning points (if there was one) in the third column. It was found that only 28%of peer-reviewed EKC studies found turning points at all. When turning points were found, they averaged $19,518, implying that nations have to endure environmental degradation for many years before the environment begins to turn around. When environmental quality does turn toward the better, such forces are not automatic. One specific example is warranted: As East Asian miracle nations grew, they indeed polluted the environment significantly. They show that over time these nations began to improve environmental governance and performance, but this did not happen automatically. Indeed, it was conscious orchestration by the state, which integrated environmental policy into industrial and innovation policies, that led to success (12). 
--AT: regulations solve

Trade hurts the environment—no institutional support for regulations

Gallagher 9

(Gallagher, Kevin P., associate professor of IR with expertise in international economic and environmental policy at Boston University, July 6, 2009, “Economic Globalization and the Environment”, Annual Review of Environment and Resources, http://www.annualreviews.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.environ.33.021407.092325) FS

The potentially adverse impacts of globalization on the environment underscore the need to couple economic integration with social and environmental policy at the local, national, and/or international level. The fact that there is limited evidence for the EKC shows that economic integration (and growth in general) cannot be relied on for automatic environmental improvements. Indeed, the evidence shows that the lack of effective institutions in the presence of economic integration has exacerbated longstanding problems in the developing world. This section of the paper takes the need for policy as a starting point. Attempts to deploy effective environmental policies in a globalizing world have given rise to two major challenges. First, how does the formulation of environmental policy affect the ability of firms to compete in a globalizing world? Second, to what extent do the institutions deployed to facilitate globalization limit the policy space for nations to deploy effective environmental policy? Such concerns have been addressed to varying degrees in recent (and ongoing) regional and global trade agreements. 
Free Trade Bad – Mexican Stability

International free trade threatens Mexican stability

Gonzalez, 11 – professor of  torts, environmental law fundamental, international environmental law, and international trade law at Seattle University School of Law (Carmen, “Markets, Monocultures, and Malnutrition: Agricultural Trade Policy Through an Environmental Justice Lens,” Seattle University School of Law, 7/31/11, http://seattleu.academia.edu/CarmenGonzalez/Papers/817244/Markets_Monocultures_and_Malnutrition_Agricultural_Trade_Policy_through_an_Environmental_Justice_Lens, //JPL)

 On January 1, 1994, hundreds of indigenous Mexican peasants took part in the Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico, to protest Mexico’s participation in the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) as well as the Mexican government’s repeal of a constitutional provision safeguarding the right to land reform. In the eyes of the Zapatista rebels, NAFTA was the codification of economic policies that marginalized and impoverished Mexico’s indigenous peasantry by depriving them of cultivable land in order to promote large-scale agro-export production. The rebels feared that cheap food imports from the United States and the elimination of government-guaranteed agricultural prices would threaten the livelihoods of Mexico’s small corn producers, undermine food security, and increase migration to the United States. Subsequent studies documenting the adverse impact of trade liberalization on food security, on the environment, and on the livelihoods of Mexican corn farmers have confirmed the validity of these concerns. Trade liberalization under NAFTA has accelerated the trend toward large-scale, export-oriented, chemical-intensive agricultural production at the expense of small-scale subsistence farms. Mexican farmers have experienced a 70 percent decline in real corn prices since 1994 as a consequence of the influx of cheap, subsidized corn from the United States. This catastrophic drop in corn prices has coincided with the virtual disappearance of the Mexican government’s agricultural subsidies and price supports. Finding that the cost of corn production exceeds the revenue gained by selling the corn, many Mexican farmers have hired themselves out as laborers or have migrated to northern Mexico or to the United States in order to earn the cash necessary to support their families. Ironically, the drop in corn prices has not been passed on to Mexican consumers. On the contrary, the price of tortillas (a staple of the Mexican diet) increased three-fold in real terms between1994 and 1999. The decline in corn prices depressed rural incomes, increased poverty and unemployment, reduced food security, and produced higher levels of migration from rural areas. Trade liberalization in the corn sector also accelerated environmental degradation, as wealthy farmers increased the use of pesticides and fertilizers while poor farmers responded to depressed corn prices by extending cultivation to more marginal lands. Finally, the NAFTA-induced decline in corn prices jeopardized the genetic diversity of the Mexican corn sector by undermining the rural institutions upon which traditional maize growing is based. The Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico, is an example of fierce resistance by local and indigenous farming communities to development strategies that threaten their lands, their livelihoods, and the health of local ecosystems. Similar struggles have been waged in many other countries, including Indonesia, Malaysia, Brazil, Madagascar, Argentina, and India. In Sarawak, Malaysia, for example, hunters and farmers organized blockades and demonstrations to preserve their forests from commercial logging, which had already contaminate drivers, exposed soils to erosion, and destroyed plants and animals used as sources of food. Similarly, in the Brazilian Amazon, rubber tappers joined forces with indigenous communities to preserve millions of acres of forest from conversion to pastureland. These grassroots struggles in developing countries over the ecological necessities of life (land, water and food) have been referred to as “the environmentalism of the poor,” or simply “environmental justice,” and have been studied extensively by scholars working in the interdisciplinary field of political ecology. Like the environmental justice movement in the United States, these social movements in developing countries draw their activist base primarily from those who are directly affected by environmental abuse and who view the environmental conflict as part of a larger struggle against political and economic marginalization. What these ecological movements in the developing world have in common is an emphasis on the survival needs of the poor, defined in terms of adequate and equitable access to food, water, and living space.
These economic struggles underlie all symptoms of Mexican instability

Shirk, 11 – Ph.D, professor at the Trans-Border Institute, University of San Diego (Dr. A. Shirk, “ Transnational Crime, U.S. Border Security, and the War on Drugs in Mexico,” University of San Diego Trans-Border Institute, 3/31/11, http://homeland.house.gov/sites/homeland.house.gov/files/Testimony%20Shirk.pdf, //JPL)

 Mexico’s security crisis is largely a reflection of the country’s economic struggles over the last few decades. As a result of a series of economic crises starting in the 1970s, Mexico’s total underground economy —including street vendors, pirate taxis, and a burgeoning market for ―secondhand‖ goods stolen from local sources (such as auto parts, electronics, etc.)— now accounts for as much as 40 percent of all economic activity. According to official estimates, illegal drug production and trafficking provides employment opportunities for an estimated 450,000 people, and perhaps 3-4 percent of Mexico’s more than $1 trillion GDP. Today, the illicit drug sector involves large numbers of young men aged 18-35 who have neither educational nor employment opportunities, known commonly in Mexico as ―ni-ni’s‖ (ni estudian, ni trabajan). Where other options have failed them, these young men have found substantial economic opportunities in the illicit global economy for drugs. 
Free Trade Bad - monoculture
Trade policies expand industrial farming- that increases monocultures and destroys biodiversity

Branford 11 (Sue Branford-co-editor of Seeding and manages the publications of the agricultural-diversity NGO, Grain. She reports regularly from Latin America for the BBC and the UK Guardian, October, “Food Soverienty- Reclaiming the Global Food System”, http://www.waronwant.org/attachments/Food%20sovereignty%20report.pdf)//JM
This expansion of industrial farming has been facilitated by free trade policies, often imposed on a country by the International Monetary Fund (IMF). These make it extremely difficult for governments to protect their local farmers and to prevent the foreign takeover of their land. In some cases multinational corporations grab the land for themselves, evicting the original inhabitants and creating huge, highly mechanised monoculture plantations. More frequently, however, the corporations get the local farmers to produce the crops or to rear the livestock for them, turning them into a new army of contract labourers. This means that the corporations obtain the commodities they need while transferring all the risk of production to the local farmers. Financial institutions are also benefiting from the expansion of industrial farming and the increase in world commodity trade. Banks, hedge funds, pension funds and other investors have discovered that the unregulated nature of the financial markets means that they can make huge profits from speculating on future food prices. Like the food corporations themselves, their overriding desire is to maximise profits, with little regard for the impact of their activities on people, communities, biodiversity and the health of the planet. The expansion of industrial farming is leading to a frightening loss of biodiversity. Launching the third edition of the UN’s Global Biodiversity Outlook, Ahmed Djoghlaf, Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversity, stated: “The news is not good. We continue to lose biodiversity at a rate never before seen in history – extinction rates may be up to 1,000 times higher than the historical background rate.” The report confirms that habitat loss due to agriculture and unsustainable forest management is the greatest cause of species extinction, and warns that further massive loss of biodiversity is increasingly likely as important ecosystems such as the Amazon forest and freshwater lakes are pushed over ‘tipping points’ from which it may be difficult or impossible to recover. The continued loss of biodiversity, it warns, can no longer be seen as a separate issue, but one that is intrinsically linked to the security of present and future generations. 11
--monoculture ext.
Increased trade leads to increased corporate oversight- leads to increased monocultures 

Shiva 4/1 (Vandana Shiva is founder and director of the Research Foundation for Science, Technology, and Natural Resource Policy in New Delhi, April 1 2012, “Why Are Indian Farmers Committing Suicide and How Can We Stop This Tragedy?”, http://alternatenewsmedia2012.wordpress.com/2012/04/01/why-are-indian-farmers-committing-suicide-and-how-can-we-stop-this-tragedy/)//JM

Rapid increase in indebtedness is at the root of farmers’ taking their lives. Debt is a reflection of a negative economy. Two factors have transformed agriculture from a positive economy into a negative economy for peasants: the rising of costs of production and the falling prices of farm commodities. Both these factors are rooted in the policies of trade liberalization and corporate globalization. In 1998, the World Bank’s structural adjustment policies forced India to open up its seed sector to global corporations like Cargill, Monsanto and Syngenta. The global corporations changed the input economy overnight. Farm saved seeds were replaced by corporate seeds, which need fertilizers and pesticides and cannot be saved. Corporations prevent seed savings through patents and by engineering seeds with non-renewable traits. As a result, poor peasants have to buy new seeds for every planting season and what was traditionally a free resource, available by putting aside a small portion of the crop, becomes a commodity. This new expense increases poverty and leads to indebtness. The shift from saved seed to corporate monopoly of the seed supply also represents a shift from biodiversity to monoculture in agriculture. The district of Warangal in Andhra Pradesh used to grow diverse legumes, millets, and oilseeds. Now the imposition of cotton monocultures has led to the loss of the wealth of farmer’s breeding and nature’s evolution.
Free Trade Bad – North-South Gap

Periphery countries are more susceptible to the volatility prices- increased trade only helps the rich get richer

Van Der Ploeg and Poelhekke 9 (Frederick van der Ploeg and Steven Poelhekke- University of Oxford. Also affiliated with University of Amsterdam, CEPR and CESifo , De Nederlandsche Bank, Amsterdam and European University Institute, Florence, February 28, “VOLATILITY AND THE NATURAL RESOURCE CURSE”, http://www.economics.ox.ac.uk/members/rick.vanderploeg/wp-includes/js/tinymce/Volatility,%20FD%20and%20resource%20curse.pdf)//JM
The key determinants of economic growth highlighted in the empirical literature − institutions, geography and culture – show far more persistence than the growth rates they are supposed to explain (Easterly, et al., 1993). One candidate to explain the volatility of growth in income per capita is the volatility of commodity prices. This includes not only oil, but also for example grain and coffee prices. What commodity prices lack in trend, they make up for in volatility (Deaton, 1999). A recent detailed examination of the growth performance of 35 countries during the historical period 1870-1939 led to the following conclusions (Blattman, Hwang and Williamson, 2007). Countries that specialize in commodities with substantial price volatility have more volatility in their terms of trade, enjoy less foreign direct investment and experience lower growth rates than countries that specialize in commodities with more stable prices or countries that are industrial leaders. Countries in the periphery with volatile commodity prices and undiversified economies fall behind in economic development. Also, the long-run volatility of the real exchange rate of developing countries is approximately three times greater than that of industrialized countries (Hausmann, et al., 2004). Another study employs data for 83 countries over the period 1960-2000 and also finds robust evidence for a strong and negative link between real exchange rate volatility and growth performance after correcting for initial output per worker, enrolment in secondary education, trade openness, government consumption, inflation and even banking or currency crises (Aghion, et al., 2006). Furthermore, the adverse effect of exchange rate volatility on growth is weaker for countries with well developed financial systems. The pioneering work of Ramey and Ramey (1995) takes a different tack. It investigates the link between volatility of unanticipated output growth (rather than volatility of the terms of trade) and growth performance. It uses the Heston-Summers data to provide cross-country evidence for a negative link between volatility and mean growth rates controlling for initial income, population growth, human capital and physical capital. Interestingly, this study finds evidence for this negative link regardless of whether one includes the share of investment in national income or not. It also estimates the relationship between volatility and growth in a panel model that controls for both time and country fixed effects. To allow for the time-varying nature of volatility, a measure of government spending volatility is used that is correlated with volatility of output across both time and countries. The negative link between volatility and growth seems robust to a large set of conceivable controls that vary with time period or country. 1 In a cross-section of 91 countries policy variability in inflation and government spending exerts a strong and negative impact on growth (Fatás and Mihov, 2005). Our main objective is to extend Ramey and Ramey (1995) by allowing for the direct effect of natural resource dependence on growth and, more importantly, the indirect effect of natural resources on growth performance via volatility. We thus follow Blattman, Hwang and Williamson (2007) and allow for the role of natural resources in macroeconomic volatility. We allow natural resources, financial development, openness and distance from waterways to be the underlying determinants of volatility. These variables affect the volatility of the real exchange rate and thus also GDP growth. Another objective is to give evidence against the conventional interpretation of the natural resource curse following from Sachs and Warner (1997ab, 2001) and many others. 2 Brunnschweiler and Bulte (2008) found that, using resource abundance (i.e., stocks of natural resource wealth) rather than resource dependence (i.e., natural resource exports as a percentage of GDP) as an explanatory variable, leads to a positive rather than a negative effect of resources on growth. In a similar vein, we find that the direct effect of natural resources on growth performance may well be positive. However, we take the argument further and establish that the indirect effect of natural resources on growth via the volatility channel is negative. We thus test whether any adverse indirect effect of natural resources on growth performance via volatility of unanticipated output growth dominates any direct effect of natural resource abundance on economic growth. Inspired by Aghion, et al. (2006), we test whether the adverse effect of natural resources on volatility and growth is weakened if there are well developed financial institutions. We also test whether being landlocked, ethnic tensions and restrictions on the current account boost volatility and curb growth and whether restrictions on the capital account and exchange controls reduce volatility and boost growth. To avoid omitted variable bias, we control for initial income per capita, population growth, investment rates and primary schooling. To motivate our multivariate econometric tests for the importance of volatility for the resource curse, we first present some telling stylized facts and partial correlations for the period 1970-2003 in Figures 1–3 and Table 1: First, volatile countries with a high standard deviation of yearly growth in GDP per capita have on average lower growth in GDP per capita. Figure 1 illustrates this simple correlation while Ramey and Ramey (1995) show that this also holds after controlling for initial income per capita, population growth, human capital and physical capital. • Second, developing countries have more volatile output growth than developed countries. Whereas Western Europe and North America have a standard deviation of, respectively, 2.33 and 1.90 %-points of yearly growth in GDP per capita, the figures for Asia are 4.4 to 5 %-points and for Latin America & Caribbean 4.54%-points. Most striking is that SubSaharan Africa and the Middle East & North Africa have highest volatility. Their standard deviations of average growth in GDP per capita are, respectively, 6.52 and 8.12 %-points. • Third, countries with poorly developed financial systems are more volatile. Countries in the bottom quartile of financial development have a standard deviation of annual growth in GDP per capita 2 %-points higher than those in the top quartile. North America and Western Europe have well developed financial systems while Eastern Europe & Central Asia and especially South Asia and Middle East & North Africa have poor functioning financial systems. Resource-rich and landlocked economies have less developed financial systems than resource-poor countries. • Fourth, countries that depend a lot on natural resources are much more volatile. Countries with a share of natural resource exports in GDP greater than 19% (the top quartile) have a staggeringly high standard deviation of output growth of 7.37 %-points. For countries with a natural resource exports share of less than 5 per cent of GDP (the bottom quartile), the figure is only 2.83 %-points. Figure 2 also indicates that resource-rich countries have greater macroeconomic volatility. Figure 3 shows that world commodity prices are extremely volatile and are the main reason why natural resource export revenues are so volatile. Crude petroleum prices are more volatile than food prices and ores & metals prices. Volatility of agricultural raw material prices is less, but still substantial. Monthly price deviations of 10%-points from their base level (year 2000) are quite normal. • Fifth, landlocked countries suffer much more from volatility. Indeed, countries that are less than 49 kilometres from the nearest waterway have a standard deviation of growth in GDP per capita that is 1.6 %-points lower than countries that are more than 359 kilometres from the nearest waterway. Empirical work also finds that remote countries are more likely to have undiversified exports and to experience greater volatility in output growth (Malik and Temple, 2006). Since Figure 1 indicates that the negative correlation between volatility and growth in income per capita is not much different for landlocked countries, the disappointing growth performance of landlocked countries may be due to their higher volatility rather than being landlocked. Although these stylized facts are suggestive, we perform a proper multivariate econometric analysis and control for all potential factors affecting the rate of economic growth. Several papers have looked closer at the sources of volatility. The sophisticated statistical decomposition analysis performed in Koren and Tenreyro (2007) sheds light on why poor economies are more volatile than rich economies. They suggest four reasons why poor countries are much more volatile than rich countries: they specialize in more volatile sectors; specialize in fewer sectors; experience more frequent and more severe aggregate shocks (e.g., from macroeconomic policy); and their macroeconomic fluctuations are more highly correlated with the shocks of the sectors they specialize in. The evidence suggests that, as countries develop their economies, their productive structure shifts from more to less volatile sectors. Also, the degree of specialization declines in early stages of development and increases a little in later stages of development. Furthermore, the volatility of country-specific macroeconomic shocks falls with development. 

