
 

Mexico Args 8 

A2: Remittances Good 9 

1. NAFTA has nothing to do with remittances. The US doesn’t even have a tax on 

remittances for anybody, except Oklahoma. 9 

2. Alejandro de la Fuente of Oxford University explains that remittances rarely go to 

families in poverty, which means all the effects they talk about don’t actually occur. 
Prefer our evidence because it’s specific to Mexico, whereas theirs is about the 
developing world in general. 9 

A2: Growth of Middle Class 10 

General 11 

1. The World Bank finds that the middle class grew by 50% throughout all of Latin 

America during the same period – obviously it has nothing to do with NAFTA. 11 

2. William Booth of the Washington Post explains that the Mexican middle class hasn’t 

actually grown, there are just more people who perceive themselves middle class and 
answer as such on surveys. 11 



3. Jeff Faux of the American Prospect reports that from 1994 when NAFTA was signed to 

2003, the middle class shrunk – it was only when the entirety of Latin America was 
experiencing this growth that the Mexican middle class grew. 11 

A2: Social Mobility 12 

1. The World Bank finds that intergenerational mobility is still low despite the growth of 

the middle class, meaning that even if some people escape poverty, their children still 
end up in poverty. Thus, NAFTA hasn’t resulted in the social mobility they talk about.12 

2. Luis Rubio of the Wilson Center explains that the Mexican economy and the rules 

governing it skew opportunities toward the wealthiest, preventing social mobility. We 
would argue this is a result of NAFTA because NAFTA helps big corporations succeed at 
the expense of smaller businesses, who get outcompeted. It is thus impossible for a 
Mexican to achieve success outside of these huge corporations. 12 

A2: Poverty Reduction 13 

1. The Brookings Institution explains that in Latin America, poverty has decreased despite 

the middle class not growing, which shows that poverty reduction has nothing to do 
with the middle class. 13 

A2: Good Governance 14 

1. Nancy Birdsall of the Center for Global Development: counterexamples – Thailand, 

Venezuela, Russia 14 

2. Julia Preston of the New York Times explains that this transition from the PRI to 

multiparty democracy started in the 1980s when opposition parties started winning 
local elections – it has nothing to do with NAFTA. 14 

A2: Price Deregulation Good 15 

1. Jonathan Fox of the University of California, Santa Cruz, explains that most Mexican 

farmers are subsistence or subsubsistence producers, meaning they either don’t 
produce enough food for themselves or barely produce enough. This means they don’t 
sell any food, sell very little, and end up buying a lot of food – in other words, they buy 
more food than they sell. Thus, lower prices would be beneficial both for those in cities 
and for poor farmers. 15 

2. The government still has a form of price controls, and made a pact with agricultural 

businesses to keep the price of food such as tortillas at a certain level. Although this 
system isn’t as effective as the previous one, it still means that any effects my 
opponents claim from deregulation don’t actually occur. 15 

A2: Mexican Environment 16 

Generic 17 

1. NAFTA has been really bad for the Mexican environment – more factories, prevents 

government regulation of environment 17 

A2: Cooperative Environmentalism 18 



1. The environmental institutions set up after NAFTA were too limited and poorly funded 

to prevent environmental degradation. 18 

2. Relegated to side projects, not real solutions. 18 

A2: Growth-based Environmentalism 19 

1. Mexico’s small increases in growth have not at all made up for massive environmental 

degradation 19 

A2: Lower Prices 20 

General 21 

1. Unemployment outweighs – doesn’t matter how cheap something is if you are not 

making any money. 21 

2. Food prices outweigh other prices – only thing you really can’t cut down on and effects 

more people than prices of individual commodities. 21 

3. They don’t tell you what products these reduced prices are for – sure tariffs make 

iPhones cheaper but that doesn’t help the Mexican factory worker who doesn’t have a 
job because a robot (funded by investment from NAFTA) took it. 21 

A2: Food prices 22 

1. TURN – Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University explains that because the Mexican 

government repealed regulation about food prices because of NAFTA, food prices more 
than doubled. 22 

2. A2: contradiction – corn prices are cheaper but the final food products like tortillas are 

more expensive because the removal of price controls means companies can make 
more profit off of it and make the products more expensive. 22 

3. Gary Hufbauer of the Peterson Institute for International Economics explains that even 

with NAFTA, there are a lot of barriers to trade Mexico places on the US other than 
tariffs, which amount to a 46.8% tariff. This means food prices don’t decrease as my 
opponents suggested, because these new barriers such as licensing requirements and 
customs regulation counteract the reduction in tariff rates. 22 

4. The Mexican government has massive subsidies for the poor to buy food. Thus, the 

Mexican government has the power to manipulate food prices for the poor however 
they want because of the massive subsidies – given the small amount NAFTA would’ve 
changed the prices, without NAFTA the government would just offer more subsidies 
and decrease the price of food. 23 

A2: FDI Good 24 

General 25 

1. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit explains that FDI is a very small part 

of the Mexican economy, and it makes up a lower share of GDP than in other Latin 



American countries. Moreover, FDI grew more in the rest of the region than in Mexico 
during the NAFTA period, which means NAFTA obviously wasn’t a big factor in FDI. 25 

2. Elisabeth Malkin of the New York Times explains that while there may have been an 

increase in FDI, there was a decrease in domestic investment. Local companies could 
not compete with the multinationals that foreign investors would put money into, and 
they could not compete with the increased imports which forced them to go out of 
business. For this reason, A Tufts study found that Mexico has investment rates that 
hover around 19% of GDP, while China’s is more than double at 40%, a similar 
economy. 25 

3. Economists at the University of Pennsylvania write that with or without NAFTA, 

Mexico is an incredibly inviting place to invest in, and that is for a few reasons. 1) it sits 
right in the middle of the east west corridor from the US to Asia, which means it is 
primed to intercept much of the trade that has built up its economy, purely because of 
geography. 2) It has an abundance of natural resources which means that it presents a 
wide variety of investment opportunities. Any country that is rich in natural resources 
will attract significant FDI. 3) it has really cheap labor, which means that people will 
want to put factories there purely because they will be more profitable than those at 
home. Labor is cheap with or without NAFTA. 26 

A2: More jobs 27 

1. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit explains that most of these jobs are 

done my computers, and don’t actually increase the employment of Mexicans. In fact, 
when American companies buy and invest in Mexican manufacturing plants, they fire 
7.9% of the workers because they automate the jobs. 27 

2. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit finds that most FDI did not lead to job 

growth or new manufacturing plants but rather just resulted in switching ownership of 
Mexican plants to American companies. 27 

3. Delink: Employment in the industry where nearly all FDI has been going to, 

manufacturing, has actually seen a decrease in employment since 2000. In an Empirical 
analysis, Peters of Tufts found that FDI related manufacturing jobs may have increased 
from 1994-2000, but have been declining ever since. 28 

4. TURN: there are two reasons why FDI increase poverty in developing nations. The first 

comes from Barbieri of the University of South Carolina who explains that since the 
vast majority of labor in developing countries is controlled by the few elites, they are 
the ones who take the profits, become much wealthier in turn, and do not distribute 
the money. This is harmful because it greatly increased income inequality. The second 
comes from James of the global exchange who explains that multinationals undercut 
the prices of local businesses, and thus forces them to go out of business. This process 
wreaks havoc on local economies. For these reasons, Topalova of the IMF finds 
empirically that trade liberalization increases poverty by up to 4.6% in developing 
countries. 28 

A2: Wages 30 



1. Waldkirch of the SSRN found that US FDI had at best a neutral, and even a negative 

effect on Mexican wages. The reason is that despite the fact that FDI increases 
efficiency (like my opponents probably say) the firms that have this increase in 
efficiency are American owned. That is problematic, because that means that the 
increased revenue of the firm goes back to its American owners, and is reinvested in 
America's economy, not Mexico’s. 30 

2. Logic: As the firms are US controlled, the American owners have no incentive to pay 

Mexican’s higher wages because Mexico has such looser labor laws than the US does. 
The entire reason that they are using factories in Mexico not the US is because labor is 
so much cheaper there: raising wages makes no sense 30 

Other Args 31 

A2: Canada Args 32 

1. Canada is basically irrelevant to the resolution because the US and Canada signed 

CUSFTA 7 years before NAFTA which does exactly the same things, just without 
Mexico. However, even with NAFTA, Canada barely trades with Mexico, so NAFTA had 
basically no effect on Canada. 32 

2. Stewart of the Conference board of Canada Reports that NAFTA impacts .5% of 

Canada’s GDP - NAFTA has a really minimal impact on Canada. Pref whatever Mexico 
weighing we read bc x/y/z 33 

3. Austin of the NYT reports the tariffs that would be put on Canada would be at most a 

slight annoyance, and they would still be able to do business with the US, just 
marginally less efficiently. In the past, Canadian industries have been able to deal with 
fluctuations in tariff rates far more significant than NAFTA would bring with success. 33 

4. Rubin of the Star reports that the Canadian Auto Industry has been severely harmed by 

NAFTA. Production has largely moved to Mexico, which has made Canada’s auto plants 
a lot less profitable. For this reason, auto industry wages have remained stagnant. 
Speci 33 

5. Austen of the New York Times furthers that as a result of production moving to 

Mexico, 300,000 auto industry workers have lost their jobs from 2000-2010 just in the 
province of Ontario. 33 

A2: Oil Dependency 35 

1. The US is a net exporter of oil. (find card when I get internet) 35 

2. Non-unique: oil prices are already increasing. Wiener-Bronner at CNN reports this year: 

the average price of oil will rise 14% compared to last summer 35 

3. This prevents decreasing reliance on oil and harms efforts to combat global warming 35 

A2: US-Mexican Relations Good 37 

General 38 



1. Trump is destroying this relationship anyway by calling Mexicans “bad hombres” and 

trying to make them pay for the wall, not to mention the trade war he recently started.
38 

2. David Shirk of the Council on Foreign Relations explains that Mexico is one of our 

lowest priorities in the region, and receives barely any aid despite their large 
population. If NAFTA really improved our relationship, we would probably be helping 
them out more. 38 

A2: Cooperation on Drugs 39 

1. The only reason we need this cooperation now is because of the negative effects of 

NAFTA. The Council on Hemispheric Affairs explains that the US used leverage from 
NAFTA to force the Mexican government into launching a military campaign against 
the cartels, which has backfired as cartels fractured and new ones rose up, increasing 
violence and the use of drugs in Mexico. The war is now the second deadliest war, 
after Syria, and kills over 20,000 people ever year. 39 

2. The Council on Hemispheric Affairs explains that NAFTA allows the Mexican cartels to 

smuggle more drugs through the millions of trucks that cross the border every year. 
The cartels then use the money they make to buy guns and buy the loyalty of 
communities by giving them services like medical care and education. This effect is so 
large that Mexicans protested when a drug kingpin was arrested. Thus, the smuggling 
NAFTA allows helps the cartels prosper and increases the violence in Mexico. 41 

A2: General US Growth 43 

1. In a Washington Post Poll of many economists, they found that more than 80% said 

that if the US pulled out of NAFTA, growth would slow marginally but it would overall 
still be positive. This means that NAFTA tariff reduction have a minimal impact on the 
US economy. 43 

2. Carrey of Reuters furthers this by quantifying that if NAFTA ended, the US would lose 

.2% of their GDP over the next five years: there is literally no impact. 43 

3. Caliendo of Yale writes that the tariff reductions from NAFTA specifically resulted in a 

.08% increase in the welfare of Americans.  In other words, NAFTA’s impact on the 
price of good in the US was so small that it had virtually no effect on the livelihood of 
American’s. 43 

