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[bookmark: _Toc240293537]NEGATIVE PHILOSOPHY / OPENING QUOTES
[bookmark: _Toc240293538]Free trade can break down.  And when it does, it stops being a good idea
Ian Fletcher 2010 (adjunct fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council; formerly an economist in private practice serving mainly hedge funds and private equity firms) 10 myths about free trade   http://dailycaller.com/2010/04/14/10-myths-about-free-trade/  (accessed 22 June 2026)
The point is not to baffle the reader, but to pry open the mysterious “black box” of free trade economics a little, and let non-economists in on the big secret that economists regard as dangerous to talk about too loudly: free trade economics is a package of mechanisms that, like any piece of machinery, can and do break down all the time. And when they break down, free trade ceases to be a good idea
[bookmark: _Toc240293539]SOLVENCY
[bookmark: _Toc240293540]1.  EU blocks FTA
[bookmark: _Toc240293541]Turkey’s Customs Union with the European Union means it cannot sign Free Trade Agreements with countries that don’t already have similar trade agreements with the EU
Ozge Uyar 2024 (senior year student at Istanbul University Faculty of Law) 10 Nov 2024 “The Impact of Free Trade Agreements on Turkey’s Economy and Trade” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.ckay.com.tr/en/publications/international-law/the-impact-of-free-trade-agreements-on-turkeys-economy-and-trade
As part of its Customs Union with the EU, Turkey is bound by specific trade obligations. The 1996 Association Council Decision mandates Turkey to adopt preferential trade policies aligned with the EU’s Common Commercial Policy. Consequently, Turkey cannot independently sign FTAs with countries outside the EU’s preferential agreements, limiting its ability to establish standalone trade relations with nations not included in EU frameworks. Due to these obligations, Turkey’s FTA strategy is often influenced by EU policies, which restrict Turkey from entering FTAs with non-EU-aligned countries.
[bookmark: _Toc240293542]Turkey can’t negotiate independent Trade Agreement directly with the US without going through the EU
Dr Daniel S. Hamilton 2018 (PhD; former Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs) INTERECONOMICS “Getting Back on Track with Turkey” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.intereconomics.eu/contents/year/2018/number/5/article/getting-back-on-track-with-turkey.html
US companies use Turkey as a base to expand their operations across the Mediterranean, the Caucasus and the broader Middle East. Nonetheless, US-Turkish intra-industry trade and value chains are not as developed as with the EU, except for trade in iron, steel, vehicles and auto parts. Right now, a US-Turkey bilateral free trade agreement would be difficult. As long as Turkey continues to be in the Customs Union with the EU, Ankara does not have independent trade policy authority.
[bookmark: _Toc240293543]2.  Trade won’t increase post-plan – there’s other problems besides tariffs
[bookmark: _Toc240293544]Other barriers in Turkey’s government and economy block increasing trade with U.S., not solved by AFF plan
Shayerah Akhtar 2022 (with Congressional Research Service) 9 Nov 2022 “U.S.-Turkey Trade Relations” (accessed 21 June 2026) https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/IF10961 (brackets added)
The USTR [U.S. Trade Representative] has criticized Turkey's "onerous and unpredictable" testing requirements for agricultural biotechnology for certain imports from the United States (e.g., wheat, rice). It has stated that Turkey's efforts to harmonize its food safety laws with the EU could pose barriers for U.S. exporters, to the extent that they are not based on international standards or science-based assessments. Differences in regulatory approaches are a long-standing issue in U.S.-EU trade relations. U.S. firms face a host of other challenges doing business in Turkey. Issues cited by the USTR include Turkey's
- bureaucracy and weakening rule of law;
-"forced" localization barriers to trade, such as requiring storage of Turkish citizens' personal data within Turkey;
- high average agricultural tariffs (21.2%, versus 4.5% by the United States, trade-weighted average tariffs in 2020, per the WTO);
- hikes on tariffs in multiple sectors, which are within WTO limits (high "bound" rates) but increase uncertainty for U.S. exporters; and
- inadequate IPR [intellectual property rights] regime, including Turkey's role as a source of and transshipment point for counterfeit goods.
[bookmark: _Toc240293545]Multiple problems in their economy make it difficult to increase US exports to Turkey
US Dept of Commerce, International Trade Administration 2026. “Turkey - Market Challenges” last updated 29 Jan 2026 (accessed 14 Sept 2026) https://www.trade.gov/country-commercial-guides/turkey-market-challenges?utm_source=chatgpt.com
Türkiye offers a promising but complex market requiring adaptability, persistence, and patience. U.S. exporters may face many of the same challenges that exist in other middle-income, growing markets such as unpredictable judicial, legal, and regulatory frameworks; instances of inconsistent policies; burdensome documentation or localization requirements; unanticipated tariff increases on certain products; lack of transparency in tenders, and difficulties with the public procurement process, including price preference for Turkish companies. 
[bookmark: _Toc240293546]3.   Free Trade advocacy based on bad assumptions
[bookmark: _Toc240293547]“Benefits” of free trade assume workers can easily transfer between industries. But they can’t and don’t
Michael Collins 2023 (President of MPC Management, a consulting company that focuses exclusively on the problems and challenges of small and midsize manufacturers) 3 Feb 2023 “Why Are We Still Following the Myth of Free Trade?” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.industryweek.com/the-economy/trade/article/21259408/the-myth-of-free-trade
Dating back to the 19th century, the principle assumes that when two countries trade, both will achieve higher national incomes because each will specialize in areas where they have a cost advantage. They can abandon industries where they are less efficient (like, for instance, manufacturing) and move workers to industries where they are more efficient.  However, this is not what has happened to the U.S. in the last 40 years. The principle of comparative advantage is flawed because it assumes that all industries are the same and a worker can equally make a living in any industry. Yet instead of workers going to industries where they can get comparable wages, they are forced to work in the service industries for wages that are from 20% to 38% lower than a manufacturing wage.