-- North-South gap ext.

Trade increases the gap between rich and poor countries- people act in their own self interest

Thrasher 11 (Rachel Denae Thrasher- Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future, Boston University, “Berkshire encyclopedia of sustainability: the business of sustainability: Free Trade”, http://www.berkshirepublishing.com/assets/pdf/Free_Trade_Thrasher.pdf)//JM
Since the mid-1990s, when bilateral and multilateral trade liberalization increased, the resulting industrialization often led to environmental degradation. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), for example, worsened air and water pollution by encouraging the establishment of hundreds of export-focused maquiladoras (foreign-owned factories in Mexico that employ lower-paid workers; Stenzel 2002). Furthermore, gaps between rich and poor countries have actually widened since that time. Still, many policy makers view piecemeal bilateral and multilateral agreements as building blocks to attaining the promised benefits of fully implemented free trade. Most countries see the market access provided by free trade as a benefit to their citizens. Market access includes access to goods, cross-border services, capital, and intellectual property (trademarks or patents, for example). Unfortunately, provisions that promote market access for one country may discourage it for another. Even fully implemented free trade cannot improve every person’s or every country’s welfare simultaneously. Instead, in theory, it would reallocate resources so that the “winners” would gain more than the “losers” would lose, thus leading to an overall average increase in global welfare. Since no one country, sector, or industry wants to become the loser, each economic actor (i.e., seller, consumer, worker, or investor) has different goals for trade liberalization. Agricultural importers, for example, push for eliminating subsidies (governmental financial support) on developed countries’ agricultural products in order to reduce the cost of imports. Members of the U.S. industrial sector seek to increase and harmonize regulatory health, safety, and environmental standards, in part so that competitive industries in the developing world cannot inexpensively create the same products. The pharmaceutical industry would like heightened protection for intellectual property (i.e., drug patents) so that it receives due compensation for the costs of research and development and is not immediately undersold by generics producers who reverse engineer the drugs. Just as the interested economic actors prioritize certain items on the liberalization agenda, they remain wary of the priorities of others. Developing countries would like trade liberalization to eventually lead to more sustainable economic and social development, but they resist environmental commitments. The developed world, meanwhile, pushes for environmental protection but hesitates to allow flexibility for lesser developed countries, fearing the developed nations would be unable to compete with countries conforming to lower environmental standards.

Free Trade Bad - Prolif
Increased trade leads to increased proliferation- actors will use dual-use tech to create the missiles- that’s comparatively the largest prolif threat

Kassenova 12 (Togzhan Kassenove- associate in the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment and a Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow. She specializes in weapons of mass destruction nonproliferation issues, with a regional focus on Central Asia and Southeast Asia; nuclear security; strategic trade management; and civilian nuclear energy programs, January 25, “Preventing WMD Proliferation Myths and Realities of Strategic Trade Controls”, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/wmd_proliferation_Togzhan_Jan_25_2012.pdf)//JM

WMD-relevant technology and materials are all around us. Semiconductors, for instance, are indispensable in the advanced electronics we use every day (including computers), but they can also be utilized in a variety of military equipment, such as satellites, infrared imaging products, and transistors. Freezedrying technology used to make instant coffee or instant noodles can also be used in biological-warfare research. Encryption technology has many civilian applications—for instance, in train-signaling systems—but malicious actors can also use it to communicate without being detected by law enforcement agencies. Similarly, satellite technology may have civilian applications, weather monitoring for example, or military ones, such as missile guidance. The broad applications for dual-use goods and technology in everyday life result in constant flows of proliferation-sensitive items across borders. And this poses a real danger. Gradual acquisition of components and technology from various sources that can enable a nonstate or state actor to build a WMD program is a more likely proliferation threat than an actor acquiring an already-built weapon from an external source. The best illustration of how real this threat is in the nuclear realm is the story of the A. Q. Khan network. Pakistani scientist A. Q. Khan and his associates successfully exploited gaps in controls of nuclear exports in Pakistan and beyond during the 1980s and 1990s. The network assisted Iran, North Korea, and Libya in acquiring a whole range of nuclear weapons–relevant items. 1 According to a recent report by nonproliferation expert Joshua Pollack, India, surprisingly, was the fourth customer of the Khan network, procuring uraniumenrichment technology. 2 Unfortunately for the proliferation outlook, progress in high-tech industries, especially in the fields of electronics and biotechnology, as well as the expansion of nuclear power and the globalization of trade, further exacerbate the challenge of firewalling international trade from WMD proliferation.
 

Prolif escalates to nuclear war
Matheny 7—Jason G. research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University (“Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction” 12/7/07, Risk Analysis]//AY

It is possible for humanity (or its descendents) to survive a million years or more, but we could succumb to extinction as soon as this century.During the Cuban Missile Crisis, U.S. President Kennedy estimated the probability of a nuclear holocaust as “somewhere between one out of three and even” (Kennedy, 1969, p. 110). John von Neumann, as Chairman of the U.S. Air Force Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee, predicted that it was “absolutely certain (1) that there would be a nuclear war; and (2) that everyone would die in it” (Leslie, 1996, p. 26). More recent predictions of human extinction are little more optimistic. In their catalogs of extinction risks, Britain's Astronomer Royal, Sir Martin Rees (2003), gives humanity 50-50 odds on surviving the 21st century; philosopher Nick Bostrom argues that it would be “misguided” to assume that the probability of extinction is less than 25%; and philosopher John Leslie (1996) assigns a 30% probability to extinction during the next five centuries. The “Stern Review” for the U.K. Treasury (2006) assumes that the probability of human extinction during the next century is 10%. And some explanations of the “Fermi Paradox” imply a high probability (close to 100%) of extinction among technological civilizations (Pisani, 2006).4 Estimating the probabilities of unprecedented events is subjective, so we should treat these numbers skeptically. Still, even if the probability of extinction is several orders lower, because the stakes are high, it could be wise to invest in extinction countermeasures.
--prolif ext.
Multiple countries prove this is a threat

Jackson 11 (Beckett Jackson- Master’s Candidate at Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program and works as a Security and Military Intelligence Analyst within IHS Jane’s A&D Consulting Practice, November 10, “Proliferation Networks Capitalize on Limited Oversight of Service-Based Economies”, http://journal.georgetown.edu/2011/11/10/proliferation-networks-capitalize-on-limited-oversight-of-service-based-economies/)//JM
Despite all of the benefits of an increasingly globalized economy, certain authoritarian governments have shunned the system. While these states attempt to limit their societies’ exposure to an increasingly interconnected world, they still use the global economic system for their own benefits. Increasingly, globalization and technological advancement have created a security risk for the United States. High-strength aluminum alloys used in aerospace components also have applications in the production of uranium enrichment equipment. Non-destructive testing machines designed to identify anomalies in automobile parts can be used in the production of solid rocket motors for ballistic missiles. Despite the enactment of sanctions against regimes involved in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), states have exploited a fundamental characteristic of the global trade system to access dual-use equipment and materials used in the fabrication of WMD. In a global economy where the customers, manufacturers and suppliers of a product span multiple continents, delivery times and shipping costs are a priority for commercial enterprises. As a result, financial and transit hubs, such as Hong Kong, Dubai and Singapore, rely on the speed of customs clearance, minimal financial regulations and favorable business policies for consistent GDP growth. However, these services also create a proliferation security challenge. For instance, in Hong Kong, the ease and minimal oversight involved in establishing a business provides a favorable environment for proliferation networks. In 2011, the South China Morning Post reported, “the sheer volume of goods passing through Hong Kong…attracts businesses looking to slip through the cracks.” The U.S.-China Economic Security Review Commission, which provides annual congressional reports on security issues related to trade with China, has identified a single address in Hong Kong out of which 30 Chinese front companies operate. This example illustrates the lack of oversight in Hong Kong and is a symptom of the imbalance between trade facilitation and security in service-based economies. Dubai maintains several free trade zones that minimize the Customs Authority’s ability to oversee most transactions, including re-exports, which can be exploited by those seeking to conceal the ultimate end-user of the transaction. Further, the Dubai Customs Authority website lists numerous export control regulations pertaining to the adherence of Islamic principles, but none relating to dual-use items, suggesting an imbalance in priorities. Singapore, a financial hub, maintains an economic system that has limited government oversight of financial transactions. Money laundering convictions have risen from 179 in 2007 to 360 in 2010, according to the Financial Action Task Force. In March, the U.S. Department of State reported that “stringent bank secrecy laws and the lack of routine currency reporting requirements make Singapore a potentially attractive destination for…terrorist organizations.” The priority for service-based economies has been streamlining trade and minimizing logistical barriers to conducting business, which has led to a comparative lack of interest in security concerns Sanctioned regimes are able to procure items used in proliferation programs by exploiting the cracks in the system. Iran has established a large network of front companies in service-based states that procure dual-use items by disguising the ultimate customer and end-use of the product to suppliers. In October, the US Department of Justice indicted companies in Singapore for illegally shipping 6,000 American-made radio frequency modules to Iran. These modules were subsequently found in unexploded IEDs in Iraq. While this example demonstrates a security threat to US soldiers, it speaks to a far reaching strategic threat to American security. With the United Arab Emirates planning to build several nuclear reactors in the coming decade, its limited export control regime is particularly concerning given Iran’s nuclear ambitions and extensive proliferation network. Global trade and technological advancement have had a largely positive impact on society, but have also resulted in serious threats to U.S. security, as more commercial products contain components used in the production of WMD. With the increase in dual-use items on the global commercial market, it is essential that export control regulations – both globally and domestically – are bolstered to minimize the potential of legitimate firms inadvertently supplying America’s adversaries. Given the gravity of the problem, export control initiatives and agencies in the defense and diplomatic communities should be insulated from any fiscal austerity measures; another Joint Strike Fighter cannot deal with hidden risks of globalization.
Globalization causes prolif; nuclear trade much cheaper than independent programs

Hibbs, 11 -  senior associate in Carnegie's Nuclear Policy Program (Mark, “The Future of the Nuclear Suppliers Group,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2011, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/future_nsg.pdf, //JPL)
 Industry participants at the workshop said that, in addition to the number of nuclear suppliers increasing in the future, the number of licensable transactions will also increase, because the nuclear industry “may be subject to more types of globalization than what we have seen in other industries,” as one participant said. Because nuclear projects are getting more and more expensive and entail great political and economic risk, in the future there will be more and more complex international ownership and outsourcing of participation in projects. “The increase in the volume of licensable transactions and also the change in the internationalization of the industry would be a serious challenge for export control just through the volume of work that needs to be done,” one vendor executive said. The number of staff at his ﬁrm assigned to export license processing, he said, has doubled during the past ten years. Participants said that, apart from the anticipated growth in volume in nuclear trade and the increasing complexity of project outsourcing, the two most important challenges related to the evolving nature of nuclear trade are transit and brokering, and intangible technology transfer. Until now, most global nuclear commerce has ﬂowed along predictable trade routes. One participant explained: What matters is shipping density, and the vast majority of this trade is by sea. Not surprisingly, the countries of concern are actually located very close to the shipping and transshipment hubs and also supplier countries. There is a geographical correlation between the countries having and wanting nuclear power, on the one hand, and the international shipping lanes, on the other. So the supply of those goods, the movements of those goods, the ability to source those goods, to divert them, also coincides with all the transit and transshipment hubs, hence our obsession with those places over the last few years. The challenge of coping with brokering and transiting are formidable, one participant warned. Until just before the UN Security Council imposed trade restrictions on Iran, he said, We would see a vessel leased by an Iranian shipping line from a Greek agent that was mortgaged to a German bank and ﬂagged in the Isle of Man, and the vessel is transporting weapons of mass destruction goods from North Korea to Iran. What can you do? Who is responsible? What authorities do you have? In such a case it’s nearly impossible. He gave another example of how the world of international nuclear trade has evolved: How is international trade changing the threat we face? From about 2015 onwards a WMD program will source unlisted material from your country to a friendly country; there’s either no need for a license, or a license will be given very easily. It will then go to another country, to a procurement organization; it will then fabricate something that probably would be controlled, but in that state they don’t have the controls so it doesn’t matter, and then it goes to the end user of concern. It will be happening all the time, every day…. How can Iran launch satellites and have the nuclear program it has? Because of the lack of controls worldwide. This is a globalized economy; what you can buy in the UK you can buy in Malaysia or Indonesia or Hong Kong or China, no problem. 
Free Trade Bad – Terrorism