A2: Better/More US Jobs/Wages 45 

General 46 

1. Christopher Wilson of the Wilson Center explains that all the new jobs are highly 

skilled, which means they don’t reduce poverty or help those who need it most. All the 
low skilled jobs were shifted to Mexico. 46 

2. Robert Scott of the Economic Policy Institute explains that NAFTA has cost the US 5.4 

million manufacturing jobs, including 700,000 in 2010 alone. This is because when 
NAFTA eliminated tariffs, there was no cost to moving jobs to Mexico, as producing 



goods there offers the same access to the American market but with lower labor costs.
46 

5. These job losses for low skill workers are more important than gains to high-skilled 

workers for two reasons. 48 

a. Permanent unemployment. Michael Hirsh explains in a 2011 Atlantic article: educated 

workers have a much easier time finding work – 78% of the currently unemployed 
didn’t finish high school. And despairing of finding work, many of the least educated 
people drop out of the workforce and become permanently unemployed – 43% of the 
currently unemployed are permanently unemployed 48 

b. Pay cuts. Lori Wallach reports in the Huffington Post in 2017: manufacturing workers 

who got their jobs back still lost serious income. The average manufacturer making 
$38,000 lost nearly $8,000 in income. Even manufacturers who left for 
non-offshorrable service sector jobs flooded that job market, depressing wages there, 
too. 48 

6. Ultimately, Jeff Faux at the Economic Policy Institute writes in 2013: NAFTA resulted in 

the relocation of 700,000 manufacturing jobs, and the vast majority of workers who 
lost those jobs suffered a permanent loss of income. 49 

Wage Specific Stuff 50 

1. NAFTA dramatically lowered wages for US workers. Lori Wallach reports in the 

Huffington Post in 2017: The average manufacturer making $38,000 lost nearly $8,000 
in income. This is for two reasons 50 

a. Through threatening offshoring to force low wages. Jeff Faux of the Economic Policy 

Institute writes in 2013: As soon as NAFTA became law, corporate managers began 
telling their workers that their companies intended to move to Mexico unless the 
workers lowered the cost of their labor 50 

b. Through downward pressure. Dean Baker at the Center for Economic and Policy 

Research explains in 2014: trade drives down wages for 70% of non-college educated 
workers. When manufacturing workers are put in direct competition with lower paid 
workers in Mexico, the result is lower pay for the vast majority of U.S. workers 51 

2. (Only read if they argue lower prices) This outweighs price decreases. Dean Baker of 

the Center for Economic and Policy Research explains in 2013: if NAFTA made it easier 
for school children to train and practice medicine in the US, and we got and additional 
200,000 doctors, this would lead to tens of billions of savings in health care costs to 
patients. However, the hit to doctor’s wages would have swamped the savings on their 
health care bill, and this is the same story with ordinary workers affected by NAFTA. 51 

A2: Lower US Prices 53 

General 54 

1. Wages outweigh – Lower prices don’t help if wages are lower. Dean Baker of the 

Center for Economic and Policy Research explains in 2013: if NAFTA made it easier for 



school children to train and practice medicine in the US, and we got and additional 
200,000 doctors, this would lead to tens of billions of savings in health care costs to 
patients. However, the hit to doctor’s wages would have swamped the savings on their 
health care bill, and this is the same story with ordinary workers affected by NAFTA. 54 

A2: Food Prices 55 

1. Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University explains that any food price change was so 

tiny that as a result of currency devaluation, food prices have actually risen by 4% in 
the decade after NAFTA’s implementation. 55 

2. We barely import any food from Canada and Mexico in comparison to what we 

produce and export. If you buy their argument, it just means a small portion of our 
food market gets more expensive. 55 

3. Our food imports from Canada and Mexico consist basically of just fruits, vegetables, 

and processed snacks. They portray this argument as NAFTA decreasing food prices 
across the board; it’s not nearly as big a deal as they make it out to be. The literal 
worst case scenario without NAFTA is fewer Americans eat fruit. 56 

4. Without NAFTA, our food would be just as cheap. Currently, the US government 

literally pays some farmers not to farm because they don’t want the price of food to 
fall too much, as farmers would suffer. The US government therefore has the power to 
manipulate food prices however they want because they control the amount of food 
produced – without NAFTA the government would just pay fewer farmers not to farm 
and decrease the price of food. 56 
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A2: Remittances Good 
1. NAFTA has nothing to do with remittances. The US doesn’t even have a 

tax on remittances for anybody, except Oklahoma. 
http://blogs.worldbank.org/peoplemove/allaboutfinance/why-taxing-remittances-bad-idea 
“Why taxing remittances is a bad idea” March 24th 2017 by Dilip Ratha of the World Bank 

Recently, a number of rich countries that host a large number of migrants are considering taxation of outward 
remittances, in part to raise revenue, and in part to discourage undocumented migrants. The list of countries where 
such taxes are being considered includes Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Saudi Arabia, the United States, and the 

United Arab Emirates. (In the United States, Oklahoma taxes remittances at the rate of $5 for the 
first $500 and 1% thereafter. Two other states, Georgia and Iowa, are considering taxes that 
may have a wider scope by taxing not just remittances but also other transfers. See Mohr (2016)). 

2. Alejandro de la Fuente of Oxford University explains that remittances 

rarely go to families in poverty, which means all the effects they talk 
about don’t actually occur. Prefer our evidence because it’s specific to 
Mexico, whereas theirs is about the developing world in general. 

https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/6484010.pdf “Remittances and Vulnerability to Poverty in 
Rural Mexico” 2008 by Alejandro de la Fuente of Oxford University 

We found with statistical significance that an increase in the threat to future poverty that 
rural families could experience reduces their likelihood of receiving transfers, including foreign 
remittances. We did not enquire as to why this could be the case as this would demand more information about migrant 

households themselves which was not available, such as the migrants’ earnings and other important personal characteristics. 
Certainly this remains a line of research worth exploring in the future. On a more speculative ground, even though pure altruistic 
considerations to send remittances cannot be fully discarded, a highly asymmetrical relationship seems to pervade the relationship 
between donors and recipients in our sample leaving the migrant with few incentives to abide by a mutual arrangement. As a result, 
a reduced probability for private transfers to reach households that experience an increase in the risk of future poverty could be the 
outcome of a highly skewed insurance arrangement where the migrant applies an exit option because it perceives no further 
incentives or gains for staying in it. 

 

http://blogs.worldbank.org/peoplemove/allaboutfinance/why-taxing-remittances-bad-idea
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/6484010.pdf


A2: Growth of Middle Class 
 



General 
1. The World Bank finds that the middle class grew by 50% throughout all 

of Latin America during the same period – obviously it has nothing to do 
with NAFTA. 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2012/11/13/mexico-middle-class-grows-over-past
-decade “Mexican Middle Class grows over past decade” November 13th 2012 by the World Bank 

The middle class has grown 50% in Latin America from 2003 to 2009, according to a new World Bank 

report. 

2. William Booth of the Washington Post explains that the Mexican middle 

class hasn’t actually grown, there are just more people who perceive 
themselves middle class and answer as such on surveys. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/mexicos-middle-class-is-becoming-its-majority/2012/
03/14/gIQA9R0KJS_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.9cf972d1f853 “Mexico’s middle class 
is becoming its majority” March 17th 2012 by William Booth of the Washington Post 

Another measure is perception: You are middle-class if you think you are middle-class. A 
February survey of Mexicans by the independent pollster Jorge Buendia reports that 65 
percent of respondents consider themselves in the middle (27 percent described themselves 
as lower class, and only 2 percent copped to upper-class status). “If you just look in someone’s 
wallet, Mexico is not growing that fast,” said Willy Azarcoya, founder of a small marketing research firm here, 

referring to Mexico’s steady but unspectacular annual GDP growth of 2 or 3 percent. “But people think they can 
achieve things now, and that is the difference,” Azarcoya said. “It is an attitude adjustment.” 

3. Jeff Faux of the American Prospect reports that from 1994 when NAFTA 

was signed to 2003, the middle class shrunk – it was only when the 
entirety of Latin America was experiencing this growth that the Mexican 
middle class grew. 

http://prospect.org/article/how-nafta-failed-mexico “How NAFTA Failed Mexico” June 16th 
2003 by Jeff Faux of the American Prospect 

NAFTA's critics did not doubt that it would stimulate more trade; that was, after all, its function. Rather, they predicted that any 
benefits would go largely to the rich while the middle class and the poor would pay the costs, and that the promised growth would 
not materialize. They were right. NAFTA is not the cause of all Mexico's economic troubles, but it has clearly made them worse. 

Since NAFTA's inception in 1994 -- indeed, for the 20 years of neoliberal "reform" -- the 
Mexican middle class has shrunk and the number of poor has expanded. Economic growth has been 

below the old corporatist economy's performance and substantially less than what is needed to generate jobs for Mexico's growing 
labor force. During his 2000 campaign, Mexican President Vicente Fox promised that under his six-year term the country would grow 
7 percent per year. Two and a half years after his inauguration, growth has averaged less than 1 percent. 

 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2012/11/13/mexico-middle-class-grows-over-past-decade
http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2012/11/13/mexico-middle-class-grows-over-past-decade


A2: Social Mobility 
1. The World Bank finds that intergenerational mobility is still low despite 

the growth of the middle class, meaning that even if some people escape 
poverty, their children still end up in poverty. Thus, NAFTA hasn’t 
resulted in the social mobility they talk about. 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2012/11/13/mexico-middle-class-grows-over-past
-decade “Mexican Middle Class grows over past decade” November 13th 2012 by the World 
Bank 

The study also concludes that at least 43% of Latin Americans changed social classes in more than a decade, and most of them 

switched to a higher class. However, the authors of the study point out that mobility between generations is still 
relatively low. 

2. Luis Rubio of the Wilson Center explains that the Mexican economy and 

the rules governing it skew opportunities toward the wealthiest, 
preventing social mobility. We would argue this is a result of NAFTA 
because NAFTA helps big corporations succeed at the expense of smaller 
businesses, who get outcompeted. It is thus impossible for a Mexican to 
achieve success outside of these huge corporations. 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/Mexico%20A%20Middle%20Class%20Society.
pdf “MEXICO: A MIDDLE CLASS SOCIETY” January 2012 by Luis Rubio of the Wilson Center 

The regulatory framework and incentives of the Mexican economy tend to create obstacles, 
skew opportunities in favor of a very few, reduce competition, impede the development of 
new businesses, and limit individual potential. This explains why there is a very important group of large and 

small businesses, but relatively few medium-sized businesses, that are, in the world in general, the principal sources of innovation 
and job creation. In other words, although the rhetoric in Mexico focuses on the concept of small and medium businesses, the reality 
is that in Mexico, there are very few medium-sized businesses and many micro-enterprises. 

 



A2: Poverty Reduction 
1. The Brookings Institution explains that in Latin America, poverty has 

decreased despite the middle class not growing, which shows that 
poverty reduction has nothing to do with the middle class. 

https://www.brookings.edu/research/is-a-growing-middle-class-good-for-the-poor-social-policy-
in-a-time-of-globalization/ “Is a growing middle class good for the poor? Social policy in a time 
of globalization” July 13th 2017 by Raj Desai of the Brookings Institution (2) 

Additionally, the trends can be quite different. In the United States, for example, the percentage of middle-class households has 
steadily fallen since the 1970s, while the portion of households in the lowest income brackets has remained steady (Kochhar,Fry, and 
Rohal 2015). Similar trends have occurred in the European Union since the early 2000s (ILO 2015). By contrast, in sub-Saharan Africa 

and Latin America, most of those lifted out of poverty appear to have joined the ranks of the vulnerable rather than the middle 

class (Calvo-Gonzalez 2017; Chandy 2015). There, the middle class has stagnated despite reductions in 
poverty. 