[bookmark: _Toc240293548]Benefits of free trade depend on international currency balancing.  But it doesn’t happen
Michael Collins 2023 (President of MPC Management, a consulting company that focuses exclusively on the problems and challenges of small and midsize manufacturers) 3 Feb 2023 “Why Are We Still Following the Myth of Free Trade?” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.industryweek.com/the-economy/trade/article/21259408/the-myth-of-free-trade
Comparative advantage also assumes that when a foreign competitor gains the upper hand, the international value of the dollar declines, bringing trade back into balance again. But this doesn’t happen in the current free trade market because competitors game the system by manipulating their currencies, keeping the dollar artificially high.
[bookmark: _Toc240293549]4.  Other policies and growth factors needed besides trade liberalization
[bookmark: _Toc240293550]Trade liberalization alone doesn’t produce economic growth:  Other economic policies are needed
Prof. Robert E. Baldwin 2004 (professor emeritus of economics at Univ. of Wisconsin and research associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research) Challenges to Globalization: Analyzing the Economics  https://books.google.fr/books?id=Bc35EC5BFZYC&pg=PA517&lpg=PA517&dq=other+policy+changes+aimed+at+eliminating+large+government+deficits,+curtailing+monetary+policy&source=bl&ots=AXaT80e-mx&sig=LfWdZSQabiTu6Wh8zI_pptxlZXU&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0CCIQ6AEwAGoVChMImqiRj_W3yAIVytsaCh3vVAuH#v=onepage&q&f=false  (accessed 22 June 2026)
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc240293551]Tariffs and non-tariff trade restrictions aren’t significant factors for economic growth – other factors are more important
Prof. Robert E. Baldwin 2004 (professor emeritus of economics at Univ. of Wisconsin and research associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research) Challenges to Globalization: Analyzing the Economics  https://books.google.fr/books?id=Bc35EC5BFZYC&pg=PA517&lpg=PA517&dq=other+policy+changes+aimed+at+eliminating+large+government+deficits,+curtailing+monetary+policy&source=bl&ots=AXaT80e-mx&sig=LfWdZSQabiTu6Wh8zI_pptxlZXU&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0CCIQ6AEwAGoVChMImqiRj_W3yAIVytsaCh3vVAuH#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed 22 June 2026)
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc240293552]Trade liberalization advocates are making a lot of assumptions about the economy that aren’t actually true in the real world
Dr. Frank Ackerman & Dr. Kevin P. Gallagher 2008 (Ackerman – PhD economics;  Director of the Research and Policy Program at the Global Development and Environment Institute, Tufts Univ.  Gallagher – PhD; Professor of Global Development Policy at Boston Univ.) The Shrinking Gains from Global Trade Liberalization in Computable General Equilibrium Models  International Journal of Political Economy, vol. 37, no. 1, Spring 2008, pp. 50–77.  (brackets added) https://www.jstor.org/stable/40471021 (accessed 22 June 2026)
This issue is highlighted in a literature review by Joseph Stiglitz and Ed Charlton, who write that the standard analysis of the benefits of trade liberalization “is predicated on a set of assumptions that is not satisfied in most developing countries: full employment, perfect competition, and perfect capital and risk markets” (2004: 7).They list a series of problems with CGE models, including the failure to account for the presence of persistent unemployment in developing countries and the failure to incorporate costs of transition, implementation, and adjustment to policy changes—costs that are likely to be larger in developing countries.
[bookmark: _Toc240293553]5.  No economic growth in the target country
[bookmark: _Toc240293554]No evidence countries that trade freely grow faster
Dr. Nicole Hassoun 2011 (PhD philosophy; Assistant Professor, Department of Philosophy, Carnegie Mellon University) Free Trade, Poverty, and Inequality (brackets added) https://orb.binghamton.edu/philosophy_fac/8/ (accessed 22 June 2026) 
Next, consider the [World] Bank’s argument for the conclusion that free trade is reducing poverty because it has increased growth rates without increasing inequality in recent decades. Or, as they put it, “the combination of rapid growth with no systematic change in inequality has dramatically reduced absolute poverty in the globalizing countries”. The first problem with this argument is that it does little to show that countries that trade freely grow more than those that do not. Consider the Bank’s evidence for a link between free trade and growth. The Bank only establishes a correlation between population weighted trade to GDP ratios and real GDP per capita in developing countries but, even setting aside the distinction between liberalization and free trade, this is not enough to show that free trade increases growth.
[bookmark: _Toc240293555]Trade liberalization has negative economic impacts on poorer countries
Andrew Heritage 2021 (senior economist at the Coalition for a Prosperous America; M.A. in International Political Economy from Claremont Graduate Univ.) 14 June 2021 “The Negative Impact of GSP and Trade Liberalization on Developing Countries: A Review of the Economic Literature” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/the-negative-impact-of-gsp-and-trade-liberalization-on-developing-countries/
A number of studies found that trade liberalization can have negative effects on developing countries. An increased volume of trade does not necessarily lead to greater economic welfare in developing countries. There are two common ways in which trade liberalization can make developing countries worse off: one is by changing what economists call the “terms of trade,” in other words, export prices and import prices. If a country’s export prices fall more than its import prices, then the country will be worse off because its ability to purchase imports falls. The second way is if trade liberalization reduces the welfare of individuals, such as through higher inequality and poverty. Studies have found evidence of both of these effects in developing countries.