Free trade will cause mass terrorism and global conflict

Ferguson, 12 -  Professor of History at Harvard University, a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and a Senior Research Fellow of Jesus College, University of Oxford (Niall, “Sinking Globalization,” TruthOut.org, 5/10/12, http://archive.truthout.org/article/niall-ferguson-sinking-globalization, //JPL)
 As the economic parallels with 1914 suggest, today's globalization shows at least some signs of reversibility. The risks increase when one considers the present political situation, which has the same five flaws as the pre-1914 international order: imperial overstretch, great-power rivalry, an unstable alliance system, rogue regimes sponsoring terror, and the rise of a revolutionary terrorist organization hostile to capitalism. The United States--an empire in all but name--is manifestly overstretched. Not only is its current account deficit large and growing larger, but the fiscal deficit that lurks behind it also is set to surge as the baby boomers retire and start to claim Social Security and Medicare benefits. The Congressional Budget Office (cbo) projects that over the next four decades, Social Security, Medicaid, and Medicare spending will rise to consume at least an additional 12 percent of GDP per year. The cbo also estimates that the transition costs of President George W. Bush's planned Social Security reform, if enacted, could create a budget shortfall of up to two percent of GDP a year for ten years. Add that to the fiscal consequences of making the president's first-term tax cuts permanent, and it becomes hard to imagine how the country will manage to stem the rising tide of red ink. The U.S. empire also suffers from a personnel deficit: 500,000 troops is the maximum number that Washington can deploy overseas, and this number is simply not sufficient to win all the small wars the United States currently has (or might have) to wage. Of the 137,000 American troops currently in Iraq, 43 percent are drawn from the reserves or the National Guard. Even just to maintain the U.S. presence in Iraq, the Army is extending tours of duty and retaining personnel due to be discharged. Such measures seem certain to hurt re-enlistment rates. Above all, the U.S. empire suffers from an attention deficit. Iraq is not a very big war. As one Marine told his parents in a letter home, compared to the wars of the past, this is nothing. We're not standing on line in the open--facing German machine guns like the Marines at Belleau Wood or trying to wade ashore in chest-deep water at Tarawa. We're not facing hordes of screaming men at the frozen Chosun Reservoir in Korea or the clever ambushes of Vietcong. We deal with potshots and I.E.D.'s [improvised explosive devices]. He was right; the Iraq war is more like the colonial warfare the British waged 100 years ago. It is dangerous--the author of that letter was killed three weeks after he wrote it--but it is not Vietnam or Korea, much less the Pacific theater in World War II. Yet the Iraq war has become very unpopular very quickly, after relatively few casualties. According to several polls, fewer than half of American voters now support it. And virtually no one seems to want to face the fact that the U.S. presence in Iraq--and the low-intensity conflict that goes with imperial policing--may have to endure for ten years or more if that country is to stand any chance of economic and political stabilization. Then there is the second problem: great-power rivalry. It is true that the Chinese have no obvious incentive to pick a fight with the United States. But China's ambitions with respect to Taiwan are not about to disappear just because Beijing owns a stack of U.S. Treasury bonds. On the contrary, in the event of an economic crisis, China might be sorely tempted to play the nationalist card by threatening to take over its errant province. Would the United States really be willing to fight China over Taiwan, as it has pledged in the past to do? And what would happen if the Chinese authorities flexed their new financial muscles by dumping U.S. bonds on the world market? To the historian, Taiwan looks somewhat like the Belgium of old: a seemingly inconsequential country over which empires end up fighting to the death. And one should not forget Asia's most dangerous rogue regime, North Korea, which is a little like pre-1914 Serbia with nuclear weapons. As for Europe, one must not underestimate the extent to which the recent diplomatic "widening of the Atlantic" reflects profound changes in Europe, rather than an alteration in U.S. foreign policy. The combination of economic sclerosis and social senescence means that Europe is bound to stagnate, if not decline. Meanwhile, Muslim immigration and the prospect of Turkey's accession to the European Union are changing the very character of Europe. And the division between Americans and Europeans on Middle Eastern questions is only going to get wider--for example, if the United States dismisses the European attempt to contain Iran's nuclear ambitions by diplomatic means and presses instead for military countermeasures. These rivalries are one reason the world today also has an unstable alliance system (problem number three). Nato's purpose is no longer clear. Is it just an irrelevant club for the winners of the Cold War, which former Soviet satellites are encouraged to join for primarily symbolic reasons? Have divisions over Iraq rendered it obsolete? To say the least, "coalitions of the willing" are a poor substitute. None of these problems would necessarily be fatal were it not for the fourth and fifth parallels between 1914 and today: the existence of rogue regimes sponsoring terror--Iran and Syria top the list--and of revolutionary terrorist organizations. It is a big mistake to think of al Qaeda as "Islamo-fascist" (as the journalist Christopher Hitchens and many others called the group after the September 11, 2001, attacks). Al Qaeda's members are much more like "Islamo-Bolshevists," committed to revolution and a reordering of the world along anti-capitalist lines. Like the Bolsheviks in 1914, these Islamist extremists are part of an underground sect, struggling to land more than the occasional big punch on the enemy. But what if they were to get control of a wealthy state, the way Lenin, Trotsky, and company did in 1917? How would the world look if there were an October Revolution in Saudi Arabia? True, some recent survey data suggest that ordinary Saudis are relatively moderate people by the standards of the Arab world. And high oil prices mean more shopping and fewer disgruntled youths. On the other hand, after what happened in Tehran in 1979, no one can rule out a second Islamist revolution. The Saudi royal family does not look like the kind of regime that will still be in business ten years from now. The only monarchies that survive in modern times are those that give power away. But is Osama bin Laden really a modern-day Lenin? The comparison is less far-fetched than it seems ("Hereditary Nobleman Vladimir Ulyanov" also came from a wealthy family). In a proclamation to the world before the recent U.S. presidential election, bin Laden declared that his "policy [was] bleeding America to the point of bankruptcy." As he explained, "al Qaeda spent $500,000 on the [September 11 attacks], while America, in the incident and its aftermath, lost--according to the lowest estimate--more than $500 billion. Meaning that every dollar of al Qaeda defeated a million dollars, by the permission of Allah." Bin Laden went on to talk about the U.S. "economic deficit ... estimated to total more than a trillion dollars" and to make a somewhat uncharacteristic joke: [T]hose who say that al Qaeda has won against the administration in the White House or that the administration has lost in this war have not been precise, because when one scrutinizes the results, one cannot say that al Qaeda is the sole factor in achieving those spectacular gains. Rather, the policy of the White House that demands the opening of war fronts to keep busy their various corporations--whether they be working in the field of arms or oil or reconstruction--has helped al Qaeda to achieve these enormous results. Two things are noteworthy about bin Laden's quip: one, the classically Marxist assertion that the war in Iraq was motivated by capitalist economic interests; and two, the rather shrewd--and unfortunately accurate--argument that bin Laden has been getting help in "bleeding America to the point of bankruptcy" from the Bush administration's fiscal policy. Apocalypse When? A doomsday scenario is plausible. But is it probable? The difficult thing--indeed the nearly impossible thing--is to predict a cataclysm. Doing so was the challenge investors faced in the first age of globalization. They knew there could be a world war. They knew such a war would have devastating financial consequences (although few anticipated how destructive it would be). But they had no way of knowing when exactly it would happen. The same problem exists today. We all know that another, bigger September 11 is quite likely; it is, indeed, bin Laden's stated objective. We all know--or should know--that a crisis over Taiwan would send huge shockwaves through the international system; it could even lead to a great-power war. We all know that revolutionary regime change in Saudi Arabia would shake the world even more than the 1917 Bolshevik coup in Russia. We all know that the detonation of a nuclear device in London would dwarf the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand as an act of terrorism. But what exactly can we do about such contingencies, if, as with the Asian tsunami, we cannot say even approximately when they might occur? The opportunity cost of liquidating our portfolios and inhabiting a subterranean bunker looks too high, even if Armageddon could come tomorrow. In that sense, we seem no better prepared for the worst-case scenario than were the beneficiaries of the last age of globalization, 90 years ago. Like the passengers who boarded the Lusitania, all we know is that we may conceivably sink. Still we sail. 
--Terrorism ext. 
Trade fuels terrorism

Njoku 11 (Emeka Thaddues Njoku graduated with a Bachelor of science degree in Political science from Enugu State University of Science and Technology and Masters of Science degree in Political science from the University of Ibadan. He is currently a PhD student in Department of Political Science University of Ibadan, August 13 2011, “Globalization and Terrorism in Nigeria”, http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2011/08/13/globalization-and-terrorism-in-nigeria/0/)//JM
Globalization and terrorism are two concepts that are intertwined. Although, globalization has resulted in development in every strata of our society—economic, political, technological, and socio-cultural it has been argued that globalization begets terrorism. In other words, terrorism and other related violent activities are consequences of globalization. Cronin asserted that “The current wave of international terrorism, characterized by unpredictable and unprecedented threats from non-state actors not only is a reaction to globalization but is facilitated by it.”[1] Also Rourke was of the view that the gap between the rich countries and poor countries have expanded over the last 20 years owing to the effects of globalization,[2] thereby fuelling animosities and violence among the poor, marginalized countries located in the Third World, against the Western pioneers of globalization and its antecedent characteristics, expressed in economic and political terms. “Whether deliberately intending to or not, the United States (and her Western counterparts) are projecting uncoordinated economic, social, and political power even more sweepingly than it is in military terms.”[3] Cronin thus concluded that this results in aggression in the form of terrorism in the Third World against the pioneers of these policies that disarticulates their economy and leaves them with nothing.[4] One of the root causes of terrorism in the Third World, it cannot be dichotomized from poverty, which is an end-product of the evil effects of globalization facilitated by the Bretton Woods institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (WTO), which are largely controlled by the Western industrialized capitalist states. The economic policies emanating from these institutions have helped to maul the economies of the Third World countries, especially in Africa, and ensured perpetual domination. The effects of these policies, such as the structural adjustment programs, have resulted into extreme poverty of the people and cursing hatred towards their governments, which dance around these institutions. Thus, the expression of hatred through violent attacks on government institutions, both foreign and local. In the words of the Paul Martin, Canadian Minister of Commerce, after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States: For the terrorist, however, the aims of their criminal act was not only the destruction of life—they were seeking to destroy our way of life. The terrorist did not choose their target randomly. New York’s World Trade Center stood at the heart of the international financial district. It was a symbol of accomplishment and confidence. It was targeted for that reason. The terrorist sought to cripple economic activity, to paralyze financial relations, to create new barriers between economics, countries and people.[5] Karascasulu stated that, “today global terror is a giant problem for all humanity. September 11, gave a message that target was the main leader of globalization, the United States. World Trade Center as one target in the United States symbolized economic dimension while the Pentagon symbolizes political and military dimension.”[6]
Increased trade increases the risk of a cyber-terror attack- this assumes your generic defense

Sirota 11 (David Sirota- is a progressive Denver-based American political figure, radio show host and commentator, author, book reviewer, nationally syndicated newspaper columnist, a Democratic political strategist, political operative, Democratic spokesperson, and blogger, July 11, “The terrorist threat we’re ignoring How the high-tech software we import from China is setting us up for potential cyberattacks”, http://www.salon.com/2011/07/11/trade_terrorism/)//JM