 

https://www.brookings.edu/research/is-a-growing-middle-class-good-for-the-poor-social-policy-in-a-time-of-globalization/
https://www.brookings.edu/research/is-a-growing-middle-class-good-for-the-poor-social-policy-in-a-time-of-globalization/


A2: Good Governance 
1. Nancy Birdsall of the Center for Global Development: counterexamples – 

Thailand, Venezuela, Russia 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2016-02-15/middle-class-heroes “Middle-Class Heroes” 
April 2016 by Nancy Birdsall of the Center for Global Development 

Of course, having a large middle class is no guarantee that a country will enjoy political stability 
and democratic (or even accountable) government. By the early 1980s, Venezuela’s middle 
class had grown to include around half of the country’s population, thanks mostly to the 
strength of the state-controlled oil sector. But unlike revenue from tax-paying middle classes, easy oil income tends 

to enrich governments without forcing them to become more accountable, and that is precisely what happened in Venezuela. In 
recent decades, poor governance has contributed to economic decline, and by 2006 (the most recent 

year for which data are available), the middle class had shrunk to 40 percent of the population. In the past ten years, it has almost 

surely shrunk even further. In 2012, more than 50 percent of Thailand’s population belonged to the 
$10-per-day middle class. But the following year, the country boiled over into political chaos 
that ended in a military coup. Meanwhile, under President Vladimir Putin, oil-rich Russia has 
developed a big middle class and a stable government, but Putin’s regime has successfully 
resisted pressure to become accountable. (It’s also worth noting that a large middle class is not a prerequisite for 

stability. Rwanda, where less than ten percent of the population belongs to the $10-per-day middle class, has enjoyed a stable 
government and rapid, widely shared growth for more than two decades under President Paul Kagame.) 

2. Julia Preston of the New York Times explains that this transition from the 

PRI to multiparty democracy started in the 1980s when opposition 
parties started winning local elections – it has nothing to do with NAFTA. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2000/07/03/world/mexico-election-overview-challenger-mexico-win
s-governing-party-concedes.html “THE MEXICO ELECTION: THE OVERVIEW; CHALLENGER IN 
MEXICO WINS, GOVERNING PARTY CONCEDES” July 3rd 2000 by Julia Preston of the New York 
Times 

In the economic turmoil here in the 1980's, opposition forces achieved their first major 
victories in mayoral elections across northern Mexico. In 1988, dozens of beleaguered 
northern entrepreneurs ran for Congress representing the National Action Party, including Mr. 
Fox. He won, served one term in Congress, and ran for governor of Guanajuato in 1991, losing a disputed election marred by fraud. 

When he ran for governor again in 1995, he won a sweeping victory. Three years into his governorship, he launched his quest for the 
presidency. 

 



A2: Price Deregulation Good 
1. Jonathan Fox of the University of California, Santa Cruz, explains that 

most Mexican farmers are subsistence or subsubsistence producers, 
meaning they either don’t produce enough food for themselves or barely 
produce enough. This means they don’t sell any food, sell very little, and 
end up buying a lot of food – in other words, they buy more food than 
they sell. Thus, lower prices would be beneficial both for those in cities 
and for poor farmers. 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/Subsidizing_Inequality_Ch_1_Fox_and_Haight
.pdf “Mexican agricultural policy: Multiple goals and conflicting interests” 2009 by Jonathan Fox 
of the University of California, Santa Cruz 

The restructuring of state intervention in agriculture had begun well before NAFTA. The 1982 debt crisis was followed by a wave of 
deregulation and privatization, including the dismantling of the Mexican government’s grain trading agency, Conasupo. This state 
enterprise had long played an important political role in managing potential conflict between different interests, intervening 
throughout the production-consumption chain for staple foods.11 From the production side, the agency both offered an official 
purchase price for basic grains and was the intermediary between domestic and international markets, ostensibly offering protection 
from the vagaries of international market swings, subsidized competition and the potential risk that exporting countries might use 
food as a weapon in international relations. Yet the benefits from support prices went primarily to those with enough farmland to 

produce marketable surpluses, while a majority of Mexico’s landholders are actually subsistence or 
subsubsistence producers – as has long been the case.12 Indeed, few recognized at the time that even many 

market-oriented smallholders lacked access to the support prices, in practice.13 Moreover, support prices also treated unequally 
endowed producers equally, by offering them the same price per ton, regardless of widely varying production and marketing costs. 
This meant higher profits per ton for producers with better access to transportation, credit and marketing facilities.14 Nevertheless, 
in spite of these constraints on support prices’ social impact, they had become a high-profile symbol of the government’s 
commitment to the peasant economy. 

2. The government still has a form of price controls, and made a pact with 

agricultural businesses to keep the price of food such as tortillas at a 
certain level. Although this system isn’t as effective as the previous one, 
it still means that any effects my opponents claim from deregulation 
don’t actually occur. 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/Subsidizing_Inequality_Ch_1_Fox_and_Haight
.pdf “Mexican agricultural policy: Multiple goals and conflicting interests” 2009 by Jonathan Fox 
of the University of California, Santa Cruz 

Government policy appears to be a key factor accounting for why tortilla prices have not 
uniformly followed international prices. After a rapid spike in tortilla prices in late 2006 and 
early 2007, the Calderón administration quickly intervened, establishing a voluntary “price 
pact.” Participating large-scale retailers and processors agreed to cap tortilla prices at 8.5 
pesos/kilo and corn flour prices at 5 pesos/kilo and the pact has been renewed at least twice. 
Indeed, the head of the Unión Nacional de Industriales de la Masa y la Tortilla claimed that 
the government spent MX$4 billion in subsidies to corn processors, in a little-known program 
designed to keep retail prices down during 2007 and 2008 (González 2009). In spite of an 
official ideology of deregulation, state intervention continues to play a significant role in 
Mexican corn markets. 

 



A2: Mexican Environment 
 



Generic 
1. NAFTA has been really bad for the Mexican environment – more 

factories, prevents government regulation of environment 
Gallagher 09 Kevin P. Gallagher [Professor of Global Development Policy; Director, Global 
Development Policy Center, Boston University], 11-2009, " The Future of North American Trade 
Policy: Lessons From NAFTA,," Pardee Center Task Force Report, Boston University, 
http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/PardeeNAFTACh6GallagherEnvtNov09.pdf //DF 

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. 

 

http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/PardeeNAFTACh6GallagherEnvtNov09.pdf


A2: Cooperative Environmentalism 
1. The environmental institutions set up after NAFTA were too limited and 

poorly funded to prevent environmental degradation. 
Gallagher 04 Kevin P. Gallagher [Boston University], 9-17-2004, " Free Trade and the 
Environment: Mexico, NAFTA, and Beyond," Free Trade and the Environment: Mexico, NAFTA, 
and Beyond, http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/NAFTAEnviroKGAmerProgSep04.pdf //DF 

The environmental “side” institutions created by NAFTA set some important precedents, but were not equipped to address these 

problems. At most, Mexico receives only one-third of the $9 million annual budget of the North 
American Commission for Environmental Cooperation (NACEC). NACEC has been effective in 
carrying out its limited mandate, enabling citizen groups to monitor environmental progress and convening 

cross-national information sharing and research efforts in North America. But its $3 million budget is dwarfed by 
Mexico’s budget shortfalls and buried by the $36 billion price tag of environmental degradation. 
Environmental Lessons From NAFTA There is no evidence that pollution has begun to decrease now that Mexico has passed the 

theoretical turning point of $5,000 per capita. Nor have other environmental indicators begun to show improvement. This study also 

suggests that fears that NAFTA would create a pollution haven for dirty industry in Mexico were not justified overall, though the 

firms that have moved to Mexico have not always followed environmental best practice. 

2. Relegated to side projects, not real solutions. 
Zepeda 09 Eduardo Zepeda [ senior associate in the Trade, Equity, and Development Program at 
the Carnegie Endowment], 12-2009, "Rethinking Trade Policy for Development: Lessons From 
Mexico Under NAFTA," Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/nafta_trade_development.pdf //DF 
The Mexican government estimates the costs of environmental degradation periodically in the national income accounts. Since 

1985, the environmental costs, which include natural resource degradation and urban and industrial pollution across sectors, have 

averaged about 10 percent of GDP per year.55 Clearly, the Mexican government has not done enough to address these significant 

environmental impacts. NAFTA’s side agreement on the environment established an institutional framework for dealing 

with these issues—the North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation—as well as institutions to deal with border 

environmental issues. However, they have been underfunded and have been relegated to the role of 
interesting pilot projects rather than comprehensive, trinational ways to address environmental 
issues. The threat of global climate change just makes more urgent a trinational, comprehensive 
approach. 

 

http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/NAFTAEnviroKGAmerProgSep04.pdf
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/nafta_trade_development.pdf


A2: Growth-based Environmentalism 
1. Mexico’s small increases in growth have not at all made up for massive 

environmental degradation 
Gallagher 04 Kevin P. Gallagher [Boston University], 9-17-2004, " Free Trade and the 
Environment: Mexico, NAFTA, and Beyond," Free Trade and the Environment: Mexico, NAFTA, 
and Beyond, http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/NAFTAEnviroKGAmerProgSep04.pdf //DF 

Economists hypothesized that environmental improvement beyond the “turning point” happened for 

three reasons. First are so-called scale effects: increases in growth correspond with increases in pollution. However, scale effects can 

be offset by what are called composition and technique effects. Composition effects occur when economies shift shifts toward 

services and other less pollution-intensive economic activities. Finally, technique effects occur when increasing income eventually 

leads to higher levels of environmental awareness, which translates into more stringent environmental policies as the growing 

middle class demands a cleaner environment. Early EKC studies suggested the “turning point” at which 
economies would begin to get less pollution-intensive was a per capita income of approximately 
$5,000. This led to the policy prescription now heard in many negotiating rooms: that the environment can wait, since economic 

growth will eventually (and naturally) result in environmental improvement. More recent studies, however, have called into 

question both the specific findings and the broad generalizations from these early EKC studies. Mexico reached $5,000 
GDP per capita in 1985 (in PPP terms), precisely the year it began opening its economy. The data suggest, however, that 

subsequent rises in income have been small and environmental degradation has been large. 
Statistics from Mexico’s National Institute for Statistics, Geography, and Information Systems (INEGI) document how 

environmental degradation has overwhelmed any benefits from trade-led economic growth. First, 

since 1985 real incomes have grown at just 2.5% per year, and less than one percent per capita. Second, according to INEGI, major 

environmental problems have worsened since trade liberalization began in Mexico. Despite the fact that Mexico 
reached levels of income beyond the range of a predicted EKC turning point, national levels of soil 

erosion, municipal solid waste, and urban air and water pollution all worsened from 1985 to 1999. Rural soil erosion grew 
by 89%, municipal solid waste by 108%, water pollution by 29%, and urban air pollution by 97%. 
The results have been costly to Mexico’s prospects for development. The INEGI studies estimate the financial costs of this 

environmental degradation at 10% of GDP from 1988 to 1999, an average of $36 billion of damage each year ($47 billion for 1999). 

The destruction overwhelms the value of economic growth, which has been just 2.5% annually, or $14 billion per year 

 

http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/NAFTAEnviroKGAmerProgSep04.pdf


A2: Lower Prices 
 



General 
1. Unemployment outweighs – doesn’t matter how cheap something is if 

you are not making any money. 