[bookmark: _Toc240293556]Removing trade barriers may increase trade… but then it doesn’t necessarily actually make them better off
Andrew Heritage 2021 (senior economist at the Coalition for a Prosperous America; M.A. in International Political Economy from Claremont Graduate Univ. ) 14 June 2021 “The Negative Impact of GSP and Trade Liberalization on Developing Countries: A Review of the Economic Literature” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/the-negative-impact-of-gsp-and-trade-liberalization-on-developing-countries/
[bookmark: _ftnref3]Removing barriers to trade can change the relative price of goods and even worsen the trade balance. Research has shown that while trade liberalization increases trade, it tends to reduce the trade balance terms of trade for developing countries. A widely cited paper by Santos-Paulino and Thirlwall found that trade liberalization caused a decline in the overall trade balance of developing countries.  Their study covered 22 developing countries for over roughly 20 years, and while they found that both exports and imports increased, the net effect was a decline in the balance of trade because imports grew more than exports.
[bookmark: _Toc240293557]Trade liberalization raises the price of basic goods in poor countries
Andrew Heritage 2021 (senior economist at the Coalition for a Prosperous America; M.A. in International Political Economy from Claremont Graduate Univ. ) 14 June 2021 “The Negative Impact of GSP and Trade Liberalization on Developing Countries: A Review of the Economic Literature” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/the-negative-impact-of-gsp-and-trade-liberalization-on-developing-countries/
The price of basic goods can increase in a developing country because of trade liberalization. A highly cited paper by Bezuneh and Yiheyis showed how trade liberalization reduced food availability. The paper which covered 37 countries, showed that trade liberalization increased the price of food imports and led to the decline of food availability. Further, studies have shown that trade liberalization can reduce poor people’s access to once existing low-priced subsidized goods such as basic foods in developing countries.
[bookmark: _Toc240293558]Africa:  Free trade hasn’t benefited African countries’ economies
Betsy M. Oloyede, Evans S. Osabuohien and Jeremiah O. Ejemeyovwic  2021 (Oloyede - Department of Economics & Development Studies, Covenant University, Nigeria,  Statistics Dept, Central Bank of Nigeria.  Osabuohien -  Centre for Economic Policy and Development Research-CEPDeR, Covenant University, Ota, Nigeria.  Ejemeyovwi - Department of Economics & Development Studies & Research Fellow at CEPDeR, Covenant University, Nigeria ) “Trade openness and economic growth in Africa's regional economic communities: empirical evidence from ECOWAS and SADC” May 2021  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8141770/  (accessed 22 June 2026)
Regional integration and by implication, trade liberalisation is not without consequences and impact. Some critics posit that the introduction of free trade leads to a hike in social and environmental challenges, particularly in developing countries. Furthermore, regardless of the perceived benefits of the north-south cooperation, incomes of most of the sub-Saharan African (SSA) countries either dwindled or remained stagnant. A significant part of this low-level economic development was that these economies were reliant on high-cost western technology that were not suitable or did not match their primary production systems (Osabohien et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc240293559]India:  Trade liberalization substantially increased poverty in India
Andrew Heritage 2021 (senior economist at the Coalition for a Prosperous America; M.A. in International Political Economy from Claremont Graduate Univ. ) 14 June 2021 “The Negative Impact of GSP and Trade Liberalization on Developing Countries: A Review of the Economic Literature” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/the-negative-impact-of-gsp-and-trade-liberalization-on-developing-countries/
Trade liberalization effects are unevenly distributed and can impede poverty reduction. A ground-breaking paper by Topalova looked at India after the trade liberalization of the early 1990s and found that trade liberalization contributed to poverty.  The impact of trade liberalization on poverty came from the removal of tariffs on agricultural goods. Where the price of agricultural goods fell from trade liberalization causing job losses within the poorest areas in India. Wrote Topalova: “trade liberalization led to an increase in poverty rate and poverty gap in the rural districts where industries more exposed to liberalization were concentrated. The effect is quite substantial.”
[bookmark: _Toc240293560]Trade liberalization follows growth, it isn’t the cause.  Examples: China and India grew first, then opened their markets later
Dr. Nicole Hassoun 2011 (PhD philosophy; Assistant Professor, Department of Philosophy, Carnegie Mellon University) “Free Trade, Poverty, and Inequality” (brackets added) https://orb.binghamton.edu/philosophy_fac/8/ (accessed 22 June 2026)
Including countries like China and India, which have low trade/GDP ratios, in the group of globalized countries virtually “guarantees that the globalizers, weighted by population, show better performance than the nonglobalizers.”  It is not clear why the IFIs [International Financial Institutions] would consider trade to GDP [Gross Domestic Product] ratios a good measure of free trade. They are probably just confusing free trade with liberalization although some have accused the Bank of trying to confuse others. This is worrisome because the kinds of policies pursued by countries like China in achieving growth were a-liberal. China and India began to open up their markets only after their growth rates increased.  The World Bank may have the causality backwards.