According to the U.S. government, the list of known boogeymen working to compromise American national security is long and getting longer by the day. By my back of the envelope count, we have shoe bombers, underwear bombers, train bombers, cargo bombers, dirty bombers, car bombers and, never to be forgotten, box-cutter hijackers. Now, as of last week, we are told to fear the brand new “implant bomber” — the terrorist who will surgically stitch explosives to his innards for the purposes of a suicide attack. All of these threats are, indeed, scary — and the last one, which sounds like something out of “Saw” movie, is especially creepy. But the fear of individual terrorist acts has diverted attention from a more systemic threat that is taking the implant idea to a much bigger platform. I’m talking about the threat of terrorists or foreign governments exploiting our economy’s penchant for job outsourcing/offshoring. How? By using our corresponding reliance on imports to secretly stitch security-compromising technology into our society’s central IT nervous system. Sounds far-fetched, right? Sounds like some fringe theory bizarrely melding liberal political complaints about bad trade policies with tinfoil-hat paranoia, right? Yeah, that’s what I thought, until last week when — in an announcement largely ignored by the Washington press corps — the Department of Homeland Security made a stunning disclosure at a congressional hearing. As the business trade publication Fast Company reports (emphasis added): A top Department of Homeland Security (DHS) official has admitted on the record that electronics sold in the U.S. are being preloaded with spyware, malware, and security-compromising components by unknown foreign parties. In testimony before the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, acting deputy undersecretary of the DHS National Protection and Programs Directorate Greg Schaffer told Rep. Jason Chaffetz (R-UT) that both Homeland Security and the White House have been aware of the threat for quite some time. When asked by Rep. Chaffetz whether Schaffer was aware of any foreign-manufactured software or hardware components that had been purposely embedded with security risks, the DHS representative stated that “I am aware of instances where that has happened,” after some hesitation. This supply chain security issue essentially means that, somewhere along the line, technology being marketed in the United States was either compromised or purposely designed to enable cyberattacks. The process by which this happens is fairly straightforward — and its connection to our tariff-free trade policies that encourage outsourcing is obvious. First, an American company or governmental agency orders a piece of computer hardware or software from a tech company. Then, because the “free” trade era has economically incentivized those companies to move their production to low-wage countries, much of that order is actually fulfilled at foreign facilities where security and quality standards may be, ahem, lacking. If this still sounds far-fetched, remember that in the offshoring/outsourcing epoch, one of the major exporters of computer hardware — and increasingly, software — is China. That is, the country whose government has been at the forefront of aggressively researching, developing and implementing covert technologies that turn computers into stealth weapons of the police state. There is, for example, China’s Great Firewall, which prevents computers from accessing content the government deems unacceptable. There’s also the Green Dam initiative, which aimed to preload spying and censorship software on PCs. These, of course, are just the cyber-sabotage projects we know about, suggesting that there are far more being engineered by the Chinese regime. And this says nothing of the additional possibility of stateless terrorist groups infiltrating the high-tech supply chain to invisibly weave vulnerabilities into our IT infrastructure. If you think the biggest ramifications of this threat are merely Angry Birds malfunctions, suddenly shitty pictures from Hipstamatic and yet longer wait times when you fire up Microsoft Word — think again. In an information age that sees missiles remotely fired via keystrokes and data mined for intelligence gathering, supply chain vulnerabilities in high-tech products are a genuine national security problem. Indeed, they are at least as big a threat to national security as the old concerns about how, say, offshoring steel production could compromises our strength by limiting our ability to unilaterally build tanks and warships. By creating a trade policy that helps offshore high-tech production, we may be inadvertently importing spying or terrorist instruments and then embedding those instruments into our computer-dependent society at large. What might this mean in practice? As the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission reported a few months ago, it could be “kill switches” implanted in Pentagon systems that control our arsenal. It could be new “War Games”-esque back doors that allow Chinese military hackers to punch in their own preprogrammed “Joshua” password and again breach computer networks deep within our national security apparatus. Or it could be new, foreign-built airplanes that run on hardware and software pre-rigged for sabotage. The possibilities are, unfortunately, endless — which is why just a few months ago the Defense Department authorization bill included a new provision (Section 806) ordering the Pentagon to begin formally assessing its exposure to this threat. Like the larger society-wide issue of supply chain vulnerabilities, however, this legislation was almost completely ignored in the popular American press. And the question is why? Why in a nation that seems addicted to fear-mongering have we largely ignored what could be one of the most serious national security threats of the information age? First, the threat is — by design — invisible, and therefore doesn’t make for good television. That means it’s not news in a society where the availability of televisual imagery often determines newsworthiness. Instead, much of the media promotes stories involving sensational images of naked-body scanners and mug-shots of dark-skinned terrorists and largely ignores less telegenic threats lurking within circuits, algorithms and code — even though the latter threats may be far more significant. Second, and equally important, is the fact that questions about supply-chain vulnerabilities force us to confront complex free-trade theologies that the media and political elite rarely examine, much less challenge. For decades, the relatively limited trade-related reporting by the corporate media and the occasional rhetoric from politicians about trade has mostly focused on jobs, and more specifically, on spreading the lie that tariff-free trade pacts will result in net job growth in America (they haven’t). Left almost completely unmentioned are other issues that free-trade critics have raised — issues like the environment (what happens when factories move to countries that allow for more air pollution?), human rights (do we strengthen autocracy when we incentivize companies to move factories to low-wage dictatorships?) and national security. The media and political establishment avoids discussing these issues (and typically writes off free-trade critics as Luddites) not because the issues are insignificant, but because the corporations that own the media and buy the politicians also profit off a trade policy that helps companies cut costs by moving production to low-wage countries. Not surprisingly, then, these corporations don’t want a serious public examination of the downsides of those trade policies. And so those downsides become victims of a pernicious and pervasive self-censorship — one that presents free-trade as an exclusively economic (and exclusively positive) issue. Appreciating the breathtaking power of that self-censorship is simply to behold the reticence on the supply chain threat, which, at its core, raises real concerns about our trade policy. In a money-dominated media and political system that otherwise loves a good scare, the silence suggests free-trade theology trumps all — even major national security threats.

Free Trade Bad – Water

Free trade causes privatization of water; that triggers shortages, poverty, and conflict

Li, 11 – professor at  East China University of Political Science and Law (Mingqian, “ "Walking on the Tightrope" - Can Water TNC Tackle Drinking Water Crisis in Developing Countries? ,” Asian Social Science Vol. 7 No. 5, May, 2011, http://ehis.ebscohost.com.proxy.uchicago.edu/eds/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=7&hid=1&sid=7c0118fb-f70d-43b9-8ff9-bfdaed98b796%40sessionmgr15, //JPL)
Water is the fundamental element of the whole planet’s ecosystems. Despite the significance of water for citizens’ livelihoods and a country’s development has been widely accepted, recent research indicates that we are living in a world with water crises. Many health problems can be traced back to inadequate and polluted water resource. An estimated 3.4 million died because of either direct consumption of contaminated water or diseases infected by organisms livng in polluted water. Every year, around 2.2 million died of diarrhea; 1.1 million of malaria; 17,000 from intestinal worms; and 15,000 from fever. This situation is especially acute for many developing countries which have a large portion of poor people who rely on such natural capital as land, forests, minerals, and biodiversity, and thus suffer disproportionately from environmental degradation. With the rise of environmental issues on the international agenda, the increasing attention on market mechanisms in drinking water pollution control and the advocation of private sector participation by international financial institutions, the involvement of transnational corporation (TNC) investment in the previously stated-owned water supply and sanitation has become more and more common, even predominant, in developing countries where there have been failure to provide enough access to safe drinking water due to high population growth rate, inefficient management model and enormous financial burdens. These water TNCs have taken responsibility for “treating and cleaning up polluted water, water distribution and supply, sewage and sewage treatment, river purification, flood prevention and some aspects of coastal protection,” in the hope of alleviating inadequate and unsafe water supplies in many developing countries. Moreover, these water and sanitation sector, according to a UN-HABITAT paper, both worldwide and in the South, is dominated by a very small handful of transnational utility companies, namely Vivendi, Ondeo, Thams and Saur. Together these companies occupied over 80% of the privatize market for water and sewerage services. As one of the most controversial and sensitive topics, privatization has contributed to the significant shift in the relationship between public sectors and private companies. It is a process of transferring assets or services, such as production, distribution, or management, from the government to the private sector. Being one dimension of social transformation, water privatization can be seen as a change of management model, a response to the needs of foreign investment, and a major element of economic reforms in developing countries, accompanying the radical switch in the style of regulation policies – from the traditional stated-monopoly control to private firm participation. There has been a heated debate on this phenomenon amongst academics and policy-makers. Proponents of water privatization believe that involvement of the private sector can lead to efficient and equitable methods for providing water supply to the public. On the other hand, the opponents debunk their counterparts’ claims, enumerating an array of bad track record of high tariff and lower quality service. There is evidence demonstrating that most of developing countries have shown pessimism towards water TNCs because of the assumed high tariff and lower quality service. In some places such as Cochabamba, Bolivia, there have even been social tension resulted from water privatization. This paper is not going to analyze every important factor that plays a significant role in the water privatization, such as political support, corporate governance, and financial arrangement. It will raise an array of significant issues concerning the relationship between privatization and human rights, water TNCs and drinking water crisis control, as well as the role of regulation. The main argument is that a formidable obstacle of water privatization in developing countries is the omission to balance the interest of investor, and government and public. It firstly looks at the general idea of water privatization, and then examines the experience and lessons with the water privatization in Manila, which is, so far, the largest privatization project in the world. Finally, it concludes with suggestions for China to avoid the potential problems and to make full use of this economic instrument in the process of water sector reform. As such, it wishes to understand the basic elements that to be considered when building up a sound legal and regulatory framework that can balance all the interests involved in water privatization and can achieve sustainable development in a developing country. Privatization of a public utility such as the water sector is not a current creation. Since the 19th Century, there has been a wide debate on the private sector participation in Europe and North America, although at that time the public control viewpoint is more prevalent. Privatization of water supply and sewage sector increased greatly since 1989 and by the end of 2000 there are at least 93 countries which had partially privatized water or wastewater services. The last decade has witnessed the dramatic development of privatization. There is no consensus opinion amongst academia on the view to the legal nature of water. From an economic perspective, it can be viewed as private goods with a significant profit. “According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), water utilities account for USD $73.2 billion, out of the total global environmental market of USD $453 billion for goods and services.” From the political perspective, it can be considered as a political good. “The nature of the water services sector is such, that the sector is inextricably intertwined with a country’s political realm.” At the same time, there are others who believe that water is a kind of public social good such that “everyone should have access to safe and affordable water services and that, as such, nobody should be excluded from these services.” They think that access to safe freshwater is a fundamental right which should be enjoyed by everyone and thus should not be treated as a commodity that can be used for profit. Proponents of privatization claim their support towards private firms on the assumption that government is incapable of delivering the infrastructure need, due to inefficiency and financial burden whereas the private company can be more efficient, effective and equal. From the Dublin Conference water has been gradually considered as the economic good that is crucial to economic growth. The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro reconfirmed this point, stating that: “integrated water resources management is based on the perception of water as an integral part of the ecosystem, a natural resource and a social and economic good, whose quantity and quality determines the nature of utilization.” Therefore, it is believed that in order to prevent state monopoly, effective market mechanisms should be harnessed in the supply of water to protect public interest through the introduction of commercial principles and competition. The main focus concentrates on the access to drinking water for the low income group. On the one hand, it is universally accepted that this least articulate and most vulnerable group in developing countries must have the right to safe drinking water; on the other hand, it is equally true that water TNCs are not able to make a necessary profit from them to pay back the expensive investment of water services. Thus there is a risk that privatization activities are often characterized by focusing on short-term economic gains without thinking of social justice and human rights protection. Some even claim that subsidies from donor governments and international institutions for privatization are more likely to create poverty than reduce it. International organizations have played a significant role in prompting the adoption of water privatization in developing countries in hope of tackling the water crisis. “Global concern for freshwater problems can be traced to the United Nations’ Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972. The 1977 United Nation’s Water Resource Conference constituted the first real attempt by international organizations to alert the international community to the dangerous overuse of water resources and the growing water scarcity observed in many regions of the world.” Since the Dublin Conference in 1992, there has been a call for addressing the role of private investment in the sectors of water resource management and water pollution control. With the continual development of globalization and increasing flow of capital, there is an ever faster movement towards free trade in goods and services. After the setting up of GATS (General Agreement on Trade in Services) in 1994, all member states have been required to open their water supply service market and remove trade barriers, paving the way for the entry of the private sector in water management. This liberalization of services has been achieved not only through international negotiations but also in many investment agreements, such as bilateral investment treaties and regional agreements. “The second World Water Forum in the Hague in 2000 gave special emphasis to the need to mobilize new financial resources to solve water problems and called for greater involvement by the private sector.”

Water shortages cause nuclear conflict, specifically in South Asia

Zahoor, 11 -  M.Phil in Strategic & Nuclear Studies from National Defence University Islamabad,  M.Sc in Defence and Strategic Studies from Quaid-e-Azam University Islamabad (Musharraf, “ Water Crisis & Strategic Stability In South Asia,” Diplomatic Circle, 7/22/11, http://diplomaticcircle.com/July11_Articles/July11_water_crisis.php, //JPL)
 The water stress in Pakistan is increasing day by day. The construction of dams will not only cause damage to the agriculture sector but India can manipulate the river water to create inundations in Pakistan. The rivers in Pakistan are also vital for defense during wartime. The control over the water will provide an edge to India during war with Pakistan. The failure of diplomacy, manipulation of IWT provisions by India and growing water scarcity in Pakistan and its social, political and economic repercussions for the country can lead both the countries toward a war. The existent A-symmetry between the conventional forces of both the countries will compel the weaker side to use nuclear weapons to prevent the opponent from taking any advantage of the situation. Pakistan's nuclear programme is aimed at to create minimum credible deterrence. India has a declared nuclear doctrine which intends to retaliate massively in case of first strike by its' enemy. In 2003, India expanded the operational parameters for its nuclear doctrine. Under the new parameters, it will not only use nuclear weapons against a nuclear strike but will also use nuclear weapons against a nuclear strike on Indian forces anywhere. Pakistan has a draft nuclear doctrine, which consists on the statements of high ups. Describing the nuclear thresh-hold in January 2002, General Khalid Kidwai, the head of Pakistan's Strategic Plans Division, in an interview to Landau Network, said that Pakistan will use nuclear weapons in case India occupies large parts of its territory, economic strangling by India, political disruption and if India destroys Pakistan's forces. The analysis of the ambitious nuclear doctrines of both the countries clearly points out that any military confrontation in the region can result in a nuclear catastrophe. The rivers flowing from Kashmir are Pakistan's lifeline, which are essential for the livelihood of 170 million people of the country and the cohesion of federative units. The failure of dialogue will leave no option but to achieve the ends through military means. 

--water ext.
Free trade allows institutions to battle for control of water – causes shortages

Swedish, 11 – founder of  Spirituality and Ecological Hope, published author on the environment (Margaret, “ Betting on Huner…,” Spirituality & Ecological Hope, 9/30/11, http://www.ecologicalhope.org/featured/betting-on-hunger/, //JPL)
 Last March I collaborated with the Peace and International Issues Committee of the Interfaith Conference of Greater Milwaukee on a lecture series around the theme, who will control the things we need for life? We were not just trying to be provocative. There is growing evidence that corporations are vying to get control of access to the world’s remaining arable land, to control the global ag market from seeds to harvest and everything in between. Battles are being waged in international financial and trade institutions for privatization of water rights, which would allow corporations to control access even to the rain that falls from the sky (I am not making this up. There are places where regulations of water rights have led to prohibitions on rain barrels and other methods of collecting rainwater.) Anyway, the series was illuminating and terrifying. While we are all hooked to our smart phones and iPads, watching reality TV and ranting at cable news pundits, corporations have been in the process of trying to lock in their control of the things we need for life – not just energy anymore, but also food and water. If we are not careful, we will wake up one day in a futuristic world described in Starhawk’s novel, The Fifth Sacred Thing – a world in which “The Stewards” have taken complete control of who gets water and therefore who lives and who dies. 