2. Food prices outweigh other prices – only thing you really can’t cut down 

on and effects more people than prices of individual commodities. 

3. They don’t tell you what products these reduced prices are for – sure 

tariffs make iPhones cheaper but that doesn’t help the Mexican factory 
worker who doesn’t have a job because a robot (funded by investment 
from NAFTA) took it. 

 



A2: Food prices 
1. TURN – Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University explains that because 

the Mexican government repealed regulation about food prices because 
of NAFTA, food prices more than doubled. 

https://sites.evergreen.edu/townhalls/wp-content/uploads/sites/28/2015/02/neoliberal-globali
zation.pdf “Neoliberal Globalization, NAFTA, and Migration: Mexico’s Loss of Food and Labor 
Sovereignty” 2001 by Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University 

Although there are 32,000 firms in the food industry, only 1,692 engage in exports, and only 300 firms account for 80% of all exports 

(González Chávez & Macías Macías, 2007, p. 58). Another possible beneficiary of Mexico’s increased imports 
of cheaper food are consumers, but as suggested, consumer food prices have actually doubled 
from 1993 to 2007 (e.g., up 733% for tortillas and 736% for white bread) in relation to general 
inflation (up 357%) since NAFTA’s implementation. The minimum wage has deteriorated by 
21% in real terms during the same period (González Chávez & Macías Macías, 2007, pp. 67–68). Therefore, unlike in 

Canada, Mexican consumers have not benefited from trade liberalization 

2. A2: contradiction – corn prices are cheaper but the final food products 

like tortillas are more expensive because the removal of price controls 
means companies can make more profit off of it and make the products 
more expensive. 

3. Gary Hufbauer of the Peterson Institute for International Economics 

explains that even with NAFTA, there are a lot of barriers to trade 
Mexico places on the US other than tariffs, which amount to a 46.8% 
tariff. This means food prices don’t decrease as my opponents suggested, 
because these new barriers such as licensing requirements and customs 
regulation counteract the reduction in tariff rates. 

https://piie.com/sites/default/files/publications/pb/pb14-13.pdf “NAFTA at 20: Misleading 
Charges and Positive Achievements” May 2014 by Gary Hufbauer of the Peterson Institute for 
International Economics (PIIE) (2) 

While CUSFTA and NAFTA both contained services chapters, and while investment in some service sectors was liberalized (e.g., 

banking and retail trade in Mexico), regulatory barriers to cross-border trade in services were not much 
reduced. To this day, they remain high: One recent study by Centre d’Etudes Prospectives et 
d’Informations Internationales, or CEPII (Fontagné, Guillin, and Mitaritonna 2011), estimates 
the average tariff -equivalent barriers to cross-border service imports as follows: 24.2 percent 
for Canada, 46.8 percent for Mexico, and 30.5 percent for the United States.40 



4. The Mexican government has massive subsidies for the poor to buy food. 

Thus, the Mexican government has the power to manipulate food prices 
for the poor however they want because of the massive subsidies – given 
the small amount NAFTA would’ve changed the prices, without NAFTA 
the government would just offer more subsidies and decrease the price 
of food. 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/12e2/5d293962f0ee97184e7a5c7e5ca4c37bbb3c.pdf “Food 
and Nutrition Policies and Programs in Mexico” 2001 by Simón Barquera of the National 
Institute for Public Health (page 4) 

 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/12e2/5d293962f0ee97184e7a5c7e5ca4c37bbb3c.pdf


A2: FDI Good 
 



General 
1. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit explains that FDI is a 

very small part of the Mexican economy, and it makes up a lower share 
of GDP than in other Latin American countries. Moreover, FDI grew more 
in the rest of the region than in Mexico during the NAFTA period, which 
means NAFTA obviously wasn’t a big factor in FDI. 

https://www.investopedia.com/articles/economics/08/north-american-free-trade-agreement.as
p “NAFTA's Winners And Losers” January 30th 2018 by David Floyd of Investopedia 

Mexico's experience with NAFTA was not all bad, however. The country became a car manufacturing hub, with General Motors Co. 
(GM), Fiat Chrysler Automobiles N.V. (FCAU), Nissan Motor Co., Volkswagen AG, Ford Motor Co. (F), Honda Motor Co. (HMC), Toyota 

Motor Co. (TM) and dozens of others operating in the country – not to mention hundreds of parts manufacturers. These and 
other industries owe their growth in part to the more than four-fold real increase in U.S. 
foreign direct investment (FDI) in Mexico since 1993. On the other hand, FDI in Mexico from 
all sources (the U.S. is usually the largest contributor) lags behind other Latin American 
economies as a share of GDP, according to Castañeda. 

 

http://www.oit.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_elm/documents/publication/wc
ms_114029.pdf “The FDI – employment link in a globalizing world: The case of Argentina, Brazil 
and Mexico” 2005 by Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit 

Especially in the later part of the 1990s, FDI boomed in Argentina, Brazil and Mexico, by far 
the highest recipients of FDI in the region, while the level of FDI and its importance for total 
investment and GDP was rather low in the 1970s and 1980s (see Annex, Table 1). FDI inflows 
were significantly higher between 1990 and 2003 than in the 1980s according to recent 
UNCTAD data: It was four times higher in Mexico, which began trade and financial 
liberalization earlier, six times higher in Brazil and over 10 times higher in Argentina, which had the 

most comprehensive privatization programme during the 1990s. Among developing countries, only China received more investment. 
An increasing, part of FDI inflows came from OECD countries, which traditionally dominated these flows. 

2. Elisabeth Malkin of the New York Times explains that while there may 

have been an increase in FDI, there was a decrease in domestic 
investment. Local companies could not compete with the multinationals 
that foreign investors would put money into, and they could not 
compete with the increased imports which forced them to go out of 
business. For this reason, A Tufts study found that Mexico has 
investment rates that hover around 19% of GDP, while China’s is more 
than double at 40%, a similar economy.  

Elisabeth Malkin, 12-10-2009, "Did Nafta Actually Help Mexico?," New York Times, 
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/12/10/did-nafta-actually-help-mexico/ (NK) 

The authors blame several problems that contributed to the low growth. While those problems are not exclusively Nafta’s fault, the 

authors argue that they are part of a broader Nafta-based economic strategy that shunned the public 
sector’s role in promoting growth. For example, despite the increase in foreign direct 
investment, domestic investment decreased. There are several reasons for this. Local companies went 
out of business because they could not compete with imports. Foreign companies that 
invested in Mexico did not source from Mexico, and Nafta’s conditions prevented Mexico 

http://www.oit.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_elm/documents/publication/wcms_114029.pdf
http://www.oit.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_elm/documents/publication/wcms_114029.pdf
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/12/10/did-nafta-actually-help-mexico/


from requiring local purchases. At the same time, public investment fell because Mexico 
adopted strict fiscal policies to achieve macroeconomic stability. The study estimates that 
Mexico’s overall investment rate has hovered around 19 percent of gross domestic product, 
compared to China’s rate of about 40 percent over the last two decades. American jobs did move 

south, particularly into the export sector. The growth in services — new supermarkets, banks, tourism — also created jobs. But 

overall, Mexico was unable to create enough jobs to make up for all the jobs lost because of competition from imports, particularly 

purchases of subsidized grains from the United States. 

3. Economists at the University of Pennsylvania write that with or without 
NAFTA, Mexico is an incredibly inviting place to invest in, and that is for a 
few reasons. 1) it sits right in the middle of the east west corridor from 
the US to Asia, which means it is primed to intercept much of the trade 
that has built up its economy, purely because of geography. 2) It has an 
abundance of natural resources which means that it presents a wide 
variety of investment opportunities. Any country that is rich in natural 
resources will attract significant FDI. 3) it has really cheap labor, which 
means that people will want to put factories there purely because they 
will be more profitable than those at home. Labor is cheap with or 
without NAFTA. 

UPENN, Sep 06, 2016 North America, , "NAFTA’s Impact on the U.S. Economy: What Are the Facts?," Knowledge@Wharton, 

http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article/naftas-impact-u-s-economy-facts/ (NK) 

“A lot of instant experts on NAFTA don’t really understand trade and what drives trade,” said Kemmsies. “And so they get confused 

between NAFTA and the globalization of the world’s economy. The fact is, with or without NAFTA, we would have 
done a lot more trade with Mexico anyway. I’m not sure that NAFTA has even fostered any growth of trade 

between the U.S. and Mexico. Look at Mexico and forget about everything else for a second: What is the single-biggest 
trade-flow corridor in the world? It’s East-West — Asia to Europe to North America. Mexico 
happens to sit right smack in the middle of the East-West trade flow…. Here is Mexico, with 
120 million people, and all of these abilities to draw raw materials…. You have a cheap labor 
force, a global geographic advantage, a rising middle class. It’s a good place to make stuff.”For a 

long time, because of a lack of investment, Mexico’s infrastructure was well below par, including its ports, which were made to 

process raw materials, rather than handle industrial goods.  

 

http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article/naftas-impact-u-s-economy-facts/


A2: More jobs 
1. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit explains that most of 

these jobs are done my computers, and don’t actually increase the 
employment of Mexicans. In fact, when American companies buy and 
invest in Mexican manufacturing plants, they fire 7.9% of the workers 
because they automate the jobs. 

http://www.oit.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_elm/documents/publication/wc
ms_114029.pdf “The FDI – employment link in a globalizing world: The case of Argentina, Brazil 
and Mexico” 2005 by Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit 

Various studies have observed that TNCs made a rather disappointing contribution to employment creation during the 1990s. Dussel 
Peters (2000b) has stressed the discrete participation of TNCs in Mexico in terms of employment creation between 1993 and 1998, 

with a share of 5.7 per cent of national employment. Ramirez (2001) has shown that in Mexico, long-term employment 
creation in the automobile industry was limited, given that the technology transferred from 
the parent companies was in the form of capital-intensive, computer-aided manufacturing. 
Most of the new manufacturing jobs have been created in the maquiladora industry. In 
Argentina, Kulfas, Porta and Ramos (2002) found that TNCs contributed to increased 
productivity, but at the same time they reduced the number of employees. The number of 
workers per company fell by 7.9 per cent between 1993 and 1997. The situation is even worse 
in manufacturing, where average employment declined by 12.7 per cent during the same 
period. The services sector also had an employment decline of -2.7 per cent. 

2. Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit finds that most FDI did 

not lead to job growth or new manufacturing plants but rather just 
resulted in switching ownership of Mexican plants to American 
companies. 

http://www.oit.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_elm/documents/publication/wc
ms_114029.pdf “The FDI – employment link in a globalizing world: The case of Argentina, Brazil 
and Mexico” 2005 by Christoph Ernst of the Employment Analysis Unit 

The general assumption that high levels of FDI will lead to a strong increase in production and 
employment is misleading. It is not the level of FDI that matters, but the kind of FDI (see Table 4). 

Only strong vertical greenfield FDI in the maquiladora sector created significantly new 
production plants and employment. However it did not have a multiplier effect on the rest of 
the economy. Major FDI flows did not lead to the establishment of new production units; 
rather, they merely resulted in a change of ownership through privatization and M&As. 
Rationalization and modernization measures were often the consequence, or sometimes a preliminary step prior to a change of 
ownership, which resulted in job losses, but also, and in general, to a rise in competitiveness. Market-seeking investment is still an 
important motive for FDI in all three economies, but it did not help create much employment in the 1990s, mainly because of 
rationalization measures in capital-intensive and some service activities. However, recent reforms could place these industries in a 
better position for future development and for exporting outside the region. 