[bookmark: _Toc240293561]Correlation doesn’t prove cause:  Increased growth after trade liberalization doesn’t prove trade policy caused the growth
Prof. Robert E. Baldwin 2004 (professor emeritus of economics at Univ. of Wisconsin and research associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research) Challenges to Globalization: Analyzing the Economics  https://www.google.com/books/edition/Challenges_to_Globalization/Bc35EC5BFZYC?hl=en&gbpv=1&dq=Baldwin+%22Challenges+to+Globalization%22+%2B+%22The+statistical+finding%22&pg=PA518&printsec=frontcover (accessed 22 June 2026)
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[bookmark: _Toc240293562]5.  Not solving for VAT (Value Added Tax).  [It functions like a national sales tax]
[bookmark: _Toc240293563]Link:  USA has no VAT, but other countries do, and it affects export/import trade
Alan Tonelson 2015 (Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council Educational Foundation) 31 Mar 2015 “Opinion: Pacific trade deal won’t close massive tax loophole that kills American jobs“ http://www.marketwatch.com/story/pacific-trade-deal-wont-close-massive-tax-loophole-that-kills-american-jobs-2015-03-31  (accessed 22 June 2026)
But even if currency manipulation is truly banned, TPP signatories have been using another major protectionist device to disadvantage the United States that most critics so far have overlooked: value-added taxes (VATs). VATs function not only as hidden barriers to imports, but as hidden subsidies for exports. VATs represent taxes on all goods and services consumed in VAT countries, whether produced domestically or abroad. But producers in those VAT countries typically receive a rebate for all of their domestic production that they sell overseas. The United States is one of the few major economies with no such levy, and given the complexities of tax-reform politics, it’s likely to remain VAT-less for the foreseeable future. But 10 of the other current TPP countries do maintain VATs (the exception is tiny Brunei) and of these, seven subject imports to the equivalent of double-digit tariffs, and hand their exporters comparable subsidies.
[bookmark: _Toc240293564]Link:  Turkey has VAT
Ozbek CPA 2025 (Turkish accounting firm) 5 Sept 2025 “VAT (Value Added Tax) in Turkey” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://ozbekcpa.com/vat-in-turkey/
In Turkey, VAT applies to all commercial, industrial, agricultural, and professional services. The importation of goods and services into Turkey is also subject to VAT, ensuring that both domestic transactions and imports contribute to the country’s tax revenue system. 
[bookmark: _Toc240293565]Impact:  VAT cancels out any benefits of trade deals – the effects are massive and harmful
Alan Tonelson 2015 (Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council Educational Foundation) 31 Mar 2015 “Opinion: Pacific trade deal won’t close massive tax loophole that kills American jobs“ http://www.marketwatch.com/story/pacific-trade-deal-wont-close-massive-tax-loophole-that-kills-american-jobs-2015-03-31  (accessed 22 June 2026)
The VAT-less United States keeps signing trade deals with active VAT users and accepting the resulting inequities because world trade law defines these levies as domestic taxes that sovereign governments are fully entitled to impose. Moreover, the multinational companies that have dominated recent U.S. trade policy making are fine with VATs, since their foreign factories benefit too. Yet their effects on trade and the domestic American economy have been massive and harmful. The Washington, D.C. law firm of Stewart and Stewart, which specializes in trade law, estimates that the VAT gap globally inflicted $440 billion worth of damage on American producers exposed to foreign competition in 2013. The total equaled nearly two-thirds of that year’s U.S. merchandise trade deficit.
[bookmark: _Toc240293566]How it works:  VAT countries rebate their tax when goods are exported and then charge the tax on imports from the USA
Terence P. Stewart 2017 (attorney; managing partner Stewart & Stewart law firm) 10 May 2017 letter to the US Secretary of Commerce and the Acting US Trade Representative (accessed 27 July 2026)https://www.law.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Terence-P-Stewarts-Comments-Regarding-Causes-of-Significant-Trade-Deficits-Comments-Only.pdf
The United States and Saudi Arabia are two of the only countries who have not adopted significant indirect taxes at the federal level (in the U.S., state sales taxes exist at the individual state level). Because of an agreement more than sixty years ago as part of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, which has continued under the World Trade Organization, countries can treat direct taxes (e.g., income taxes) and indirect taxes (e.g., sales taxes or valueadded taxes) differently both upon importation and upon exportation. As the U.S. has not moved to the use of indirect taxes, U.S. companies and their workers face discrimination both in the U.S. market as imports from countries with indirect taxes can rebate those taxes on export and in foreign markets as other countries can impose the indirect taxes on U.S. goods when imported into their market.
[bookmark: _Toc240293567]6.  Capital mobility
[bookmark: _Toc240293568]If investment capital couldn’t move, free trade would benefit our economy. But it moves, so benefits go elsewhere
Ian Fletcher 2010 (adjunct fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council; formerly an economist in private practice serving mainly hedge funds and private equity firms)  Six Reasons for U.S. to Abandon Free-Trade Myth 26 Oct 2010 http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2010-10-26/six-reasons-for-u-s-to-drop-free-trade-myth-commentary-by-ian-fletcher (accessed 26 June 2022)
The fourth dubious assumption is that capital isn’t internationally mobile. If it can’t move between nations, then free trade will (if the other assumptions hold true) steer it to the most-productive use in our own economy. But if capital can move between nations, then free trade may reveal that it can be used better somewhere else. This will benefit the nation that the money migrates to, and the world economy as a whole, but it won’t always benefit us.
[bookmark: _Toc240293569]7.  Won’t reduce terrorism
[bookmark: _Toc240293570]Poverty isn’t the cause of terrorism
Avraham Jager 2018 (research assistant at International Institute for Counter-Terrorism ) March 2018 “Does Poverty Cause Terrorism?” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.ict.org.il/images/Does%20Poverty%20Cause%20Terrorism.pdf 
A study that examines the terror organization Hezbollah also concluded that members of Hezbollah are wealthier than the average citizen in Lebanon.  Sageman (2004) conducted a study where he interviewed more than four hundred Al-Qaida terrorists from Southeast Asia, Northern Africa, the Middle East and Europe. His research concludes that the majority of terrorists came from financially solid backgrounds, both by national and international standards. Almost 66% of them had attended college and the same percentage of them held professional or semi-professional occupations. The PKK, IRA, the Revolutionary Armed Force of Columbia and many other terror organizations also reflect the fact that poverty does not necessarily result in terrorism. Studies that examine methods (including suicide bombings, religious terrorism, lone wolves etc.) and levels of terrorism (individual, organization and state) lend further evidence to the claim that terrorism is not the direct result of poverty. At the state level, it is unlikely that poor countries either sponsor or suffer from transnational or national terrorism within their territories more than do wealthier countries. 