Free trade causes privatization of water causing water shortages – spills over causing other resource shortages and human rights abuses

Manahan, 12 -  research associate with Focus on the Global South institution (Mary Ann, “ OVERCOMING THE CHALLENGE TO THE RIGHT TO WATER IN ASIA,” Focus on the Global South, 3/15/12, http://www.focusweb.org/content/overcoming-challenge-right-water-asia, //JPL)
 It is an honor to be among comrades and kindred spirits from around the world, not only sharing the same cause of challenging the corporate World Water Forum, but also presenting a new vision, a new culture of water as part of our collective aspiration, to build the future that we want. I would also like to give a big hand to all the young people like me who are participating in this politically strategic gathering. Many of you know Asia as an “economic miracle”— a region which managed to evade the financial crises in Europe and the US. Led by China and India, Asia is being touted as the new engine of the global economic system, fulfilling the dual roles of producer and consumer. Little is understood about how these developments are seen and experienced “from below” or what it means for the environment, in China, India, and across the region. In reality, this economic growth does not necessarily translate to better jobs, or even poverty reduction. In fact, the number of Asians living in extreme poverty has not changed in three decades – they number 1.1 billion in 2008 as they did in 1981! As per official MDG reports, Asia has already surpassed its targets, with an average achievement of 88% coverage in the provision of clean drinking water. What is not seen are the rural-urban disparities; and the gender, caste, ethnicity, race and class divides that characterize the region. Asian movements face four major challenges in their struggle for the right to water and sanitation. First, while there are 27 Asian governments that adopted the UN Resolution on the right to water and sanitation, concretizing this in terms of policy, action plans and actual programs is a problem. At present, only a few Asian governments seriously implement the human right to water and sanitation. Common across the region is governments’ misguided belief on the market—making it the arbiter of all value including rights of people, handing over the public services such as water to the corporate private sector, and yielding to IFIs such as the Asian Development Bank and World Bank on their conditionalities on water service provision and resource management. Such a belief has made us, Asian people, guinea pigs and laboratories of privatization experiments and structural adjustment programs for three decades. Unfortunately, and as feared, many of these experiments failed. The privatization of the water utilities in Metro Manila and Jakarta resulted in: skyrocketing prices, inefficient services, unequal access to water and sanitation between the poor and the rich, and the total lack of transparency and accountability in the operation of the water systems. In turn, these gave rise to campaigns to reverse privatization and to reclaim public water through community-owned water systems and improving the public sector. Indonesian civil society, for instance, seek to remunicipalize Jakarta’s water system. Clearly, these experiences show that we cannot allow governments to renege on their commitment, or to just hand over the responsibility of providing water to the private sector. Second, Asia’s diverse and complex social, economic and political contexts make it either difficult or easy in terms of how the right to water and sanitation can be implemented through alternative ideas and how these are given spaces, even as private capital and corporations dominate much of the peoples’ lives in the region. While alternatives to commercialization and privatization, abound, there lacks the adequate institutional and policy support for such to flourish. Alternatives such as Public-Public Partnerships, innovative models of water service provision, upstream-downstream watershed protection, among others offer new paths and options for Asia’s waterless population, highlighting necessity and urgency of a “vote for public and community” based on our own notions of what a good public management should be. These need to be the norm rather than the exception. Finally, in the context of the multiple crises that we all face today and the Rio+20 debates, there is the challenge of expanding and linking the right to water and sanitation to other rights—the right to adequate food, food sovereignty, livelihood, right to land, and ultimately, to life itself. We cannot separate one from the other. Our enemies are already making the links of food-water-energy based on their own vested interests and belief in the financialization not only of water but also nature. This is why when we talk about implementing the right to water, we need to understand the other threats to these right such as land and water grabbing, the destruction of our forests, the building of hydropower, mining, and extractive activities, and mega infrastructure, among others that are affecting the quality and availability of water. Another dimension is that climate change will further exacerbate already existing geopolitical conflicts, especially in countries that share waters, and problems as water is being used as a political tool for occupation. This is what’s happening in conflict areas such as Palestine where Israel is depriving Palestinians of use of water through the wells to drive them off their lands. Here, the struggle for the right to water becomes intertwined with their struggle for self-determination and liberation. Finally, I would like to end with some ideas on collectively moving forward: One, we need to demand and challenge not only Asian governments but as well the regional blocs such as ASEAN and SAARC, to be bold and voice out their support for human right to water. As duty bearers they must work for the protection and fulfillment of the right to water, including the promotion and support for alternatives to commercialization and privatization, and community stewardship. Their adoption of the Ministerial Declaration of the official World Water Forum, which is backpedalling on this right, is not only disconcerting, it’s an outright abdication of their roles and responsibilities to the people. Two, we have to work together to have Asian governments say no to the IFIs conditionalities and drive for privatization and commercialization of water, particularly, through free trade agreements, and to put a stop to risky dam constructions, land grabbing, mining and extractive industries. 
Free Trade Bad – War

Free trade increases vulnerability and asymmetry making conflict more likely

Denney and Gleason, 5/31 – Steven Denney,  master’s candidate at the Graduate School of International Studies, Yonsei University. He received his BA in Political Science from Harding University; Brian Gleason,  master’s candidate at the Gradate School of International Studies, Yonsei University. He received his BA in Political Science from the University of Wisconsin-Madison (“ The Political Economy of Trade Policy: A Realist Perspective,” Yonsei University, 5/31/12, http://sinonk.files.wordpress.com/2012/05/the-political-economy-of-trade-policy-steven_c_denney-brian_d_gleason.pdf, //JPL)
 Realists differ from liberal understanding of interdependency through trade. They do not dismiss the argument that interdependency can be a means to increasing the wealth of a state. They do, however, emphasize that dependency on another state creates vulnerability. This is a consequence of the structural effect of anarchy in the international system. The anarchic structure of the international system forces states to consider their vulnerability vis-à-vis other states; vulnerability compels states to seek ways in which to control the level of dependence on other states. 5 When a state perceives its level of vulnerability has increased to an unacceptable level because of unfavorable trading relationships, war may become a viable, rational option. War as a viable option is buttressed by the basic assumption that in a state of anarchy, security is the highest priority. This is because the nature of the political system forces states to prioritize strategic and political priorities, namely security, over economic concerns. The liberal approach that war is less likely in situations of high trade interdependency cannot be sustained.6 The top priority for states in the international system is protecting and advancing their national interests. As indicated above, the number one priority in the list of competing national interests is security. 7 By what method or mechanism states choose to achieve security is the main point of contention between realists and liberals, particularly regarding the nexus between trade and security. As stated above, liberals believe that trade and interdependency create conditions conducive to peace and stability by making the opportunity costs of war too high, whereas realists believe that high levels of trade and interdependency increase vulnerability which may actually lead to conflict. Moreover, realists emphasize that when economic and security concerns conflict, economic concerns are relegated to a level of secondary importance. Despite macro-level quantitative support for “commercial liberalism,” 8 more nuanced, context-specific analysis finds that strategic factors are more important than economic concerns. 9 It is far too simple and naive to assume that peace and security will naturally follow from an increase in trade leading to interdependence; political concerns play too great a role in a state’s strategic calculus. 10 For a modern approach to the realist position regarding the interaction between political and economic interests in trade, Jonathan Kirshner’s realist interpretation is appropriate. 11 Kirshner, like Copeland, finds the liberal position lacking the necessary concern for security that the realist approach provides, namely that “states must anticipate the possibility of war.” 12 As stated above, this is a core assumption that affects the way realists perceive the interaction between political and economic concerns. Thus, the constant threat of war forces states to prioritize security concerns. The “state will often diverge markedly from the sum of particular interests within society, and the state will act to defend its interests.” The divergence of the state shows the primacy of security in a state’s myriad national interests, which supersedes other concerns and can, at times, lead states “to make economic sacrifices in order to further international political and strategic goals.” 13 Kirshner’s analysis illuminates the priority of security concerns, a core assumption of the realist position, which prioritizes political and strategic goals over economic concerns. The implications behind the notion that the state may make economic sacrifices for political and strategic goals will be more fully addressed in the sections that follow. For now it is sufficient to say that the realist position paints a more accurate picture of state behavior and explains the interaction between economic and political concerns that is downplayed or ignored by the liberal position. From here, this paper will narrow its approach by focusing on the nature of asymmetric trading relationships. First, a more specific theoretical framework will be established by showing the theoretical value of Albert Hirschman’s theory on the relationship between trade and national power and how this theory has been reinterpreted by Jonathan Kirshner. 3. A Hirschmanesque Strategy Now that the liberal-realist debate has been entertained, a more specific theoretical approach can be made based on the realist approach to understanding the nexus between trade and security as it applies to asymmetric trading relationships. Aside from accepting the basic assumptions of the realist position, much of this paper’s theoretical foundation is found in Albert Hirschman’s seminal work National Power and the Structure of Foreign Trade. 14 Hirschman’s analysis of German interwar trading relationships with southeastern European states is instrumental to understanding the nexus between trade and security by focusing on the motives behind the trading relationship. As stated in the introduction, this will provide a theoretical understanding of why states trade in asymmetric relationships. In short, Hirschman finds that during the interwar period Germany used its asymmetric trading relationships with the smaller states of southeastern Europe to control the terms of trade. Specifically, Germany sought to increase its total supply of imported goods and to make it difficult for states to dispense of trade with Germany or shift its trading relationship to another country. 15 The motive behind Germany’s asymmetric trading relationships was to increase political leverage over her trading partners. From Hirschman’s point of view, trade (economics) and national power (political and strategic concerns) are inextricably linked. Specifically, trade, according to Hirschman, is used as an instrument to increase national power. In asymmetrical trading relationships, economic interests are not thrown to the wayside; they are, however, relegated to a status of secondary importance. Hirschman’s theory thus falls within the realm of the realist approach to asymmetric trading relationships. 16 Hirschman’s theory is fundamental to understanding asymmetric trading relationships. However, there is much more to Hirschman’s story than is provided by Hirschman in his book. To provide a modern interpretation of Hirschman’s classical theory, Kirschner will once again be brought to center stage 
--war ext.
Asymmetric balances prevent benefits of trade- scholarly consensus

Parlow, 11 – Ph.D candidate in economics at UWM (Anton, “Does trade promote peace? squared: a gravity equation in a rectangular panel world,” Munic Personal RePEc Archive, 11/31/11, http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/36430/1/MPRA_paper_36430.pdf, //JPL) 
 Barbieri (1996,2001) contests this idea and argues that trade dependency increases conflict potentials. The reason is that some countries profit more from trade than others. Gains are asymmetrically distributed and create tensions between countries. Barbierie as well Russet and Oneal (1999,2001) find in their work that trade indeed increases conflict potentials. Trade gains could be used for national defense. Countries feel threatened by increased spending on national defense and tensions may arise; trade creates "security externalities" (Gowa 1994). Trade does not necessarily have to stop if there is a conflict between two countries. Barbieri and Schneider (1999) find that if a conflict is short (less than a year) trade levels do not necessarily decrease significantly. One explanation is covered by Morrow (1999). 
Trade incentivizes lash out for economic gain

Fordham and Kleinberg 11

(Fordham, Benjamin O. and Kleinberg, Katja B., professors of political science at Binghamton University, “International Trade and US Relations with China”, Foreign Policy Analysis)FS

The distributive effects of trade suggest one important modification to the liberal argument at the individual level. Although international trade provides aggregate benefits to both states, it does not follow that all individuals within the two trading states also benefit. Trade creates domestic winners and losers. The implications of the liberal argument are reversed when one considers the effects of trade on the attitudes of the losers. Those who are harmed by international trade have reason to see trading partners as threats, and to support correspondingly hostile foreign policies. To the extent that hostile policies disrupt trade, they may be expected to produce results similar to a protective tariff. If economic interests indeed influence attitudes on security matters, the domestic political battle lines on these issues will resemble those in debates over trade protection. 

Expanding trade increases the risk of war—meta-analysis proves
Van de Haar 10

( Edwin van de Haar, PhD in political science and MSc from the London School of Economics in IR, June 2010, “The Liberal Divide over Trade, Peace and War”, International Relations 24: 132, http://ire.sagepub.com/content/24/2/132)FS

The third and last point is that trade could just as well be such a risk factor. There are at least three aspects to this. First, is the fundamental character of trade. Put briefly, according to standard economic theory trade is a non-personal exchange, taking place on the basis of a common interest and a voluntary process of truck and barter. Both sides gain from the exchange, otherwise it would not take place, or it would be an act of coercion. Free trade promotes the international division of labour and encourages specialisation in fields of comparative advantage, which on the whole reduces production costs and increases national and international productivity and welfare.144 Yet by widening markets geographically, a free economic system also makes a larger number of possible trading partners available. Economic interdependence is not a bilateral, but a multilateral process. Trade makes it easy and relatively cheap to change one trading partner for another, at least in most sectors. Therefore one of the effects of the expansion of trade is the reduction of the costs of warfare, because in times of political turmoil it is relatively easy to substitute a trading partner from country A for one from country B. The second aspect is that commerce is just as likely to be a source of confl ict. Closer ties between people also foster disagreement and trade makes nations richer, and, as Hume noted, this increased welfare can be used for bellicose purposes. Historically, trading partners have not been prevented from killing each other in a civil or international confl ict, as happened in both world wars, or more recently during the Rwandan genocide or the war in the former Yugoslavia. That business partners are less likely to see each other as enemies is an unsubstantiated claim.145 And, third, there is the question of the particular character of the trade relations. Some products or resources, for example energy-related ones, may easily give rise to international conflict. 