3. Delink: Employment in the industry where nearly all FDI has been going 

to, manufacturing, has actually seen a decrease in employment since 
2000. In an Empirical analysis, Peters of Tufts found that FDI related 
manufacturing jobs may have increased from 1994-2000, but have been 
declining ever since.  

Enrique Peters, Tufts University, April 2008, The Impact of Foreign Direct Investment in Mexico, 
https://ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/DP11Dussel%20PetersApr08.pdf (NK) 

 

Job creation was negative for manufacturing as a whole, the ten and twenty most important industries, and the remaining 

manufacturing industries. Employment in manufacturing, and particularly in the ten and twenty 
most important industries, increased until 1999, but has declined since 2000. The share of the ten 

and twenty most important classes in total manufacturing employment has been quite steady, with the twenty most important 
industries averaging 23.66% of total manufacturing employment for 1994-2003. 6. Wages in the ten and twenty most important 
industries are significantly higher than the average in manufacturing (see Table 4), with the differences remaining constant over the 
period 1994- 2003. Graph 5 shows that the gap between productivity and wages has increased significantly for the ten and twenty 
most important industries, but has decreased for the rest of the 177 manufacturing industries. Productivity gains in the most 
important industries have not been redistributed in terms of wage growth, while the rest of the industries in manufacturing have 
shown, during 1994-2003, unsustainable rates of wage growth above their rates of productivity growth.  

4. TURN: there are two reasons why FDI increase poverty in developing 
nations. The first comes from Barbieri of the University of South Carolina 
who explains that since the vast majority of labor in developing countries 
is controlled by the few elites, they are the ones who take the profits, 
become much wealthier in turn, and do not distribute the money. This is 
harmful because it greatly increased income inequality. The second 
comes from James of the global exchange who explains that 
multinationals undercut the prices of local businesses, and thus forces 
them to go out of business. This process wreaks havoc on local 
economies. For these reasons, Topalova of the IMF finds empirically that 
trade liberalization increases poverty by up to 4.6% in developing 
countries. 

 

Katherine Barbieri, University of South Carolina, 2005, “Economic Globalization and Civil War” 

http://scholarcommons.sc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=poli_facpub 

According to dependency theory, [while in general free trade may be beneficial], trade and 
Foreign investment [actually] harm [developing nations]LDCs. The world economy consists of a developed 

core which includes a few countries, and an underdeveloped periphery, which includes most other countries. The core is capital 

intensive. The periphery has a dual economy, [developing nations have] including a small, relatively 

developed sector controlled by foreign interests and local elites who export labor-intensive 
goods to the core. The rest of the economy is underdeveloped.The core exports capital-intensive goods to 

the periphery.The core-periphery terms of trade harm the periphery.The periphery's development is [this] distort[s]ed 

[developing economies]: industrialization is limited, and the masses remain poor. The setup is 

kept in place through explicit or implicit coalitions between the elites in the core and the periphery 

 

https://ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/DP11Dussel%20PetersApr08.pdf


Deborah James "Food Security, Farming, and the WTO and CAFTA | Global Exchange." Globalexchange.org. n.d. Web. 11 Feb. 2017. 

<http://www.globalexchange.org/resources/wto/agriculture>  

The result of these policies has been a downward spiral for independent farmers, and a bonanza for multinational agribusinesses. 

Global [Developed] corporations buy commodities from farmers at artificially low prices, subsidized by taxpayers. These same corporations then 
flood foreign markets with crops priced at below-market prices, called ‘dumping.’ Because the prices are so 

low, dumping forc[ing]es smaller producers out of business and captures – unfairly – a 
greater share of the market for transnationals. Although it is against trade law, in practice, dumping is 

common. The Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy recently documented that U.S. corporate food dumping has risen significantly 
since the inception of the WTO. Agribusiness dumping of the five main commodities of wheat, soybeans, corn, cotton, and rice 
averaged between 10-47% below the cost of production. Family farmers have watched their incomes crash as multinational 
agribusinesses have expanded their markets internationally with artificially low-priced agricultural goods. 

This process of ‘dumping’ is catastrophic for the cuban economy, causing structural unemployment. When local firms go out of 
business, Cubans lose their jobs, and lose the ability to afford the goods that are being imported. It becomes impossible for cuban 
firms to survive and become competative.  

 

Petia Topolova, IMF. “Trade Liberalization, Poverty, and Inequality: Evidence from Indian Districts”. National Bureau of Economic 

Research. 2004. http://www.nber.org/chapters/c0110.pdf  

“In rural India, for both measures of poverty, there is a strong statistically significant negative relationship between district-level 

tariffs and poverty. The decline in tariffs as a result of the sharp trade liberalization appears to have led to a relative 

increase in the poverty rate and poverty gap in districts whose exposure to liberalization was more intense. The average district 

experienced a 5.5 percentage point reduction in the scaled district tariffs. The point estimates of the various specifications are 

similar and suggest that this 5.5 percentage point drop would lead to an increase in the poverty rate of 3.2 to 

4.6 percentage points, and a 1.1 to 1.8 percentage point increase in the poverty gap. Given that poverty rate in the 

average district decreased by 12.7 percentage points and that poverty gap decreased by 4 percentage points during the entire 

decade, the effects of exposure to liberalization are rather large. Surprisingly, there is no statistically significant relationship between 

trade exposure and poverty in urban India. Although the point estimates are still negative, the magnitude of the coefficients is much 

smaller than in rural India. There is no statistically significant relationship between trade liberalization and either measure of 

inequality for the average district in either rural or urban India.” 

 

http://www.globalexchange.org/resources/wto/agriculture
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c0110.pdf


A2: Wages 
1. Waldkirch of the SSRN found that US FDI had at best a neutral, and even 

a negative effect on Mexican wages. The reason is that despite the fact 
that FDI increases efficiency (like my opponents probably say) the firms 
that have this increase in efficiency are American owned. That is 
problematic, because that means that the increased revenue of the firm 
goes back to its American owners, and is reinvested in America's 
economy, not Mexico’s.  

Andreas Waldkirch, March 2008, The Effects of Foreign Direct Investment in Mexico since NAFTA, SSRN, 

https://poseidon01.ssrn.com/delivery.php?ID=97206406911512212008011912500300100705207807107900101012109401000410

4125069124069086114022115039108097048079025007082107027115009041064065027095096114094122083075049051021009

065104107012073123064074097114106099100101095067102016029072072125110090117&EXT=pdf (NK) 

 As maquiladora FDI tends to raise the relative demand for unskilled labor and non-maquiladora FDI the relative demand for skilled 

labor, the two should have opposing effects on wage inequality. However, since maquiladora FDI was shown to reduce overall wages 

by reducing skilled workers’ wages, this result is not a positive one. More generally, we emphasize that, of course, rising inequality is 

not inconsistent with absolute improvements in both skilled and unskilled wages. As discussed above, this is true for the time period 

between the 1999 and 2004 Census years, but not the time between the 1994 and 1999 Census years due to the peso crisis. To sum 

up, the results of this study indicate that FDI appears to have a positive effect on industry productivity, at 

least when measured as total factor productivity, but that notwithstanding, workers’ wages are either not or 
negatively affected, largely in association with increased maquiladora investment. Thus, it 
appears that productivity and wages have been diverging over the NAFTA period. The origin of 
FDI also often plays a role, with U.S. FDI largely driving productivity as well as wage effects. 
The results provide some support for the hypothesis that horizontal FDI is a more likely source 
of beneficial productivity effects. The hypothesis that more distant FDI is more likely to source 
locally and thus have a more positive effect cannot be confirmed. The likely reason is the dominance of 

U.S. FDI in the Mexican case. There is great interest in the effects of NAFTA on various economic indicators in Mexico, such as 

productivity or wages. Naturally, it is difficult to disentangle NAFTA from other factors affecting the Mexican economy since its 

inception. Thus, the goal of this study is more modest in documenting the effect of increased foreign direct investment inflows into 

Mexico, which the literature has well established, on productivity and wages over the years since NAFTA was enacted without 

ascribing these to the agreement per se 

2. Logic: As the firms are US controlled, the American owners have no 

incentive to pay Mexican’s higher wages because Mexico has such looser 
labor laws than the US does. The entire reason that they are using 
factories in Mexico not the US is because labor is so much cheaper there: 
raising wages makes no sense 

 

https://poseidon01.ssrn.com/delivery.php?ID=972064069115122120080119125003001007052078071079001010121094010004104125069124069086114022115039108097048079025007082107027115009041064065027095096114094122083075049051021009065104107012073123064074097114106099100101095067102016029072072125110090117&EXT=pdf
https://poseidon01.ssrn.com/delivery.php?ID=972064069115122120080119125003001007052078071079001010121094010004104125069124069086114022115039108097048079025007082107027115009041064065027095096114094122083075049051021009065104107012073123064074097114106099100101095067102016029072072125110090117&EXT=pdf
https://poseidon01.ssrn.com/delivery.php?ID=972064069115122120080119125003001007052078071079001010121094010004104125069124069086114022115039108097048079025007082107027115009041064065027095096114094122083075049051021009065104107012073123064074097114106099100101095067102016029072072125110090117&EXT=pdf


Other Args 

 



A2: Canada Args 
1. Canada is basically irrelevant to the resolution because the US and 

Canada signed CUSFTA 7 years before NAFTA which does exactly the 
same things, just without Mexico. However, even with NAFTA, Canada 
barely trades with Mexico, so NAFTA had basically no effect on Canada. 

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42965.pdf “The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)” 
May 24th 2017 by Angeles Villarreal of the CRS 

The United States and Canada signed a bilateral free trade agreement (CFTA) on October 3, 
1987. The FTA was the first economically significant bilateral FTA signed by the United States.3 Implementing legislation4 was 

approved by both houses of Congress under “fast-track authority”—now known as trade promotion authority (TPA)—and signed by 
President Ronald Reagan on September 28, 1988. While the FTA generated significant policy debate in the United States, it was a 
watershed moment for Canada. Controversy surrounding the proposed FTA led to the so-called “free trade election” in 1988, in 
which sitting Progressive Conservative Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, who negotiated the agreement, defeated Liberal party leader 

John Turner, who vowed to reject it if elected. After the election, the FTA was passed by Parliament in December 
1988, and it came into effect between the two nations on January 1, 1989. At the time, it 
probably was the most comprehensive bilateral FTA negotiated worldwide and contained 
several groundbreaking provisions. The agreement  Eliminated all tariffs by 1998. Many 
were eliminated immediately, and the remaining tariffs were phased out in 5-10 years.  
Continued the 1965 U.S.-Canada Auto Pact, but tightened its rules of origin. Some Canadian auto 

sector practices not covered by the Auto Pact were ended by 1998.  Provided national treatment for covered 
services providers and liberalized financial services trade. Facilitated cross-border travel for 
business professionals.  Committed to provide prospective national treatment for 
investment originating in the other countries, although established derogations from national treatment, such as 

for national security or prudential reasons, were allowed to continue.  Banned imposition of performance requirements, such as 
local content, import substitution, or local sourcing requirements.  Expanded the size of federal government procurement markets 
available for competitive bidding from suppliers of the other country. It did not include subfederal government procurement.  

Provided for a binding binational panel to resolve disputes arising from the agreement (a 

Canadian insistence).  Prohibited most import and export restrictions on energy products, including 
minimum export prices. This was carried forth in NAFTA only with regard to Canada-U.S. energy trade. Many of these 

provisions were incorporated into, or expanded in, NAFTA. However, the FTA did not include, or specifically exempted, some issues 

that would appear in NAFTA for the first time. These include  Intellectual property rights (IPR). The FTA did not 
contain language on intellectual property rights. NAFTA was the first FTA to include 
meaningful disciplines on IPR.  Cultural exemption. It exempted the broadcasting, film, and publishing sectors. This 

exemption continues in NAFTA, due to Canadian concerns.  Transportation services and investment in the 
Canadian energy sector were excluded from the FTA. These exclusions were limited in NAFTA. 