[bookmark: _Toc240293571]8.  No US economic benefit.  Empirically denied - Historical examples of failure
[bookmark: _Hlk208393043][bookmark: _Toc106809453][bookmark: _Toc240293572]ITC Study:  16 FTA’s signed by the US between 1985-2020 have done nothing to benefit the US economy
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit For U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/
The US International Trade Commission (ITC) recently released a comprehensive analysis of the economic impact of all trade agreements the United States has entered into since 1985. Trade agreement negotiation, passage and implementation has been controversial throughout this time period. The ITC report is significant as the first recognition by a federal government trade agency finding these agreements produce little benefit as well as negative consequences.
Key Points
- Negligible benefits for the U.S. economy resulted from the 16 trade agreements signed by U.S. between 1985 and 2020, refuting decades of extravagant claims for free trade agreements (FTAs) made by politicians.
- Confirmed the results of a growing number of prior studies using economic models that found trade agreements do not necessarily deliver benefits for large countries like the U.S.
[bookmark: _Hlk208392978][bookmark: _Toc240293573]US government study (ITC Study) finds FTA’s had no benefit and some negative effect on the US economy
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit for U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/ (brackets added)
ITC [US International Trade Commission] has now released that report, Economic Impact of Trade Agreements Implemented under Trade Authorities Procedures, evaluated 16 U.S. bilateral and regional trade agreements, from the US-Israel agreement of 1985 to the South Korea, Colombia, and Panama agreements which were implemented in 2012. Included in the study is the NAFTA agreement with Canada and Mexico (implemented in 1994), which has been by far the most consequential for the U.S. economy. The 390-page study also included separate “case studies” of specific effects of several smaller industry-specific agreements. This wide-ranging comprehensive study, covering the 35-year period from 1985 to 2020, found that those 16 trade agreements yielded just $88 billion worth of additional value to annual U.S. gross domestic product, a miniscule amount, about half of one percent. These 16 agreements were found to have added just 1.6% to our exports and 3.4 percent to our imports. Note that if exports are responsible for production, income, and jobs, and imports are conversely responsible for lost production, lost income, and lost jobs, a rise in imports at double the rate of a rise in exports suggests a net loss of jobs.
[bookmark: _Toc240293574]China:  Freer trade with China killed 2.4 million American jobs
NEW YORK TIMES 2021 (journalist Ana Swanson) published 17 March 2021, updated 3 Nov 2021 "In Washington, ‘Free Trade’ Is No Longer Gospel" https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/17/business/economy/free-trade-biden-tai.html (accessed 22 June 2026)
David Autor, an economist at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, said economic theory had never claimed that trade made everybody better off — it had said trade would raise overall economic output, but lead to gains and losses for different groups. But economists and politicians alike underestimated how jarring some of those losses could be. Mr. Autor’s influential research shows that expanded trade with China led to the loss of 2.4 million American jobs between 1999 and 2011. China’s growing dominance of a variety of global industries, often accomplished through hefty government subsidies, also weakened the argument that the United States could succeed through free markets alone.
[bookmark: _Toc240293575]Canada & Mexico:  North American Free Trade Agreement was a disaster for the US economy
Jeff Ferry 2017 (Research Director, Coalition for a Prosperous America) 24 Feb 2017 " However you measure it, free trade agreements have failed" https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-budget/321030-however-you-measure-it-free-trade-agreements-have-failed/ (accessed 22 June 2026)
But the plain fact is that whatever measures you use, the data shows that free trade agreements (FTAs) have been a disaster for U.S. trade and the U.S. economy.  In the last 25 years, our trade position with our two NAFTA partners has changed from rough balance in 1992 to a whopping huge deficit of $160 billion last year. The fundamental cause of this deterioration is a U.S. economic system that is heavily weighted against manufacturing. Under NAFTA, Mexico benefits strongly from its low wages, its more lax environmental standards, and other features making it an attractive place for a multinational to do business.  Canada doesn’t have dramatically cheaper wages than the U.S., but in other ways, its costs are lower. At least one auto multinational has said it chose to build a plant in Canada because it could save some $1,300 per vehicle on health care costs.
[bookmark: _Toc240293576]Canada & Mexico:  NAFTA and USMCA trade agreements both made everything worse
Jim Goodman & Dr Anthony Pahnke 2019 (Goodman - retired organic dairy farmer, board member of Family Farm Defenders, and board president of National Family Farm Coalition. Pahnke - Ph.D. in Political Science from Univ. of Minnesota-Twin Cities) 23 Dec 2019 “USMCA is a failure, and the Democrats know it“ (accessed 29 July 2025) https://wisconsinexaminer.com/2019/12/23/usmca-is-a-failure-and-the-democrats-know-it/
The 1994 version of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was impressively terrible. President Donald Trump said it was the worst trade deal ever. Of course, that was because NAFTA was not negotiated by his administration. His 2018 version, the USMCA, was even worse.   The original NAFTA did nothing to benefit workers or farmers in any of the countries involved. It did nothing to improve environmental standards, it made no effort to stop job outsourcing, raise wages or protect worker rights. Pharmaceutical companies were granted extended patent protection thereby locking in higher prescription drug prices, not just in the U.S., but in Canada and Mexico as well. Corporations were, in effect, incentivized to carry on business as usual and move jobs wherever the wages were the lowest and the labor standards were the weakest.