Trade increases war- your evidence doesn’t assume the actions of countries not involved in our trading network

Shaffer 11 (Matthew Shaffer PhD Candidate Department of Political Science University of South Carolina, 2011, “Trade Blocs and Interstate Conflict: Member State Relations with the External World”, http://www.cas.sc.edu/poli/psrw/Shaffer%20PSRW%202011.pdf)//JM

While economic agreements may promote interdependence between members, there are strong reasons to believe it comes at the cost of relations between members and non-members. Economic agreements may marginalize the salience of external trade ties and encourage states to view commercial relationships in terms of relative gains and losses. Ultimately, this process can result in increased tension and a systematic preference for military force over economic coercion. Marginalization of External Trade Ties Economic agreements tend to promote exchange between member states by reducing commercial barriers. As tariffs, quotas, and regulations within agreements fall, the total amount of bilateral trade between members likely increases as states realize comparative advantages, economies of scale, and increased efficiency from production (Viner 1950; Johnson 1999). The reduction in barriers provides several other positive externalities, particularly a propensity to draw in investment from non-member states taking advantage of the implicitly expanded market. The formal arrangement of economic agreements also implies expectations about future interactions and policies. States that sign agreements signal both the importance of their commercial relationship and the desire to see it develop further. In other words, states seek economic agreements to lock-in and enhance access to markets they view as important and critical for future development (Whalley 1996; Fernandez and Portes 1998; Schiff and Winters 1998). Given these factors, members likely identify their long-term economic interests with those of the agreement broadly and its constituent states. The implication of the increased salience of ties between agreement members is a corresponding decrease in salience with non-members. Increased trade between members within an agreement dilutes the relative importance of each tie with non-member states (Martin, Mayer, and Thoenig 2008). Furthermore, shifting sources of imports and markets for export from nonmembers to members necessarily decreases the importance of those ties. As agreement members rely on partner states for greater portions of their trade portfolio, they correspondingly rely less on outside states for commercial viability and overall trade. Furthermore, economic interdependence is more than simply the sum of economic activity between states (Baldwin 1980; Keohane and Nye 1977; Crecenzi 2003). Hence, material exchange does not necessarily have to increase provided expectations of greater exchange or policy stability are generated. The more states look to the agreement for future commercial relations the less important become those excluded from the agreement. Reductions in salience, while not necessarily uniform in magnitude, are shared between members and non-members. While the former obviously are drawn to their agreement partners, the latter are likely to identify their long-term commercial interest with other states given the implicit barriers they face to exchange with the agreement. The salience of non-member ties with agreement members, therefore, is similarly impacted by the process of economic integration. The marginalization of economic ties between economic agreement members and nonmembers influences conflict behavior by reducing the opportunity cost of both sanctions and military force. One of the important reasons interdependence reduces conflict is the forgone benefits states incur by engaging in combat (Polachek, 1980; Doyle 1997). By diversifying trade partners, or even emphasizing certain ties over others, states necessarily decrease dependence on any one source. Agreement members therefore suffer less by initiating conflict with nonmembers by virtue of their more salient ties with other agreement partners. The notion that trade deters conflict is also in part based on a long-term expectation future trade relations will be hurt by war (Doyle, 1997; Oneal & Russett, 1997). By erecting an implicit barrier between members and non-members, economic agreements marginalize the future utility of trading relationships in ways that similarly impede their deterrent effect. This holds for both members and non-members as the agreement signals intentions of future trading relations. Furthermore, Crescenzi (2003a; 2003b) argues that states facing lower “exit” costs – or a greater ability to replace lost trade – are less constrained in conflict. Economic agreements, in turn, may lower the exit costs for member states by providing established trade networks. Likewise, Martin, Mayer, and Thoenig (2008) argue that decreases in systemic trade costs, part of which is associated with barriers, reduce the multilateral impact of bilateral conflict. That is, lower systemic trade costs allow states to shift trade to other nations thus reducing the negative externalities of conflict. Consequently, as economic agreements reduce trade costs for members, the ability of members to leverage intraagreement ties in potentially absorbing excess trade affected by hostilities with non-members reduces the overall cost of those conflicts. Given the overall marginalization of ties between members and non-members, the deterrent effect of integration is likely restricted. 

Trade increases both the frequency and intensity of war
Shaffer 11 (Matthew Shaffer PhD Candidate Department of Political Science University of South Carolina, 2011, “Trade Blocs and Interstate Conflict: Member State Relations with the External World”, http://www.cas.sc.edu/poli/psrw/Shaffer%20PSRW%202011.pdf)//JM
Relative losses stemming from exclusion may intensify conflict between members and non-members of agreements. Economic integration may be viewed by states as a zero-sum game where members gain strategic advantages at the expense of non-members. Asymmetries resulting from trade diversion may develop for members that translate to a form of vulnerability on the part of excluded states. States that achieve greater wealth and productive capacity from an economic agreement may, in turn, convert their commercial advantages into military power to be used against excluded states (Hirschman 1981; Gilpin 1981; Grieco 1988; Grieco 1993; Gowa 1994; Mearsheimer 1994; Barbieri 1996). Vulnerabilities are compounded if agreements exclude states from particularly important or strategic markets or resources. For example, both Britain and Germany pursued economic agreements in the interwar period to lock-in strategic markets and exclude the other from gaining footholds which ultimately fueled distrust and aggression (Eichengreen and Frankle 1995, 96). Trade diversion does not necessarily need to occur, furthermore, for relative gains concerns to manifest. While the direct bilateral relationship between members and non-members may remain symmetrical (i.e., equal levels of trade) after trade diversion, agreement members gain strategic advantages by increasing trade through mechanisms necessarily excluding non-members. Implications for Conflict and Coercive Tactics The consequences of economic agreements, in the form of marginalized trade ties and relative gains concerns, are likely evident in both the frequency and nature of conflict between states. Through the process of economic integration, member states likely gain strategic advantages at the expense of non-member states. First, economic agreement members benefit from their association with an exclusive commercial area. Members gain wealth and productive capacity stemming from increases in intra-agreement trade that generally do not privilege the excluded state. Second, the process of trade diversion may actually transfer gains from nonmember states to member states. Trade in this capacity may be viewed as a zero-sum game where members gain at the explicit expense of non-members. As such, an asymmetrical economic relationship between members and non-members may develop that encourages conflict. Asymmetry may manifest in trade relations as members depend less on external states for trade while non-member reliance is static. Alternatively, the asymmetry may simply result from the strategic advantage afforded the member over the nonmember. For non-members, acute vulnerabilities may compel excluded states to adopt more aggressive policies in the security arena to counteract perceived weaknesses and strategic imbalances (Gilpin 1981; Mearsheimer 1990; Liberman 1996). Furthermore, relative losses may outweigh the potential gains from trade for excluded states. In such cases, the pacifying effect of economic exchange may short-circuit such that conflict is less costly overall. Members, on the other hand, may press their advantages against non-members by making bolder demands given both their strategic advantage and relative insulation from the costs of conflict. Paradoxically, however, greater demands implicitly narrow the range of acceptable solutions to both parties which, in turn, increases the likelihood of violent conflict (Morrow 2003). This dynamic between members and non-members leads me to my first hypothesis: H1: Economic agreements increase the likelihood of conflict between members and nonmembers of the agreement. In addition to simply increasing the occurrence of conflict, however, economic agreements and the processes they set in motion also change the nature of conflict between members and non-members. Economic agreements marginalize the salience of member state ties with the external world. Members of agreements tend to rely on intra-agreement trade for higher potions of their trade portfolio and economic activity, thereby reducing the overall importance of ties with the outside world. This is compounded to the extent trade diversion takes place, as it represents a direct and material shift in trade patterns away from non-members. Even if trade flows are unchanged, however, membership in an economic agreement is a signal of intent to pursue closer ties with particular states, which in turn may reduce the long-term salience of member/non-member relations. The marginalization of ties is furthered by any asymmetries that develop between states. Non-member states may view what trade ties do exist in a negative light given their relative vulnerability, thereby reducing their salience. Consequently, member state ties with the external world are proportionately less important as a result of economic agreements. The broad implication of marginalization is a reduced opportunity cost of conflict between members and non-members. If ties prove less important, either because trade declines or is viewed negatively, the overall cost of severing them through conflict declines. Perhaps more importantly, however, are the disparate effects marginalization has on economic sanctions and military conflict. The ability of economic sanctions to compel policy change in a target state is in large part a function of the interdependence between contending parties. This is true whether the sender state desires to subdue targets with economic force or signal resolve. Sanctions are only costly to the target if the sender can sever enough trade to compel policy change. Likewise, sanctions are only costly signals if the sender sacrifices trade. A lack of interdependence between sender and target limits the ability of sanctions to do either. In turn, economic agreements limit interdependence between members and non-members by either materially affecting trade or altering the context within which it occurs. Economic sanctions, when used between members and non-members of agreements, may fail to convey either the punishment or costly signal required to be successful. When engaging in conflict, therefore, the only viable option to states on opposing sides of an economic agreement may be the use of military force. As a consequence, members and non-members of agreements embroiled in conflict should demonstrate systematic preferences for military force over economic sanctions. This leads to two additional hypotheses: H2: Economic agreements increase the likelihood of military force between members and non-members of agreements. H3: Economic agreements decrease the likelihood of economic sanctions between members and non-members of agreements.

Trade increases the chance for war- your authors misrepresent IR- trade also doesn’t solve war

Levy 2 (Jack S Levy is Board of Governors' Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, and Senior Associate at the Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia University. He is past president of the International Studies Association (2007-08) and of the Peace Science Society (2005-06). He has previously held tenured positions at the University of Texas at Austin and the University of Minnesota, and visiting or adjunct positions at Tulane, Stanford, Harvard, Yale, Columbia, and NYU. Levy received APSA’s Helen Dwight Reid Award (1977) for the best dissertation in International Relations in 1975‑76, and the Distinguished Scholar Award from the Foreign Policy Analysis Section of the International Studies Association (2000), 2002, “War and Peace”, http://www.omnilogos.com/2012/03/25/war-and-peace/)//JM

The idea that trade and other forms of economic interdependence promote peace was a central theme in nineteenth-century liberal economic theory, and was expressed most famously by Norman Angell when he argued in The Great Illusion (1912) that the economic costs of a great power war would be so devastating that such a war was unthinkable. Angell’s argument was discredited within two years by a very thinkable world war, but was resurrected after the Second World War as a cornerstone of American liberal internationalist ideology. It is now the basis for optimistic (but qualified) forecasts about the beneficial effects of globalization on international security (Friedman, 1999). Liberal theorists advance a number of interrelated theoretical arguments in support of this proposition, but the greatest emphasis is on the economic deterrence argument: because trade generates economic benefits for both parties, the anticipation that war will disrupt trade and lead to a loss or reduction of the gains from trade deters political leaders from taking actions that are likely to lead to war against key trading partners (Polachek, 1980; Oneal and Russett, 1999). Liberals also advance domestic-level causal arguments in support of the trade-promotes-peace hypothesis (Veblen, [1915] 1966; Schumpeter, [1919] 1951; Aron, 1958). Trade increases prosperity, and prosperity lessens the domestic problems that sometimes lead to war, either through external scapegoating by élites to solidify their domestic political support, or through pressures for protectionism that can lead to countermeasures, increase hostilities and trigger conflict spirals. As Wilson (1978: 150) argues, ‘economic depression [is] particularly favorable to war hysteria.’ Prosperity can also generate a culture of acquisitiveness that dampens the martial spirit and diverts resources away from the military sector, as reflected in the view of the nineteenth century that ‘Men were too busy growing rich to have time for war’ (Blainey, 1988: 10). Some researchers argue that trade alters the domestic balance of power within states by increasing the influence of groups who benefit from trade and who have a vested interest in maintaining a peaceful environment for trade (Rogowski, 1989), and others suggest, from a sociological perspective, that trade increases contact, communication, familiarity and understanding, which in turn reduce the hostilities and misperceptions that contribute to war (Deutsch et al., 1957). Finally, some argue that while trade promotes peace, the link is indirect: trade promotes prosperity, prosperity promotes democracy and democracy promotes peace (Weede, 1995). The commercial liberal hypothesis suffers from a number of analytic problems. The argument that leaders’ fears of the economic costs of war deters them from taking actions that might lead to war attempts to explain a dyadic outcome (peace) with state-level variables (foreign policy preferences) and ignores strategic interaction. It is possible that if a dispute arises between trading partners, each of whom prefers peace, both will refrain from belligerent actions in order to preserve the benefits of trade. It is also possible that one side might interpret the other’s conciliatory actions as a lack of resolve and lead it to believe that it can exploit the adversary’s fear of war by standing firm and thereby improving its own strategic or economic position. In the absence of additional information about expectations regarding the economic benefits of trade, the impact of war on trade and each side’s risk orientation and domestic sensitivity to those costs, the outcome—and hence the impact of economic interdependence on peace within a dyad—is theoretically indeterminate (Morrow, 1999; Gartzke et al., 2001). The neglect of the impact of inter-state bargaining is a serious deficiency of most empirical research on the trade-promotes-peace hypothesis. Strategies of coercion rather than cooperation with the trading partner are more likely if one side believes that it is more resolved than the other, whether because of differing risk orientations or perhaps different sensitivities to the domestic economic and political costs of a cutoff of trade. It is also more likely if economic interdependence is asymmetrical rather than symmetrical (Hirschman, [1945] 1980; Barbieri, 1996), in which case the least dependent state may be tempted to resort to economic coercion to exploit the adversary’s vulnerabilities and influence its behavior relating to security as well as economic issues. The potential for exploitation of the weak by the strong in a situation of asymmetrical interdependence is the basis of the argument, advanced by both realists and Marxist-Leninists, that interdependence, and particularly asymmetrical interdependence, increases rather than decreases the probability of militarized conflict. While some realists concede that symmetrical interdependence may create mutual incentives to maintain the peace (Barbieri and Schneider, 1999), even symmetrical interdependence is no guarantee of restraint if the two sides have different risk orientations and/or different sensitivities to domestic costs. Just as analysts of crisis bargaining have begun to incorporate the risk orientations and domestic cost-sensitivity of political leaders into their models (Fearon, 1995; Wagner, 2000), those who study the political economy of war and peace must do the same. Another basis for the realist argument that trade can increase rather than decrease the likelihood of militarized conflict involves relative gains concerns. Realists argue that political leaders are less influenced by the possibility of gains from trade in an absolute sense than by the fear that the adversary will gain more from trade and convert those gains into further gains, political influence and military power (Grieco, 1990; Gowa, 1994). Realists are not always clear, however, about the precise causal mechanisms leading from relative gains to war. To the extent that relative rather than absolute gains are important, they should have a greater impact on decisions to engage in trade (particularly with adversaries) than on the likelihood of conflict once trade is under way. If states are extremely worried about a particular adversary making relative gains they will have minimal trade with that adversary, and if states are already trading with each other they have presumably already discounted relative gains concerns. If diplomatic relations between trading partners begin to deteriorate, however, relative gains concerns may lead states to cut back on trade, which may exacerbate existing tensions and contribute to a conflict spiral. Not all realists argue that trade significantly increases the likelihood of war. Some concede that trade and other forms of economic interdependence might have pacifying effects, but argue that these effects are negligible relative to the effects of military and diplomatic considerations (Buzan, 1984; Levy, 1989: 261-2). Other realists acknowledge that periods of trade might be peaceful, but question the causal impact of trade on peace. They argue that the causal arrow often points in the opposite direction: it is peace that creates the conditions under which trade flourishes, as Blainey (1988) argues with respect to nineteenth-century Europe. The more general argument is that politics determines trade, or that ‘trade follows the flag,’ rather than trade shaping politics (Pollins, 1989; Gowa, 1994). It is also possible that the inference that trade promotes peace is spurious, because the conditions that facilitate trade simultaneously promote peace. States with common interests tend to trade with each other (Morrow et al., 1998) and also to be less inclined to fight, so the association between trade and peace may be explained in part or in full by the commonality of interests. Similarly, there is more trade between allies than between adversaries (Gowa, 1994), and allies are less likely to go to war with each other (Ray, 1990), so alliances may account for part of the association between trade and peace. Democratic dyads trade more than other pairs of states (Mansfield et al., 2000), so that studies of trade and peace must parcel out the effects of the democratic peace (Russett and Oneal, 2001). Finally, hegemonic stability theorists argue that one of the primary conditions facilitating trade is the existence of a liberal economic hegemon able and willing to maintain a stable political economy, and they strongly imply that liberal economic hegemony also promotes peace (Gilpin, 1981; Keohane, 1984), so the link between trade and peace might be spurious and explained primarily by economic hegemony. A similar problem arises in analyses of the relative efficiency of commerce and conquest as strategies for accumulating wealth (Rosecrance, 1986). Although many formulations of the trade-promotes-peace hypothesis implicitly assume that trade is always more efficient than military coercion in expanding markets and investment opportunities and in promoting state wealth, realists are almost certainly right that this assumption is historically contingent rather than universal. Trade may be economically efficient and peace-promoting in the Western world in the contemporary era, at least for advanced industrial states, because the foundations of wealth and power have historically shifted from territory to industrialization and now to knowledge-based forms of production, and because the economic value of territorial conquest has diminished while the military and diplomatic costs of territorial conquest have significantly increased (Van Evera, 1990). In many historical eras, however, military force has been a useful instrument to promote state wealth as well as power. In the mercantilist era of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, for example, war was a profitable enterprise for both merchants and kings. War also increased the political influence of those merchants who benefited from war; which generated additional political support for war (Howard, 1976; Wilson, 1978). How much causal weight to attribute to trade in this equation is a more difficult analytic question. If underlying conditions make conquest more efficient than trade as a strategy for acquiring wealth, those conditions will simultaneously decrease trade and increase the use of force, while conditions under which trade is more efficient may simultaneously and independently promote peace. If this is true, trade has no independent impact on conflict. Whether the deterrent effects of the gains from trade outweigh the potentially destabilizing effects of economic asymmetries and economic competitions, whether the latter escalate to trade wars and militarized conflicts, and whether the magnitude of these economic effects is outweighed by strategic considerations are ultimately empirical questions that analysts have only recently begun to analyze systematically. Although there is a growing consensus that trade is associated with peace, both at the dyadic (Polachek, 1980; Oneal and Russett, 1999; Russett and Oneal, 2001) and systemic levels (Mansfield, 1994), some find that trade is associated with war (Barbieri, 1996). Because few of these studies have dealt with possible endogeneity effects and explored the simultaneous impact of trade on conflict and conflict on trade (Reuveny and Kang, 1996), because of questions regarding the sensitivity of these relationships to the precise operationalization of interdependence (Barbieri and Schneider, 1999), and because a number of prominent historical cases (the First World War, for example) appear to run counter to the liberal hypothesis (Copeland, 1996; Ripsman and Blanchard, 1996/7; Papayoanou, 1999), the current evidence in support of the liberal economic theory of peace must be treated as provisional. Further research needs to focus as much on the conditions under which trade promotes peace as on the aggregate relationship between trade and peace. One important informational condition relates to the beliefs of political leaders and of key economic actors regarding the likely impact of war on trade, both in the short term and in the long term. There is ample evidence that trade often continues even after the outbreak of war (Barbieri and Levy, 1999), though the frequency of trading with the enemy, in what kinds of goods, and with what impact on the economy and the war effort has yet to be established. If leaders anticipate that war will not significantly suppress trade, their economic incentives to avoid war will be diminished. There is also a strategic dimension: for bargaining purposes leaders may have incentives to threaten to cut off trade in the event of war. Once war occurs, however, those same leaders may have incentives to allow their firms to continue to trade, either for the good of the economy as a whole or to gain the political and economic support of key domestic groups. The anticipation of this undercuts the credibility of earlier threats to cut off trade. This credibility depends on alliance ties as well as other variables (Dorussen, 1999). Most explanations of the trade-promotes-peace hypothesis focus on the dyadic level. Scholars have overlooked the systemic context of dyadic trade in general and diplomatic alignments in particular. Trade between A and B may deter a dyadic war between A and B. If A is aligned with C and B threatens C, however, A’s trade ties with B may prevent A from attempting to deter B’s attack on C, which may actually increase the probability of a war between B and C. This is one causal mechanism through which high levels of economic interdependence contributed to the First World War: the British failure to make a formal commitment to join France and Russia if they were attacked by Germany was a critical factor leading to German aggression (Fischer, 1975; Levy, 1990/1), and Britain’s failure to do so derived in part from her strong economic ties with Germany (Papayoanou, 1999). This brief overview suggests the relationship between interdependence and peace is shaped by factors associated with both liberal and realist international theories. A satisfactory theory of interdependence and conflict theory must incorporate ‘liberal’ concerns about the opportunity costs of the loss of trade, the influence of domestic actors who have an interest in maintaining and expanding trade and the political power to influence state decisions, and the constraints imposed on firms by state structures and actions. Such a theory must also incorporate ‘realist’ concerns about the strategic consequences of trade at both the dyadic and systemic levels, but the theory must be sensitive to whether these considerations affect the level and kinds of trade between countries or the impact of that trade on the likelihood of war. More generally, empirical research designs must do more to reflect the complex causal linkages among trade, security and war that theorists have begun to identify. They must also give more attention to the dependent variable and distinguish between war and militarized conflict more generally. It is possible that trade ties might have a pacifying effect on war but not on militarized disputes.