 Trade remedies. Neither the FTA nor NAFTA ended the use of trade remedy actions (anti-dumping, countervailing duty, or 
safeguards) against the other. This was a key Canadian goal of the FTA. NAFTA did create a separate dispute settlement mechanism 
to review national decisions on trade remedy decisions, but this mechanism has not been replicated in other FTAs.  Softwood 
lumber. The FTA grandfathered in the then-present 1986 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) governing softwood lumber trade. 
However, it did not permanently settle the softwood lumber issue. Since then, the MOU has been replaced by other agreements, 

and, at times, by resort to trade remedy actions.  Agricultural supply management. Canada was able to 
exempt its agriculture supply management system, although it committed to allow a small 
increase in imports of dairy, poultry, and eggs, which carried over into the NAFTA. 
 

https://www.investopedia.com/articles/economics/08/north-american-free-trade-agreement.as
p “NAFTA's Winners And Losers” January 30th 2018 by David Floyd of Investopedia 



NAFTA's immediate aim was to increase cross-border commerce in North America, and in that respect it undoubtedly succeeded. By 

lowering or eliminating tariffs and reducing some nontariff barriers, such as Mexican local-content requirements, NAFTA 
spurred a surge in trade and investment. Most of the increase came from U.S.-Mexico trade, 
which totaled $481.5 billion in 2015, and U.S.-Canada trade, which totaled $518.2 billion. 
Trade between Mexico and Canada, though by far the fastest-growing channel between 1993 
and 2015, totaled just $34.3 billion. That combined $1.0 trillion in trilateral trade has increased by 258.5% since 1993 

in nominal terms. The real – that is, inflation-adjusted – increase was 125.2%. 

2. Stewart of the Conference board of Canada Reports that NAFTA impacts 

.5% of Canada’s GDP - NAFTA has a really minimal impact on Canada. 
Pref whatever Mexico weighing we read bc x/y/z  

3. Austin of the NYT reports the tariffs that would be put on Canada would 

be at most a slight annoyance, and they would still be able to do 
business with the US, just marginally less efficiently. In the past, 
Canadian industries have been able to deal with fluctuations in tariff 
rates far more significant than NAFTA would bring with success.  

4. Rubin of the Star reports that the Canadian Auto Industry has been 

severely harmed by NAFTA. Production has largely moved to Mexico, 
which has made Canada’s auto plants a lot less profitable. For this 
reason, auto industry wages have remained stagnant. Speci  

5. Austen of the New York Times furthers that as a result of production 

moving to Mexico, 300,000 auto industry workers have lost their jobs 
from 2000-2010 just in the province of Ontario. 

 

Matthew Stewart, 3-9-2018, "The Impact of a NAFTA Dissolution on Canada’s Economy," No 
Publication, 
http://www.conferenceboard.ca/e-library/abstract.aspx?did=9479&AspxAutoDetectCookieSupp
ort=1 (NK)  

If NAFTA is terminated, we assume that Canada will return to most favoured nation (MFN) tariffs under World Trade Organization 
agreements. MFN tariffs would average 2.0 per cent on Canadian exports and 2.1 per cent on U.S. imports. For some goods, such as 
trucks, tariffs would be significantly higher. Tariffs would make Canadian exports less competitive and increase the price of imported 

goods. In the year following the resumption of MFN tariffs, Canada’s GDP would fall by 0.5 per cent and the 

economy would lose about 85,000 jobs. Canada’s reduced ability to attract investment based on secured access to the U.S. market 
could result in an even worse long-term economic impact.  

 

Jeff Rubin, 8-8-2017, "How NAFTA Has Hurth Canadian Auto Jobs," The Star, 
https://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2017/08/08/how-nafta-has-hurt-canadian-auto
-jobs.html (NK)  

President Donald Trump, as unlikely a candidate as he may be for the role, has championed this cause, and vowed to restore the 
rapidly fading economic imprint of what was once America’s greatest industry. Arguably, he could have just as easily been making 

the case for Canadian auto workers; 80 per cent of Ontario households have seen no real income 
gains since NAFTA’s implementation over two decades ago . T he American rust belt’s story isn’t any 

different. Trump’s response was to threaten punitive trade measures against Mexico to reverse the steady loss of jobs and 
production that have occurred over the last decade. While pervasive value-added supply chains are often said to blur distinctions on 
where vehicles are actually made, a bevy of industry metrics including production, employment, investment and trade statistics 



suggest otherwise. A massive migration of new production to Mexico over the last decade has 
affected the U.S. auto industry and just as adversely, if not more so, the Canadian auto industry. Auto plants have 

been shuttered and thousands of high paying jobs have been eliminated. From the perspective of American and Canadian auto 
workers, Trump’s decision to renegotiate NAFTA was anything but rogue. It offers a welcome and much needed opportunity to 
renegotiate a trade deal that has left them with shrinking pay cheques and lost jobs. The second tall tale of trade: Auto sector job 
losses are the inevitable result of labour-saving robotics and automation.  

 

Ian Austen, 1-21-2018, "This City Once Made Much of What Canada Bought. But No More.," No 
Publication, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/01/21/world/canada/peterborough-nafta-manufacturing.html 
(NK)  

Peterborough isn’t an isolated example among industrial communities in Ontario. The Mowat Institute, a research organization 

focused on the province, calculates that between 2000 and 2011, Ontario as a whole lost about 300,000 
manufacturing jobs. Those that remain are concentrated in food processing — Peterborough has both Quaker Oats and 

Minute Maid juice plants — and in production of cars and car parts, a sector that was never dominant in this city. But Peterborough 
doesn’t fit the image of a down-at-the-heels Rust Belt town. It sits at the heart of a spectacular series of lakes that draw vacationers 
from urban centers like Toronto. A canal popular with recreational boaters winds through the city and raises boats 65 feet in a 
massive lift lock, an aquatic elevator that has become a local landmark.  

 

Ian Austen, 2-24-2018, " If Trump Rips Up Nafta, Canada May Shrug, Not Shudder ," No 
Publication, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/24/world/canada/canada-nafta-trade.html 
(NK)  

As those tariffs disappeared under Nafta, so did many Canadian businesses, and the jobs that went with them. Memories of those 
closings still rankle many Canadians, even though many economists say that automation and other factors would have doomed 
many of the jobs regardless of new trade rules. While much is unclear about exactly what would happen if Nafta comes to an end, 
there is universal agreement that the factories that closed — like a Hershey chocolate plant that moved from Smiths Falls, Ontario, 

to Mexico after that country joined Nafta in 1994 — are not coming back. Also not returning are the high tariffs that 
created and sustained many factories, both in the United States and Canada. The agreement 
that created the World Trade Organization in 1995 means that, in the worst-case scenarios, 
Canadian companies would be facing duties of about 5 percent on shipments to American 
customers, and closer to 3 percent on many auto parts. While those duties are not exactly 
negligible, Canadian companies have successfully dealt for years with much larger percentage 
swings in the exchange rate between the American and Canadian dollars . “There would be difficulties 

adjusting to the disappearance of Nafta, but it would not be a catastrophe,” said Lawrence L. Herman, a trade lawyer in Toronto and 

a former Canadian diplomat. “Canada would continue to do business with the United States — maybe 
just not as efficiently. ” Gus Van Harten, a professor of international investment law at the Osgoode Hall Law School at York 

University in Toronto, has long criticized Nafta for allowing American and Mexican companies to sue if they feel they have been 
treated unfairly by Canadian laws and regulations. These complaints (which can also be filed by Canadian companies over practices 
in the other two Nafta countries) are heard by arbitrators, not courts, and the decisions cannot be reversed. 

 



A2: Oil Dependency 
1. The US is a net exporter of oil. (find card when I get internet) 

2. Non-unique: oil prices are already increasing. Wiener-Bronner at CNN 

reports this year: the average price of oil will rise 14% compared to last 
summer 

Wiener-Bronner 18 Danielle Wiener-Bronner, 4-26-2018, "Oil prices could keep rising. Here's 
why," CNNMoney, 
http://money.cnn.com/2018/04/26/news/companies/oil-prices-kyle-bass-markets-now/index.h
tml //DF 

Hedge fund manager Kyle Bass thinks demand for oil is about to go up. "Crude is going to go from a glut to a 
shortage in the next two years," Bass, the founder and chief investment officer of Hayman Capital Management, told 

Richard Quest on CNNMoney's "Markets Now" on Wednesday. Bass thinks that investors are overestimating the impact that electric 

cars will have on demand for gas. "There's a view around the world that electric cars are going to really affect hydrocarbon demand 

in the near term," Bass said. But he thinks that electric cars won't "even dent" demand for traditional fuel until about 2030. Oil 
prices have indeed been rising in the United States. Brent crude, the global benchmark for oil, surged 
3.5% earlier this month to $71.04 a barrel — the highest since late 2014. And according to US government estimates, the 
average price of oil will rise to $2.74 per gallon this summer, an increase of 14% compared to last summer. The 

rebound in oil prices can be attributed to OPEC's efforts to limit production globally and to a decision by the United States to start 

exporting its own supply. Saudi Arabia-led OPEC and Russia reached an agreement in late 2016 to pump less oil. OPEC and its allies 

agreed last November to extend the cuts through the end of 2018. 

3. This prevents decreasing reliance on oil and harms efforts to combat 
global warming 

Mcquaig 17 Linda Mcquaig, 6-8-2017, "Opinion," thestar, 
https://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2017/06/08/naftas-dirty-secret-it-lets-us-contr
ol-our-oil-mcquaig.html //DF 

Article 605 was considered such an extreme infringement of national sovereignty that Mexico refused to accept it. Instead, Mexico 

demanded and was granted an exemption to that clause when it joined NAFTA in 1994. Let’s shine a little light then on this mostly 

darkened corner of NAFTA: Article 605 limits the power of governments to cut back energy exports. So, 

for instance, Canada must continue to make available to Americans the same proportion of our energy as in the previous three 

years. If there were a global oil shortage — like the ones in the 1970s — we couldn’t cut back our oil exports to the U.S. in order to 

redirect the oil to Canadians. While section 605 has always offended those who care about sovereignty, it poses huge new 
problems in the age of global warming. If we’re serious about fighting climate change, we’re 
going to have to phase out dirty oilsands production and rely on our remaining reserves of conventional oil (we 

have about 11 years left, at current rates) while we transition to clean energy, argues Gordon Laxer, founding director 

of the University of Alberta’s Parkland Institute and author of After the Sands: Energy and Ecological Security for Canadians. But if 
we reduce our consumption like this, the Big Oil companies operating in Canada will just export more 
of our oil to the U.S. And, under Article 605, that will increase our future oil export obligations to the U.S., explains Laxer. It’s not 

hard to see why the erosion of energy sovereignty in Article 605 — apparently unique to NAFTA among all global treaties — was 

rejected by Mexico, a country that celebrates an annual Energy Independence Day to commemorate its 1938 nationalization of 

foreign-owned oil companies.  