[bookmark: _Toc240293577]Korea:  Free trade agreement didn't help the US at all
Jeff Ferry 2017 (Research Director, Coalition for a Prosperous America) 24 Feb 2017 " However you measure it, free trade agreements have failed" https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-budget/321030-however-you-measure-it-free-trade-agreements-have-failed/ (accessed 22 June 2026)
After the Korean-US trade agreement was approved in 2011, our trade deficit with Korea more than doubled to $32 billion on the narrower measure last year–or $28 billion on the wider measure. Whichever measure you look at, the story is the same.  Many of our trading partners are skilled at keeping the lid on their imports from the U.S., whatever it says in these agreements. One of the most contentious issues in the Korean negotiations was on the auto industry. According to last year’s figures, our motor vehicle exports to Korea were $2.6 billion. Their motor vehicle exports to the U.S. were $25 billion, nearly ten times our figure!
[bookmark: _Toc240293578]9.   More study needed
[bookmark: _Toc240293579]Normal FTA process is to conduct a feasibility study first, to avoid entering a bad FTA
Shintaro Hamanaka 2018 (Research Fellow, Institute of Developing Economies) Feb 2018 " Why Breakup? Looking into Unsuccessful FTA Negotiations" (accessed 22 June 2026) https://ir.ide.go.jp/record/50229/files/IDP000697_001.pdf
Countries can freely select favorable potential FTA partners and voluntarily decide whether or not to engage in negotiations, usually after conducting feasibility studies. In fact, countries sometimes decide against initiating negotiations based on the unfavorable results of such studies. Hence, once officials confirm the desirability of the FTA and launch negotiation, it usually, but not always, brings an output: namely, a signed FTA, which is different from negotiations in other fields.
[bookmark: _Toc240293580]DISADVANTAGES
[bookmark: _Toc240293581]1.  Economic Harm in the U.S.
[bookmark: _Toc240293582]Negative effects of job loss and lower wages outweigh “benefit” of lower consumer good prices
Michael Collins 2023 (President of MPC Management, a consulting company that focuses exclusively on the problems and challenges of small and midsize manufacturers) 3 Feb 2023 “Why Are We Still Following the Myth of Free Trade?” (accessed 14 Sept 2026) https://www.industryweek.com/the-economy/trade/article/21259408/the-myth-of-free-trade
Another assumption favored by most economists is that importing cheap goods with low prices is beneficial to American consumers. But if a lower price point comes at the expense of high-quality jobs and a strong blue-collar market, then the positive (consumer price) is trumped by negative job loss. When jobs and production are exported to low-wage countries, the higher-wage country suffers production cutbacks, job loss and failures of supplier companies. This eventually leads to the market dictating that workers accept lower wages and reduced standards of living. It means the wages of higher-wage countries converge to a global midpoint  known as “regression to the mean.”
[bookmark: _Hlk208393343][bookmark: _Toc240293583]ITC Study: Free Trade Agreements caused net harm to the US economy by hurting the poorest in society
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit For U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/
[bookmark: _ftnref1]The ITC’s analysis reflected the findings of a number of other recent economic studies on the U.S. impact of trade agreements, especially NAFTA. The ITC’s conclusions, coming from a bipartisan agency of the federal government, are worth quoting: “In U.S. localities that had industries which had been protected by tariffs on Mexican goods, findings show that (1) there was lower wage growth for blue-collar workers in those U.S. industries and localities, (2) lower wage growth for blue-collar women than men, (3) a larger increase in unemployment among nonwhite workers than white workers, and (4) outward migration of workers without a high-school degree from those localities.” In other words, NAFTA inflicted pain on the weakest members of society, made an unequal society even more unequal, and the benefits, such as they were, accrued primarily to the affluent and multinational corporations. And there is no reason to believe that these trends have stopped. On the contrary, they continue today.
[bookmark: _Toc240293584]FTA’s create long-term unemployment in the US
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit For U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/ (brackets added)
Thirdly, none of the economic modeling allows unemployment to follow from increased import penetration. At CPA, we have integrated unemployment in affected sectors in our modeling of KORUS [S. Korea/USA Free Trade Agreement] and a potential U.S.-U.K. trade agreement. In both cases it leads to a reduction in GDP for the U.S. Economists defend their models as academic exercises focused on the long-term, i.e. after the unemployed find new jobs, but this is disingenuous because mounting evidence shows the so-called long term can take a decade of more. And politicians are quick to seize on the results of the positively-biased models as evidence of benefits of trade agreements or increased trade, without warning voters of the intervening years of unemployment.
[bookmark: _Toc240293585]Lower tariffs, even if they lower consumer prices, cause more harm by hurting the labor market
Kenneth Rapoza 2021 (business and foreign affairs reporter) 9 July 2021 “Government Study Shows Free Trade Deals Produced Little Benefit, Except for Multinationals” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/government-study-shows-free-trade-deals-produced-little-benefit-except-for-multinationals/#:~:text=Government%20Study%20Shows%20Free%20Trade%20Deals%20Produced%20Little,35%20years%20of%20trade%20agreements%20the%20US%20signed.
International agreements produce economic consequences that are far more ambiguous than the notion that lowering tariffs is good for all because consumers will pay less. For the most part, the consumer that is paying less is a multinational, be it Walmart or Ford. If the lower price point gets transferred to consumers at the expense of high quality jobs, and a strong blue collar labor market, then the positive (consumer price) is trumped by the negative (job loss, economic dead zones).