*** Trade defense***

AT failed states

Trade causes failed states—destroys legitimacy and makes restoring order difficult

Kostovicova and Bojicic-Dzelilovic 9

(Kostovicova, Denisa, and Bojicic-Dzelilovic, Vesna, both PhDs and Senior Research Fellows at the London School of Economics,  “State Weakening and Globalization”, 2009, http://www.ashgate.com/pdf/SamplePages/Persistent_State_Weakness_in_the_Global_Age_Intro.pdf) FS
The study of state weakness as an analytical and policy challenge has coincided with the post-Cold War expansion, intensification and acceleration of the political, economic and security interconnectedness associated with globalization. Accordingly, the implications of the co-evolution of globalization and state transformation have been two-fold. First, globalization has weakened already weak and vulnerable states and has hindered state reconstruction (Robinson 2007, 10). It has challenged the state as a provider of public goods and source of legitimacy. State weakness has been attributed to the inability of states to respond to global challenges and deliver political goods, including economic stability and social welfare. An entire body of scholarship with a global outlook emphasizes the impact of international economic norms, and, in particular, of structural adjustment programmes on weakening state capacity (Carment 2003, 412-413). Focused predominantly on Africa and Asia, these arguments display regional bias, and overlook slightly different dynamics in post-communist cases where economic and political transition proceeded simultaneously. Second, globalization has been a powerful force of identity restructuring. On the one hand, post-Cold War nationalism has been a reactive force. On the other, computer-mediated technologies, media and travel have provided the necessary infrastructure for the rise of transnational communities (Dahan and Sheffer 2001). In this sense, globalization has manifested itself as a fragmentation of polities (Lundestad 2004, 272-273). 

Trade openness causes state failure—interconnectedness makes weak states more vulnerable
Kostovicova and Bojicic-Dzelilovic 9

(Kostovicova, Denisa, and Bojicic-Dzelilovic, Vesna, both PhDs and Senior Research Fellows at the London School of Economics,  “State Weakening and Globalization”, 2009, http://www.ashgate.com/pdf/SamplePages/Persistent_State_Weakness_in_the_Global_Age_Intro.pdf) FS
 The distinct post-conflict configuration of actors, structures and ideologies manifests itself in the workings of transnational networks, which themselves become prominent players in local politics in the midst of the political and economic fragmentation that accompanies contemporary conflicts. The focus on transnational networks is a way to concretize the analysis of the role globalization plays in the perpetuation of state weakness as opposed to approaching it as a ‘single massive force or movement’ (Doornboos 2006, 24).  

Highlighting the cross border character of contemporary warfare, Malone and Nitzschke draw attention to the multiplicity of social entities and their complex ties created through participation in the war economy, embodied in transnational networks: ‘War economies sustaining these conflicts thrive on deeply embedded political, military, economic, and social linkages with neighbouring state elites; informal trading networks; regional kinship and ethnic groups; mercenaries; arms traffickers and commercial entities – each of which might have a vested economic interest in the prolonging of conflict and instability’ (2008, 44). As these networks expand from their regional locus, the range and diversity of actors and their motives multiply, forming ‘networks of networks’ (Harris-White 2002). Simultaneously local and global (Naim 2006, 34), transnational networks can be in fact interpreted as the infrastructure of globalization. They capture the multiple dynamics created by the increasing interconnectedness of actors, localities and processes that globalization connotes, as manifested in the blurring of the national/ international; public/private; legal/illegal and state/markets dichotomies. 

Several contributions in this volume bring networks into their analysis of state weakness, highlighting different aspects relevant for understanding the durability of state weakness in a global era. Post-conflict transnational networks are best understood as fluid, malleable formations whose inner core is held together and crucially shaped by the involvement of state structures, which have either directly or through complicit behaviour participated in informal activities associated with the ‘criminalized warfare’ (Williams and Picarelli 2005, 137). Centred around local political elites, they bring together a multitude of actors whose interests tend to merge in the context of war so that their clear delineation into political, ideological or economic motives is no longer possible. As far as their agency at the local level is concerned, and the implications for the standing of state structures, the melding of interests reaches its ultimate expression in the melding of roles of the networks’ ‘members’ across the war to peace continuum. Thus, for example, criminals become warriors, or former combatants (including those involved in crime) become public office-holders or prominent businessmen, as in the case of Serbia’s Željko Ražnjatović or Liberia’s Charles Taylor. The merging of politics, ideology and profit renders the resort to informal practice and informal relations through networks an acceptable way to exercise public authority. Furthermore, as a result of the merging of actors’ motives and the melding of their roles that takes place within the edifice of the post-conflict state, the agendas of progressive and regressive globalization become intertwined and mutually reinforcing, thus eroding the state from within. 

Openness causes state failure and makes it more difficult for states to recover from collapse

Kostovicova and Bojicic-Dzelilovic 9

(Kostovicova, Denisa, and Bojicic-Dzelilovic, Vesna, both PhDs and Senior Research Fellows at the London School of Economics,  “State Weakening and Globalization”, 2009, http://www.ashgate.com/pdf/SamplePages/Persistent_State_Weakness_in_the_Global_Age_Intro.pdf) FS
The global liberal (transition) policies intended to re-connect those economies with formal commercial flows, tend to reinforce economic and political fragmentation deepened by war, the origins of which are more structural and with deeper historical roots that are related to the polarizing nature of global markets. The benefits of recovery achieved through the injections of international aid are limited, and accrue disproportionally to narrow sections of society, including political elites and their associates, while bypassing the broader population. Inadequate access to employment and social welfare as an important source of state legitimation makes recourse to informal sources of income and livelihood a necessity. The minority benefiting from access to formal jobs that provide a degree of security and protection, as a rule, owe their positions to personal links to the elite-driven networks, which tends to reinforce fragmentation along existing societal cleavages. The competitive pressure on ‘formal’ businesses created by abrupt liberalization reinforces incentives for engagement in informal practice, often in collaboration with international business partners lured by the prospect of diminished risks of sanctions in the environment of a weak state. The poor quality of public goods provided by the state generates further incentives. Smuggling and other forms of tax evasion related to unchecked trade, often using channels and criminal contacts established during war, proliferate regionally as well as globally. Besides contributing to the consolidation of special interest groups, the prominent presence of criminal actors with links to state structures has serious consequences for the consolidation of democratic and market institutions, national security and legal order (Giatzidis, 348). The expansion of informal activities ultimately compounds the state’s weak control of resources and loss of public revenue, with consequences for public goods provision. Thus, the creation of welfare entitlements that binds citizens to the state is impaired (Wenmann 2005). In turn, their susceptibility to manipulation through identity politics by the actors with vested interests in keeping the state weak is increased. 
AT food security

Free Trade threatens food security in developing nation and causes monocultural farming practices
Gonzalez, 11 – professor of  torts, environmental law fundamental, international environmental law, and international trade law at Seattle University School of Law (Carmen, “Markets, Monocultures, and Malnutrition: Agricultural Trade Policy Through an Environmental Justice Lens,” Seattle University School of Law, 7/31/11, http://seattleu.academia.edu/CarmenGonzalez/Papers/817244/Markets_Monocultures_and_Malnutrition_Agricultural_Trade_Policy_through_an_Environmental_Justice_Lens, //JPL)

 The structural adjustment programs mandated by the IMF and the World Bank exacerbated the problem of agro-export specialization in the developing world by requiring developing countries to increase agricultural exports in order to boost the foreign exchange earnings available to service the foreign debt. In addition, the IMF and the World Bank required developing countries to slash subsidies, to lower tariffs, and to eliminate non-tariff import barriers. As a consequence of structural adjustment, agricultural policy in many developing countries came to be characterized by a high level of market openness —in sharp contrast to the protectionist policies of industrialized countries. Because structural adjustment was not imposed on industrialized countries, these free market reforms in the developing world instituted a double standard that plagues the agricultural sector to this day: protectionism in wealthy developed countries; trade liberalization in poor developing countries. Structural adjustment had a negative impact on food security and the environment in developing countries. First, the withdrawal of agricultural subsidies, the reduction of extension services, and the elimination of subsidized credit slashed the income of poor farmers and made agricultural inputs increasingly unaffordable. Second, the reduction or elimination of import barriers undermined the livelihoods of small farmers by subjecting them to unfair competition from highly subsidized U.S. and EU agricultural producers. Third, structural adjustment reduced food security at the national level by glutting world markets with competing developing country exports, thereby depressing the foreign exchange earnings required by developing countries for the purchase of food and other essential items not produced domestically. At the same time, the one-sided nature of structural adjustment permitted industrialized countries to continue to exclude developing country farmers from developed country markets and to use subsidies to undermine the competitiveness of developing country exports in world agricultural markets. Finally, the emphasis on agro-export production harmed the environment in developing countries by promoting the expansion of chemical-intensive, monocultural production technique.
Trade can’t solve food security

Allouche 11
(Allouche, Jeremy, research fellow at the Institute of Development Studies, “The sustainability and resilience of global water and food systems: Political analysis of the interplay between security, resource scarcity, political systems and global trade”, Food Policy 2011, http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/foresight/docs/food-and-farming/science/11-569-sr24-sustainability-resilience-global-water-and-food-systems.pdf, Science Direct)FS

Overall, global trade and technology provide the basis for dealing with resource scarcity and security. However, the land grabbing issue, the food sovereignty movement, increasing food prices all show the limits of the current system in ensuring the stability, sustainability and resilience of global food and water systems. Furthermore, inequality, which constitutes the major barrier for food/water security, is not only related to international trade but also to political systems. Increased food supply alone is not sufficient to reduce hunger. In poor dualistic societies, general restrictions on political freedoms are more important than increasing the food supply. A number of studies have shown that political democracy is positively correlated with improved physical quality of life, basic needs fulfilment and lower income inequality (Sorensen, 1991; Wickrama and Mulford, 1996). The combination of domestic investment and political democratization are important factors in ensuring food (and water) security (Craig Jenkins and Scanlan, 2001). Food/water security is a political problem and must be addressed through political change especially political democratization, restriction on arms trade, and the reduction of generalized violence. 
Free trade increases WTO regulations- that makes food price decline inevitable