Smith 18 Heather Smith, 4-20-2018, "Should We Fear a New NAFTA?," Sierra Club, 
https://www.sierraclub.org/sierra/should-we-fear-new-nafta //DF 

http://money.cnn.com/2018/04/26/news/companies/oil-prices-kyle-bass-markets-now/index.html
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https://www.sierraclub.org/sierra/should-we-fear-new-nafta


So NAFTA contained an unusual agreement, called the proportionality rule. It requires Canada to offer 74 
percent of its oil, 52 percent of its natural gas, and 11 percent of its electrical production for 
export to the United States. With a guaranteed producer on one side and a buyer on the other, Wall Street firms began 

financing pipelines connecting Canada's tar sands to refineries in the United States—pipelines like Keystone XL. The 

proportionality rule sets not only the percentage of Canadian oil that goes to the United States, but also what kind of oil goes into 

that percentage. This means that Canada would violate NAFTA if it stopped extracting crude from the 
Alberta tar sands, even though doing so is insanely expensive and creates so much pollution that the 
tar sands region has the atmosphere of a city like Los Angeles—minus the people. When NAFTA was first 

negotiated, the United States tried to get Mexico to also agree to a proportionality rule. Mexico refused, but the United States is 

sure to try again with NAFTA 2.0. A better NAFTA agreement would either eliminate the proportionality rule altogether, or 

acknowledge that the necessity of meeting climate targets supersedes it. If Canada is going to meet the target that it 
signed on to at the Paris climate accords—a 30 percent cut in carbon pollution by 2030—then it has to 
completely phase-out oil production from the oil sands and stop using coal and natural gas to 
make electricity. Chapter 11 In NAFTA 1.0, Chapter 11 was added to ease the anxieties of U.S. and Canadian companies that 

wanted to do business with Mexico but were worried that Mexico would use its own court system to rule against and extract money 

from foreign investors. (Their worries trace back to 1938, when Mexico nationalized its oil industry and seized the in-country 

operations of 17 foreign oil companies.) 

 



A2: US-Mexican Relations Good 
 



General 
1. Trump is destroying this relationship anyway by calling Mexicans “bad 

hombres” and trying to make them pay for the wall, not to mention the 
trade war he recently started. 

2. David Shirk of the Council on Foreign Relations explains that Mexico is 

one of our lowest priorities in the region, and receives barely any aid 
despite their large population. If NAFTA really improved our relationship, 
we would probably be helping them out more. 

https://cfrd8-files.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/2011/03/Mexico_CSR60.pdf “The Drug War in 
Mexico” March 2011 by David Shirk of the Council on Foreign Relations 

In contrast, current U.S. priorities in Mexico remain focused on the hard and tactical measures more relevant to rooting out 
Colombia’s insurgents than to addressing the social, economic, and institutional factors that undermine public security in Mexico. 
The first three years of the Mérida Initiative consisted primarily of funds for military assistance, narcotics control, and law 
enforcement, and more than half of all funding was directed to aircraft, transportation units, and equipment. Meanwhile, even as 

the current binational strategy emphasizes judicial sector reform and building strong communities, only a trivial portion of 
U.S. aid to Mexico is slated for institutional strengthening and development assistance. As a 
result, Mexico ranks among the lowest U.S. priorities in Latin America, even though Mexico’s 
forty million poor people outnumber the individual populations of all but two other countries 
in the region (Argentina and Brazil). As a necessary complement to hard law enforcement measures, the United States 

should begin directing its money and efforts to the kind of social, economic, and institutional development assistance that can help 
fund crime prevention programs, educational assistance, workforce development in struggling communities, and greater 
professionalism and effectiveness in the judicial sector. 

3. Non-Unique. Jason Marczak of the National Review finds in 2017 that 

U.S/Mexico relations are “without question at their lowest point in 
decades”, with anti-Trump sentiment spreading across Mexico.  

Jason Marczak, The National Review, 2017, 
https://www.nationalreview.com/2017/02/us-mexican-relations-important/ 

U.S.–Mexico relations are, without question, at their lowest point in decades. Now, just weeks 
after a cancelled state visit by President Enrique Peña Nieto, U.S. Secretary of State Rex 
Tillerson and Secretary of Homeland Security John Kelly will arrive in Mexico with a mission to 
calm the waters. It’s a tall order. Anti-U.S., or rather anti-Trump, sentiment has swept Mexico, 
from the #AdiosStarbucks campaign to citizen protests, where more than 20,000 marched in 
Mexico City last week and another 10,000 in Guadalajara. Still, Tillerson and his Mexican counterpart, Luis 

Videgaray, are committed to finding common ground. For his part, Kelly brings to the table a deep relationship with Mexican officials 

forged while head of U.S. Southern Command.  

4. TURN- Think tank Stratfor Worldview explains in 2015 that U.S/Mexico 
relations were key in U.S assistance in Mexican drug policy. 
Unfortunately, The Federation of American Scientists reports that the 
U.S has used their influence to encourage Mexico to use their military to 
solve the drug problem by selling Mexico weapons. This militarization 
has had three negative consequences.  

 

https://cfrd8-files.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/2011/03/Mexico_CSR60.pdf


a. Brianna Lee of the Council on Foreign Relations finds that the Mexican 

government has used a “Kingpin” strategy, which was eliminating major 

drug cartel leaders. While they were successful, this only resulted in 

more violence, as these groups split into smaller more dangerous 

cartels. Additionally, the collapse of a cartel triggers fighting over its 

territory, shown when various cartels fought over El Chapo’s trade 

routes when he was captured.  

b. Nina Lakhami of the Guardian explains that because the Mexican 

government is under pressure to produce results, there have been 

rampant human rights abuses in attempts to make arrests and justify 

the war. Amnesty International reports that torture by Mexican security 

forces has increased by 600%.  

c. Nina Lakhami of the Guardian finds that the fighting has displaced 

hundreds of thousands of Mexicans who have then taken up arms to 

defend themselves, and are sometimes assimilated into cartels, 

intensifying the conflict.  

 

Stratford, 2015, 
https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/how-drug-war-redefines-us-mexico-relations 

Apart from their close economic ties, both the United States and Mexico have prioritized 
combating the Mexican transnational criminal organizations that largely emerged in the late 
1980s and early 1990s as Mexican crime groups rose to power by leveraging their geography and the decline of their 

Colombian counterparts. This focus added a substantial facet to U.S.-Mexico bilateral relations, and security and intelligence 

cooperation steadily grew between the two countries. By the late 2000s, the United States essentially 
directed Mexico's anti-organized crime strategy. 

Lara Lumpe, Federation of American Scientists, 
https://fas.org/asmp/library/articles/us-mexico.htm 

Instead, the administration has concentrated on providing the Mexican military with 
firepower sufficient to counter that of the drug bandits. The relationship between the two militaries has 

warmed dramatically in the past year, following a visit by Gen. Barry McCaffrey, the White House drug policy director, to Mexico in 

March 1996. His meeting smoothed the way for an agreement between the two governments 
which has resulted in Mexican soldier straining at Fort Bragg and other US bases, and in the 
gift of 73 Surplus "helicopters, night vision goggles, radios and other military equipment. In 
addition, the White House has requested $9million in military aid for Mexico for fiscal year 
1998 (up from $3 million in fiscal year 1996) for the purchase of new weapons from US arms 
manufacturers.5 

Brianne Lee, CFR, https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/mexicos-drug-war 

But the crackdown on cartel leaders had its drawbacks. President Enrique Pena Nieto’s 
administration says Calderon’s so-called “kingpin strategy” splintered the 
organizations, creating between sixty and eighty new, smaller drug trafficking gangs. 

https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/mexicos-cartels-and-economics-cocaine
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/dec/19/mexico-government-condemns-calderon-war-drugs


Succession battles and territorial rivalries between cartels intensified, and violence spread. 
Criminal organizations increasingly turned to kidnapping and extortion to supplement their incomes. Nearly one hundred mayors 

and former mayors were killed, along with dozens of municipal leaders, between 2006 and 2016 as cartels vied for political power, 

according to the New York Times. 

Nina Lakhami, The Guardian, 
https://www.theguardian.com/news/2016/dec/08/mexico-war-on-drugs-cost-achieveme
nts-us-billions 

The US has donated at least $1.5bn through the Merida Initiative since 2008 (another $1bn has been agreed by Congress – PDF), 

while Mexico has spent at least $54bn on security and defence since 2007. Critics say that this influx of cash has 
helped create an opaque security industry open to corruption at every level. But the biggest 
costs have been human: since 2007, almost 200,000 people have been murdered and more 
than 28,000 reported as disappeared. In September 2014, 43 trainee teachers disappeared and are presumed to have 

been killed after they were attacked by corrupt police officers and handed over to drug gang members. The case – in which 
the Mexican army as well as corrupt politicians were implicated – has become emblematic of 

the violence perpetrated in heavily militarized zones.  Read more Human rights groups have 
detailed a vast rise in human rights abuses by security forces who are under pressure to make 
arrests, obtain confessions and justify the war. Reports of torture by security forces increased 
by 600% between 2003 and 2013, according to Amnesty International. As the cartels have fractured and 

diversified, other violent crimes such as kidnapping and extortion have also surged. In 2010, the Los Zetas cartel – founded by a 

group of Special Forces deserters – massacred 72 migrants who were kidnapped while trying to reach the US. Hundreds of 
thousands of people have been displaced by violence, and self-defence or vigilante groups 
have emerged in several states including Guerrero, Oaxaca and Michoacán, as communities 
have taken up arms in an attempt to protect themselves. Some of those militias have in turn 
been targeted by state forces or co-opted by organized crime.  

 

http://www.insightcrime.org/news-analysis/why-kidnapping-extortion-boomed-in-mexico
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/17/opinion/sunday/why-cartels-are-killing-mexicos-mayors.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/17/opinion/sunday/why-cartels-are-killing-mexicos-mayors.html
https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41349.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/sep/30/scores-students-missing-after-ambush-gunmen-mexican-police
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/sep/30/scores-students-missing-after-ambush-gunmen-mexican-police
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/09/mexico-torture-human-rights-violations-united-nations-report
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/AMR41/020/2014/en/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/aug/25/mexico-massacre-central-american-migrants
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/apr/03/mexico-drug-wars-thousands-displaced-from-homes
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/oct/28/mexican-militias-vigilantes-drug-cartels
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/oct/28/mexican-militias-vigilantes-drug-cartels


A2: Cooperation on Drugs 
1. The only reason we need this cooperation now is because of the negative 

effects of NAFTA. The Council on Hemispheric Affairs explains that the 
US used leverage from NAFTA to force the Mexican government into 
launching a military campaign against the cartels, which has backfired as 
cartels fractured and new ones rose up, increasing violence and the use 
of drugs in Mexico. The war is now the second deadliest war, after Syria, 
and kills over 20,000 people ever year. 

http://www.coha.org/nafta-and-drug-trafficking-perpetuating-violence-and-the-illicit-supply-ch
ain/ “NAFTA and Drug Trafficking: Perpetuating Violence and the Illicit Supply Chain” March 20th 
2015 by the Council on Hemispheric Affairs 

The 1994 Free Trade Agreement ushered in Mexico’s single market development plan, which essentially pinned the 

Mexican economy to the U.S. market. Nearly 80 percent of Mexican exports were destined for the United States and the U.S. in turn 

provides about half of Mexico’s imports.[xi] The Mexican economy’s dependence on the U.S. market has 
political implications in Mexico, making Mexican policymakers susceptible to pressures from 
Washington. Analysts suggest that Mexican policies that militarize the drug war and 
criminalize drugs are an outcome of Washington’s influence.[xii] These policies have 
contributed immensely to the prominence and violence of the drug trade today. 
 

https://cloudfront.escholarship.org/dist/prd/content/qt8j647429/qt8j647429.pdf?t=l8eb60 
“Drug Trafficking Organizations and CounterDrug Strategies in the U.S.-Mexican Context” 2010 
by Luis Astorga of the University of California, San Diego 

In response to these trends, Mexico and the United States have taken significant measures to try to address the phenomenon of 

transnational organized crime. Over the last three decades, Mexico has relied heavily on the armed 
forces to combat drug trafficking, deploying troops for crop eradication and other 
counter-drug operations, enlisting military personnel in civilian law enforcement posts, and 
utilizing soldiers in other day-to-day order maintenance functions, as is well documented (Camp 

1992; Celia Toro 1995; Turbiville 1997; Flores Pérez 2009; Moloeznik 2009). However, this pattern accelerated 
greatly during the Fox and Calderón administrations, which deployed tens of thousands of 
troops throughout the country. In terms of efforts to reduce the violence, the militarization of domestic public security 

in Mexico has brought mixed results, at best. Mexico’s military enjoys ample public confidence, but lacks the legal mandate and 

training for domestic law enforcement and criminal investigations. At worst, as Moloeznik (2009) suggests, militarization has 
produced a dramatic increase in human rights violations, contributed to corruption and 
defection among Mexican military personnel, and unnecessarily escalated the level of conflict 
and violence. Still, given the dysfunctions of civilian law enforcement agencies, Mexican 
officials appear to be at a loss for any effective alternative strategy. 