[bookmark: _Hlk208391133][bookmark: _Toc240293586]North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) killed 700,000 US industrial jobs
Prof. Luciana Ghiotto 2025 (associate researcher with the Transnational Institute (TNI); researcher in CONICET-Argentina, and Professor of International Political Economy at Universidad Nacional de San Martín) 22 May 2025 “The False Dilemma Between Protectionism and Free Trade” (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://www.tni.org/en/article/the-false-dilemma-between-protectionism-and-free-trade
The Democratic and Republican parties had historically aligned in their support for free trade policies, spanning from the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) under President Clinton to the Transpacific Partnership (TPP) with President Obama. President Trump diverged from this tradition, referring to NAFTA as "the worst treaty in history" and prompting its renegotiation between 2017 and 2018. It is important to acknowledge that Trump's critique had some merit: NAFTA led to a reduction in jobs within key industrial sectors of the United States, particularly affecting states in the so-called "rust belt." It is estimated that approximately 700,000 US industrial jobs were lost as a direct consequence of the agreement. This phenomenon highlights the inherent contradictions of the internationalization of capital, where the promise of widespread prosperity confronted the reality of an unequal redistribution of costs and benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc240293587]International Trade Commission study finds free trade harms most US workers and brings very little economic growth
Kenneth Rapoza 2021 (business and foreign affairs reporter) 9 July 2021 “Government Study Shows Free Trade Deals Produced Little Benefit, Except for Multinationals” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/government-study-shows-free-trade-deals-produced-little-benefit-except-for-multinationals/#:~:text=Government%20Study%20Shows%20Free%20Trade%20Deals%20Produced%20Little,35%20years%20of%20trade%20agreements%20the%20US%20signed.
A quietly released, 390-page magnum opus by the International Trade Commission (ITC) in June struggled to find any economic benefits to the 35 years of trade agreements the US signed. The report summarized dozens of academic research on the impacts of free trade agreements (FTA) were on the U.S. economy. From environmental impacts to labor and minority workers, the report relies on literature going back to the early 2000s and the overall takeaway is that very little growth or job creation resulted.  Any economic benefits went to large multinationals. Numerous harms were reported among blue-collar workers and even the environment. The distributional impacts – impacts on income inequality – also were mostly negative.  Big FTAs were good for white-collar workers, bad for blue-collar workers.  This was especially true for workers without a college education. This is significant because even discounting for part-time teenage employees in high school, most of America’s labor force only has a high school diploma, according to the Economic Policy Institute.
[bookmark: _Toc240293588]Lower wages:  Trade agreements put downward pressure on workers' wages in order to boost corporate profits
Prof. Joseph Stiglitz 2019 (professor of economics at Columbia Univ., chief economist at the Roosevelt Institute. Formerly chief economist at the World Bank and was chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers under President Bill Clinton. He won the Nobel Prize in Economics in 2001) Joseph Stiglitz: US trade deals were designed to serve corporations at the expense of workers 21 Apr 2019 (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/22/joseph-stiglitz-us-trade-deals-helped-corporations-and-hurt-workers.html
It’s true that American workers have been disadvantaged — low-skilled workers in particular have seen their wages reduced, in part because of globalization. But that is partly because American negotiators got what they asked for: the problem was with how we managed globalization and with what we wanted — trade agreements simply advanced corporate interests at the expense of workers in both developed and developing countries. We as a country didn’t do what we should have to help workers whom globalization was hurting. We could have ensured that globalization benefited all, but corporate greed was just too great. The winners didn’t want to share their gains with the losers. Indeed, they liked it that wages were pressured down as American workers had to compete with workers from developing countries. It increased corporate profits all the more.
[bookmark: _Toc240293589]Free trade leads to short-term behaviors that are not sustainable, and reduce long-term living standards
Ian Fletcher 2010 (adjunct fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council; formerly an economist in private practice serving mainly hedge funds and private equity firms) 10 myths about free trade   http://dailycaller.com/2010/04/14/10-myths-about-free-trade/  (accessed 22 June 2026)
Free trade has roughly ten very serious problems. The first problem is the assumption that trade is sustainable. But a nation exporting non-renewable resources may discover that its best move (in the short run) is to export until it runs out. The flip side of this problem is overconsumption, in which a nation (like the present-day U.S., maybe?) borrows from abroad in order to finance a short-term binge of imports that lowers its long-term living standard due to the accumulation of foreign debt and the sale of assets to foreigners.
[bookmark: _Toc240293590]Short term gains from Free Trade Agreements look good, but they’re outweighed by long-term losses
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit For U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, trade modeling, like most trade economics, is a static discipline. It focuses on comparing two different states of the economy at a single point in time. It ignores how resource allocation might impact an economy’s long-term growth over years or decades. For any nation, long-term growth is far more important than the allocation of resources at any single moment. The above-cited Korean study provides a good example. If the KORUS agreement reduced the U.S presence in electronics, machinery and auto parts, and led to an increase in industries like retail, hospitality, and construction, that might benefit GDP in the short term, but in the long term, it reduces U.S. strength in industries almost certain to grow relatively faster over the next decade and more. Over the long term, the potential loss to Americans’ income and the loss of high-quality jobs far outweighs a short-lived gain in prosperity from reallocation.