Shiva 4/1 (Vandana Shiva is founder and director of the Research Foundation for Science, Technology, and Natural Resource Policy in New Delhi, April 1 2012, “Why Are Indian Farmers Committing Suicide and How Can We Stop This Tragedy?”, http://alternatenewsmedia2012.wordpress.com/2012/04/01/why-are-indian-farmers-committing-suicide-and-how-can-we-stop-this-tragedy/)//JM
The second pressure Indian farmers are facing is the dramatic fall in prices of farm produce as a result of the WTO’s free trade policies. The WTO rules for trade in agriculture are, in essence, rules for dumping. They have allowed wealthy countries to increase agribusiness subsidies while preventing other countries from protecting their farmers from artificially cheap imported produce. Four hundred billion dollars in subsidies combined with the forced removal of import restriction is a ready-made recipe for farmer suicide. Global wheat prices have dropped from $216 a ton in 1995 to $133 a ton in 2001; cotton prices from $98.2 a ton in 1995 to $49.1 a ton in 2001; Soya bean prices from $273 a ton in 1995 to $178 a ton. This reduction is due not to a change in productivity, but to an increase in subsidies and an increase in market monopolies controlled by a handful of agribusiness corporations.
AT heg

Trade’s leveling of the international system makes heg decline inevitable

Foreign Policy Initiative 10

(October 2010, “In Order to Maintain its Primacy In the 21st Century, the US Must Begin Debate on its Strategy says FPI Director Eric Edelman”, Center For Strategic and Budgetary Assessments Report, http://www.foreignpolicyi.org/node/25296)FS

In November 2008, the National Intelligence Council released Global Trends 2025 which argued that “the international system — as constructed following the Second World War — will be almost unrecognizable by 2025 owing to the rise of emerging powers, a globalizing economy, a historic transfer of relative wealth and economic power from West to East, and the growing influence of non-state actors. By 2025 the international system will be a global multipolar one with gaps in national power continuing to narrow between developed and developing countries” [emphasis in original].” This conclusion represented a striking departure from the NIC’s conclusion four years earlier in Mapping the Global Future 2020 that unipolarity was likely to remain a persistent condition of the international system. 

Between the two reports America’s zeitgeist had clearly shifted under the impact of persistent difficulty in the counterinsurgency wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and increased questioning of United States global leadership (at home and abroad), the seemingly inexorable rise of the newly emerging economies (suggestively labeled as the BRICs by Goldman Sachs analysts), and the global economic downturn and recession in the United States. The overall impact was the creation of a new conventional wisdom that foresees continued decline of the United States, an end to the unipolar world order that marked the post-Cold War world and a potential departure from the pursuit of US primacy that marked the foreign policies of the three presidential administrations that followed the end of the Cold War.

Trade is an inaccurate measurement of heg

Foreign Policy Initiative 10

(October 2010, “In Order to Maintain its Primacy In the 21st Century, the US Must Begin Debate on its Strategy says FPI Director Eric Edelman”, Center For Strategic and Budgetary Assessments Report, http://www.foreignpolicyi.org/node/25296)FS

 American decline and the longevity of a unipolar world order will not be determined purely by economic gains or losses. The future shape of the international system will depend on broader measures of national power than the percentage of global production that a given state controls. Measuring national power, however, is notoriously difficult. In an unprecedented situation of unipolarity, with little historical precedent to guide analysts, the measurement of relative power shifts is perhaps harder still.

The main metrics tend to include GDP, population, defense spending, and then a variety of other factors. There are differences among the various methods as to how one might quantify or otherwise measure many of the factors. But since all agree that these kinds of measurements are inherently subjective it is not surprising that slightly different factors and different weights to different factors can lead to differing results. It is not clear how much these models can account for discontinuities and dynamic changes as opposed to straight-line projections and relative shifts in power. Nor is it clear that the models can really measure the all-important question of how world leaders perceive shifts in relative national strength and power. The key factor would seem to be getting at the ability of countries to convert resources into usable power combining both hard power and soft power.

Trade is not key to hegemony—complexity and resiliency check

Preble 10

(Preble, Christopher, VP for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato with a PhD in history, August 3, 2010, “US Military Power: Preeminence For What Purpose?”, Cato Institute, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/)FS

Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions. 
AT war
Trade doesn’t solve war—they conflate correlation with causation

Van de Haar 10

( Edwin van de Haar, PhD in political science and MSc from the London School of Economics in IR, June 2010, “The Liberal Divide over Trade, Peace and War”, International Relations 24: 132, http://ire.sagepub.com/content/24/2/132)FS

A second point for further elaboration is that Hume and Smith note that international trade does not erase other causes of confl ict, for example of a geopolitical or religious nature. States may act against their economic interests in the name of some higher goal. The confl ict between Georgia and Russia in 2008 may serve as an example, as Russia was one of Georgia’s main trading partners at the time.138 Regional trade integration does not automatically lead to peace,139 and as Cobden and Bright painfully discovered during the Crimean War, and as has since been repeatedly shown, public opinion is not inherently peaceful either. It hardly ever infl uences foreign policy, prevents the outbreak of war, or determines a termination of a confl ict.140 In general, as Ohlson points out, IR still needs to come to terms with the causes of war and peace, which are multifaceted and complex. People take up arms because they have reasons in the form of grievances and goals, the resources in the form of capabilities and opportunities, and the resolve because they do not see an alternative to violence.141 Commercial ties and economic interdependence are not of more weight in this mix than other common factors promoting war, such as specifi c local conditions, chance, luck, coincidences or of course insensitive, thoughtless, or outright reckless acts of the individuals infl uencing public policy. International commerce is not a ‘perfectly effective anti-war device’, if only because war is a multicausal phenomenon, with many contributing factors and various causal paths.142 Hence, ‘by focussing on single causes, researchers have been trying to place round pegs in square holes, although occasionally they do fi nd the round hole, in which case they argue all holes are round
’. Causes of war are to be found in combined research into risk factors and context.143 
War turns trade

War turns trade, causes long term protectionism

Irwin and O’Rourke 11

(Irwin, Douglas A., professor of economics at Dartmouth, and O’Rourke, Kevin H., professor of economic history at Oxford, November 2011, “Coping with Shocks and Shifts: The Multilateral Trading System in Historical Perspective”, National Bureau of Economic Research)FS

The two regional wars produced a significant fall in world trade but did not have a major impact on trade policy. However, global wars have proven to be bad for trade and bad for trade policy. Global wars involve extensive government restrictions on trade. Some restrictions are aimed at protecting domestic firms that are producing essential war material, or limit exports of food or natural resources of strategic value. Other restrictions are more pervasive and seek to limit spending on all foreign goods to conserve foreign exchange or gold reserves for national security reasons. Whatever the rationale, such trade restrictions are usually difficult to remove after the war because of the special interests that grow up behind them and have a stake in perpetuating them. In addition, the extensive disruption of markets and the uncertainty about postwar trade flows make governments cautious about pursuing trade liberalization. 

*protectionism*

AT: protectionism bad

Modern protectionism would be different; controls for problems present in the ‘30s

Hines, 12 -   co-director of Finance for the Future,  Associate of the International Forum on Globalisation, former  Co-ordinator of Greenpeace International's Economics, contributing reporter for The Guardian (Colin, “ Welcome to progressive protectionism,” The Guardian, 4/20/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/apr/20/progressive-protectionism, //JPL)
 Progressive protectionism by contrast would instead allow countries to wean themselves off export dependence. It would enable the rebuilding and re-diversification of domestic economies by limiting what goods states let in and what funds they allow to enter or leave the country. Having regained control of their economic future, countries can then set the levels of taxes and agree the regulations needed to fund and facilitate this transition. National competition laws would ensure that monopolies didn't develop behind protective barriers and an internationalist approach to trade with poorer countries would insist that the gains from reduced levels of international trade helped fund the move towards a localised economy that benefitted the poor majority. In essence, this approach would make space for domestic funding and business to meet most of the needs of society worldwide. Perhaps of most short-term political importance would be that prioritising the grounding of manufacturing, money and services here in the UK would enable politicians and activists to call the bluff of relocation threatening big business and finance, who at present have the whip hand over all governments who support open markets. Under progressive protectionism they have to be sited here to sell here and at a stroke the all-powerful threat of relocation is rendered impotent. This taking back of national control over the economy is the only way to tackle the financial, social and environmental crises, return local power to citizens and provide a sense of security and hope for their future. If implemented it could play a crucial role in seeing off the rise of the extreme right, as this invariably flourishes when the sense of insecurity within the majority worsens. At present none of the policies offered by parties of any political hue are likely to tackle this in the way that progressive protectionism can. Of course, such a radical change in economic direction could not be introduced in one country alone, since the money markets would ferociously destabilise such a challenge to their present dominance of the world economy. Europe is facing huge threats from the forces of international finance, yet the continent would be a powerful enough bloc to implement a programme of progressive protectionism, particularly if the politically active started to discuss then campaign for it. The time to start that debate is now. 
Protectionism is inevitable and benign—results in cooperation
Hines, 12 -  co-director of Finance for the Future,  Associate of the International Forum on Globalisation, former  Co-ordinator of Greenpeace International's Economics, contributing reporter for The Guardian (Colin, “Localization, A Global Manifesto, An Intemperate Introduction,” Progressive Protectionism, 2012, http://www.progressiveprotectionism.com/lgm.php, //JPL)
 The clarion call to be internationally competitive has become so powerful that it has infected the thinking of those who should know better. These include trades unionists, small businesspeople, farmers, and those concerned about making commerce more ethical and environmental. All seem duty bound to pepper their public utterances with fervent assurances that were their aims to be achieved, then it will hurry society further down the path to competitiveness. The global commandment that every nation must contort its economy to outcompete every other country is an economic, social and environmental nonsense. It is a beggar-your-neighbour act of economic warfare. There have to be losers, because no matter how much a specific market may be growing, if its needs can be supplied by a competing range of outside sources, then large numbers, often the domestic producers, have to lose. The alternative is that everything that could be produced within a nation or region should be. Long-distance trade is then reduced to supplying what could not come from within one country or geographical grouping of countries. This would allow an increase in local control of the economy and the potential for it being shared out more fairly, locally. Technology and information would be encouraged to flow, when and where it can strengthen local economies. Under these circumstamces, beggar-your-neighbour globalization gives way to the potentially more cooperative better-your–neighbour localization.  
Protectionism won’t escalate—multiple institutional and internal checks 
Garten 9

(Garten, Jefferey E., professor of finance and international trade at the Yale School of Management, February 6, 2009,“Is Protectionism Unavoidable?”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/protectionism-unavoidable) FS

Our best hope is that governments act with some constraint. They should consult with one another and try to establish some common procedures. This could include mandating the WTO or the International Monetary Fund to document for the public all new trade-distorting measures and their likely economic impact, thereby raising the barrier of taking anti-trade measures. They could agree that all protectionist measures will be limited in scope and time. And they could devote a lot more effort to cushioning the blow to workers hurt by rapid import penetration, in order to take some pressure off having to take protectionist measures in the first place. 

For supporters of more rather than less trade, of whom I am one, it’s no use just screaming about the evils of protectionism. The premium now is on limiting it as much as realistically possible. 
--solves warming 

Protectionism solves warming – trade competition prevents environmental policymaking

Willy, 12 -  journalist for the multinational EU news site EurActiv (Craig, “ In Defense of Green Protectionism: Why the EU should put the planet before free trade,” Future Challenges, 4/21/12, http://futurechallenges.org/local/in-defense-of-green-protectionism-why-the-eu-should-put-the-planet-before-free-trade/, //JPL)
 The question for environmentalists is: When there is no agreement forthcoming, is there any real alternative to green protectionism? The reaction of the world’s other economic giants to the EU’s initiative illustrates another rarely-remarked upon reality: The environmental policy does not exist in a power vacuum but in a world of competing countries each looking out for number one. Environmentally-conscious countries cannot simply be virtuous in isolation, but will have to engage in a peaceful, global struggle with heavy polluters. The Europeans have no right to lecture the Chinese or Indians on anything in this respect. Europe got a head start at polluting for almost 200 years with the Industrial Revolution and per capita carbon emissions in Asia are still far, far below those in the West. However, Western Europeans do have rather more moral authority in dealing with other developed countries, notably the United States, Russia, Canada and Australia. These are settler-nations who, because of their vast size and plentiful energy resources, have no tradition efficient energy use. The case of the U.S. is flagrant as a land of inefficient heating, fridge-like air conditioning, universal SUVs and other gas-guzzling vehicles, long commutes, urban gridlock and suburban sprawl. Not only does the country not invest in public transport, their use is often actively discouraged, as is the case with the stigmatization of buses in many cities as being only for minorities and non-respectable poor. The result is massive, gratuitously high emissions levels (see the Guardian‘s graphic carbon atlas). The European Union has a larger economy and 200 million more people than the United States, but it emits around 20% less emissions. Similarly, Russia emits slightly more per capita than the EU, despite having a significantly lower level of wealth. Exporting the European model Europe, it so happens, pollutes relatively little for a continent of its wealth. This is not so much due to any particular environmentalist virtue on the part of European citizens, but rather the fruit of its history, as a densely populated, largely resource-poor continent, and one which in the 1970s and 1980s, was subject to extremely high energy dependence on politically unreliable sources in the Mideast and the communist Soviet Union. As a result, Europeans have enacted public policies in transport, gas taxes, and other areas to make them as energy independent and efficient as possible, and these have paid off over the decades. (Japan is also a relative low-polluter for very similar reasons.) Europe has every right to export this energy model to other developed countries, forcefully if necessary. It should stand up at accurately price carbon in airlines as well as areas, such as oil taken from Canada’s tar sands, even if it means conflict with Ottawa. Europeans also, by their economic power, have the means to assert themselves. The EU, even with its current economic troubles, remains by far the largest economy in the world by nominal GDP (which most accurately reflects an economy’s weight in the world economy and trade), representing a full quarter of the global economy. In 2011, according to IMF figures, the EU economy was over 15% larger than the United States’ and two-and-a-half times larger than China’s. In addition, on the Western Eurasian landmass, which is to say in Europe’s relations with the former Soviet Union, the Middle East and Africa, the EU’s trade position is so dominant that it can effectively impose its preferences in that region. International environmental policy should meet power politics. If strong agreements on environmental issues prove elusive, environmentally-conscious countries should not hesitate to band together and pressure others with green protectionism. 
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