[bookmark: _Hlk208392538][bookmark: _Toc240293591]2.  Poor labor standards
[bookmark: _Toc240293592]Link:  Economic “efficiency” created by trade agreements suppresses wages and labor standards in the poorer country
Jeff Ferry 2021 (Chief Economist Emeritus at the Coalition for a Prosperous America.  Ferry is an economist, author, and former technology executive) “Comprehensive ITC Study Finds Little or No Benefit For U.S. From Trade Agreements” 4 Aug 2021 (accessed 10 Sept 2025) https://prosperousamerica.org/comprehensive-itc-study-finds-little-or-no-benefit-for-u-s-from-trade-agreements/
Second, what economists call “efficiency” is not what the public normally thinks of as efficiency. For example, beginning in the 1980s, the U.S. began removing its restrictions on imports of textiles and apparel. Today, over 90% of our consumption of these goods is imported, from places like China, Bangladesh, and Central America. To an economist, those nations are more “efficient” because their costs are lower. However, their production processes are actually less efficient in the sense in which most people understand the term. They generally use older, less modern equipment, and less of it, because their production is based on cheaper labor. So what many Americans think of as a race to the bottom in terms of labor wages and standards shows up in an economic model as greater efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc240293593]Impact:  Workers suffer and die.  Turkey is a good example of how low labor standards kill workers
Marga Zambrana 2024 (journalist) EQUAL TIMES 12 Nov 2024 “Turkey, one of the world’s most dangerous places to work, and one of the most hostile to trade unions” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.equaltimes.org/turkey-one-of-the-world-s-most?lang=en (ISIG = İşçi Sağlığı ve İş Güvenliği Meclisi, which is the Health and Safety Labor Watch, an independent NGO in Turkey)
The ISIG coordinator also points the finger at Western companies operating in Turkey for putting profits before workers’ safety, by cutting costs in this department. “Western companies don’t invest in Turkey because of the quality of the work but because they can exploit workers with fewer safety regulations and lower wages,” he says. Fatal accidents in key sectors such as construction and agriculture already account for almost 50 per cent of all occupational fatalities. According to the ISIG, this increase is partly driven by the rise in temporary and low-paid jobs that do not provide the necessary safety protections. It comes as little surprise, then, that the 2024 Global Rights Index of the International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC) lists Turkey as one of the 10 worst countries for workers. The index assesses respect for workers’ rights globally, and Turkey ranks so low due to the repression of trade unions, poor working conditions, the absence of effective government inspections and other such issues that create fertile ground for high occupational mortality rates.
[bookmark: _Toc240293594]3.  Higher budget deficits in Turkey
[bookmark: _Toc240293595]Link:  Poor countries’ governments lose tariff revenue when they do liberalized trade agreements
Andrew Heritage 2021 (senior economist at the Coalition for a Prosperous America; M.A. in International Political Economy from Claremont Graduate Univ. ) 14 June 2021 “The Negative Impact of GSP and Trade Liberalization on Developing Countries: A Review of the Economic Literature” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://prosperousamerica.org/the-negative-impact-of-gsp-and-trade-liberalization-on-developing-countries/
Trade liberalization will eliminate tariff revenue and reduce government revenues. According to the Peterson Institute of International Economics, poorer countries rely more heavily on tariff revenue for government revenue than other countries.  This means that eliminating tariffs will disproportionally hurt poorer countries who rely on this revenue for government services, social safety nets, and frictions induced by trade liberalization. Further, it is more difficult for developing countries to recover these tax revenue losses over the long-term, if at all. For instance, a widely cited IMF report covering over 100 countries over 25 years showed that recovery of lost tariff revenue has been disproportionately difficult for developing countries.
[bookmark: _Toc240293596]Link + Uniqueness:  Turkish government is trying to reduce its deficit to control inflation
Leyla Batu 2024 (Turkish journalist) 15 Jan 2024 OPEN CANADA “Türkiye’s looming economic and financial crisis” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://opencanada.org/turkiyes-looming-economic-and-financial-crisis/
Public finances are one area of policy relating to inflation where the United States has been very much worse than Turkey. Last year, Turkey registered a budget deficit of less than five percent of GDP while its public debt to GDP ratio was only around 35 percent. By contrast, last year the US budget deficit was around 6.5 percent of GDP and the public debt to GDP ratio stood at 100 percent. More troubling yet was the fact that while Turkey was taking measures to reduce its budget deficit, the Trump administration has been pushing for tax cuts. 
[bookmark: _Toc240293597]Link:  Turkey must reduce budget deficits to control inflation
The New Arab Staff & Agencies 2024 (English language Middle East news source) THE NEW ARAB 5 Oct 2024 “Turkey anti-inflation steps don't go far enough, experts warn” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://www.newarab.com/news/turkey-anti-inflation-steps-dont-go-far-enough-experts-warn
"The fight against inflation revolves around the priorities of the financial sector. As a result, it is done indirectly and generates uncertainty," explained Erinc Yeldan, economics professor at Kadir Has University in Istanbul. But raising interest rates alone is not enough to steady inflation without addressing massive budget deficits, according to Yakup Kucukkale, an economics professor at Karadeniz Technical University. He pointed to Turkey's record budget deficit of 129.6 billion lira (3.45 billion euros).
[bookmark: _Toc240293598]Brink & Impact:  Turkish people struggling with rising prices, economy may be on brink of collapse
Leyla Batu 2024 (Turkish journalist) 15 Jan 2024 OPEN CANADA “Türkiye’s looming economic and financial crisis” (accessed 22 June 2026) https://opencanada.org/turkiyes-looming-economic-and-financial-crisis/
For several years now, commentators have suggested that the Turkish economy is on the brink of collapse.  And yet, like the famous ‘energizer-bunny’ it seems, at least on the surface, to carry-on with little to no regard for market forces. Nevertheless, Türkiye’s new economic team, appointed last summer, has been pursuing an aggressive interest rate hike policy recently in a last-ditch attempt to rectify the country’s long years of unorthodox policymaking that has left many Turks struggling to afford food and other basic goods.
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