 

https://cloudfront.escholarship.org/dist/prd/content/qt8j647429/qt8j647429.pdf?t=l8eb60 
“Drug Trafficking Organizations and CounterDrug Strategies in the U.S.-Mexican Context” 2010 
by Luis Astorga of the University of California, San Diego 

Indeed, by some accounts, despite a nearly forty year effort to wage the “war on drugs,” drugs are 
more accessible, more widely utilized, and more potent than ever before. 6 



 

https://cloudfront.escholarship.org/dist/prd/content/qt8j647429/qt8j647429.pdf?t=l8eb60 
“Drug Trafficking Organizations and CounterDrug Strategies in the U.S.-Mexican Context” 2010 
by Luis Astorga of the University of California, San Diego 

Meanwhile, U.S. law enforcement and interdiction measures also had important, if sometimes 
unintended effects on Mexican DTOs. Numerous U.S. federal and subnational law 
enforcement initiatives have helped dismantle Mexican DTOs in recent years, sharing 
intelligence and arresting and prosecuting several major Mexican traffickers. For some Mexican 

analysts, there is some question as to whether sufficient efforts have been made to target the “U.S. cartels.” This is a point beyond 
the scope of this chapter, but it is important to note here the very different structure and function of organized crime in the two 
countries. In the United States, there is less need —and arguably less impunity— for retail operations to develop highly sophisticated 
organized crime networks to connect to their Mexican wholesalers. To be sure, like other global enterprises, these networks 
incorporate foreign elements in ways that significantly confuses what constitutes a “Mexican” trafficking organization. However, 
while leaving minor retail distribution to U.S. gangs and other groups operating at a lower level, it is the more sophisticated Mexican 
DTOs that primarily handle the difficult challenge of smuggling goods across the border and into major markets. Indeed, this 
particular challenge increased for Mexican smugglers increased over the 1990s, and especially in the aftermath of the September 11, 
2001 terrorist attacks, as tighter border security controls made it more difficult to traffic illicit contraband into the United States. 
This, in turn, led to more innovative smuggling methods, including the use of tunnels and maritime vessels.44 Partly due to the 

above-noted factors, Mexican DTOs suffered disruptions that altered the balance of power and 
contributed to fractionalization and infighting.45 In February 2002, Ramón Arellano Félix was killed in a shoot-out 

with police in Mazatlán, Sinaloa (possibly in a clash with Zambada’s forces), while Benjamín was arrested in the state of Puebla the 
next month.46 In 2003, the arrest of Osiel Cárdenas and his top lieutenant, Adán Medrano Rodríguez, delivered a significant blow to 

the Gulf DTO. In 2005, respectively, authorities arrested Juárez DTO leader Ricardo García Urquiza. In the wake of these upsets, the 
major DTOs became locked in an intense struggle for control, with the remnants of the Tijuana and Gulf 

DTOs battling the Juárez and Sinaloa DTOs, whose allied forces became known as “The Federation” or the “Golden Triangle” 
alliance.47 In the process, the AFO suffered additional losses —Eduardo Arellano Félix was captured in October 2008— and a bloody 
clash ensued between Fernando Sánchez Arellano Félix (son of Enedina Arellano Félix) and Teodoro García Simentel (head of one of 

the AFO’s subsidiary smuggling operations). Meanwhile, newly emergent groups —notably the Beltran 
Leyva organization (which broke from the Sinaloa DTO) and La Familia Michoacána (LFM)— 
entered the fray, contributing to further violence and a recasting of alliances. For example, the 

emergence of the LFM appeared to provoke a spike in violence in Michoacán, a strategically positioned marijuana growing area and 
receiving point for cocaine shipments. Because the LMF lacks control of any significant smuggling points into the United States, it 
had to fight vigorously for market share and forge alliances with more established DTOs to gain access to the U.S. market. 

 

http://www.newsweek.com/mexicos-drugs-war-created-worlds-deadliest-conflict-zone-after-sy
ria-survey-606558 “DRUG WAR TURNED MEXICO INTO WORLD’S DEADLIEST CONFLICT ZONE 
AFTER ONLY SYRIA: SURVEY” May 10th 2017 by Sofia Persio of Newsweek 

Mexico’s drug war has created the second deadliest conflict area in the world after only Syria, 
according to a global survey. The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) reported that the six-year war in Syria is the 
world’s deadliest conflict zone for the fifth consecutive year, causing an estimated 50,000 casualties in 2016. The Armed Conflict 
Survey 2017, the IISS annual summary of conflicts and casualties worldwide published on Tuesday, found that the war on drugs 

plaguing Central America has received ”scant attention.” In Mexico, 23,000 people died in the fight against 
drug cartels in 2016. In other, smaller Central American countries battling cartels, including El Salvador, Honduras and 

Guatemala, another 16,000 have been killed. “The death toll in Mexico’s conflict surpasses those for Afghanistan and Somalia. This is 
all the more surprising, considering that the conflict deaths are nearly all attributable to small arms. Mexico is a conflict marked by 
the absence of artillery, tanks or combat aviation,” John Chipman, IISS chief executive and director-general, said in the statement. 

http://www.newsweek.com/mexicos-drugs-war-created-worlds-deadliest-conflict-zone-after-syria-survey-606558
http://www.newsweek.com/mexicos-drugs-war-created-worlds-deadliest-conflict-zone-after-syria-survey-606558


2. The Council on Hemispheric Affairs explains that NAFTA allows the 

Mexican cartels to smuggle more drugs through the millions of trucks 
that cross the border every year. The cartels then use the money they 
make to buy guns and buy the loyalty of communities by giving them 
services like medical care and education. This effect is so large that 
Mexicans protested when a drug kingpin was arrested. Thus, the 
smuggling NAFTA allows helps the cartels prosper and increases the 
violence in Mexico. 

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/ryan-grim/nafta-and-the-drug-cartel_b_223705.html “NAFTA 
And The Drug Cartels: “A Deal Made In Narco Heaven” — Exclusive Excerpt and Live Chat at 3pm 
EST” August 1st 2009 by Ryan Grim of the Huffington Post 

“We were prohibited from discussing the effects of NAFTA as it related to narcotics trafficking, yes.” Phil Jordan, who had been 

one of the Drug Enforcement Administration’s leading authorities on Mexican drug organizations, told ABC News reporter Brian Ross 

four years after the deal had gone through. “For the godfathers of the drug trade in Colombia and Mexico, this was a deal made 
in narco heaven.” The agreement squeaked through Congress in late 1993 and went into effect January 1, 1994, the same day 

that the Zapatistas rose up in southeast Mexico. With its passage, more than two million trucks began 
flowing northward across the border annually. Only a small fraction of them were inspected 
for cocaine, heroin, or meth. The opening of the border came at an opportune time for 
Mexican drug runners, who had recently expanded their control of the cocaine trade and 
made major investments in large-scale meth production. Both were unintended consequences of U.S. policies 

in the seventies and eighties aimed at crushing meth and cocaine with a militarized, enforcement-heavy approach. Now NAFTA 
had presented Mexican cartels with one more unintended opportunity springing from U.S. 
policy. In a 1999 report, the White House estimated that commercial vehicles brought roughly 
100 tons of cocaine into the country across the Mexican border in 1993. With NAFTA in effect, 
1994 saw the biggest jump in commercial-vehicle smuggling on record—a 25 percent increase. 
The number of meth-related emergency-room visits in the United States doubled between 
1991 and 1994. In San Diego, America’s meth capital, meth seizures climbed from 1,409 
pounds in 1991 to 13,366 in 1994. 
 

http://www.coha.org/nafta-and-drug-trafficking-perpetuating-violence-and-the-illicit-supply-ch
ain/ “NAFTA and Drug Trafficking: Perpetuating Violence and the Illicit Supply Chain” March 20th 
2015 by the Council on Hemispheric Affairs 

Whereas Mexico supplies the U.S. drug demand, the United States, with its comparatively lax 
gun laws, participates in the “smuggler relationship,” providing the Mexican DTOs with the 

weapons used in plomo. DTO agents frequently travel across the U.S.-Mexican border on drug runs to satisfy the U.S. drug 

demand. The income generated from successful drug deliveries is often used to purchase 
weapons in southern U.S. border counties, but also Central America, which are then smuggled 
back into Mexico. The cycle of smuggling drugs into the U.S., using the profits to purchase 
weapons, and smuggling the weapons into Mexico is perpetuated by both the violence 
occurring in Mexico and the insatiable drug demand in the U.S. NAFTA has effectively 
increased the flow of goods and people across the border, not only enabling and influx of U.S. 
firearms into Mexico, but also exacerbating the violence there. This makes the DTOs’ access to weapons 

critical to their survivability, perpetuating the cycle. 

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/ryan-grim/nafta-and-the-drug-cartel_b_223705.html


 

http://www.coha.org/nafta-and-drug-trafficking-perpetuating-violence-and-the-illicit-supply-ch
ain/ “NAFTA and Drug Trafficking: Perpetuating Violence and the Illicit Supply Chain” March 20th 
2015 by the Council on Hemispheric Affairs 

DTOs are able to use profits from illegal sales to gain social and political capital through plata 
(“silver,” or money) by providing public goods (i.e. employment, education, medical care, 
religious opportunities, security, etc.) to the community that the state is incapable of 
delivering. Additionally, DTOs bribe corrupt politicians to support or overlook their operations 
by offering monetary incentives or political support (i.e. providing votes or targeting 
opposition members). However, operating within an illicit economy enables DTOs to act outside the rule of law. This grants 

DTOs the option to act violently, should plata be unsuccessful, to obtain the social and political capital necessary for survival through 

plomo (“lead,” or bullets). NAFTA has only further enables Mexican DTOs to prosper. 
 

https://www.thenation.com/article/how-mexican-drug-trade-thrives-free-trade/ “How the 
Mexican Drug Trade Thrives on Free Trade” July 15th 2014 by Christy Thornton of the Nation 

In some places where the state has been eviscerated, the cartels have emerged as a kind of 
parastate, delivering much-needed services and the promise of economic opportunity. Some 
expressed shock and disbelief when hundreds of people took to the streets in Sinaloa after the 
arrest of Chapo Guzmán in February. But it makes sense: El Chapo had infused millions of 
dollars into the economy of a poverty-stricken state and created jobs—in security, transport 
and manufacturing of drugs—that otherwise would have been nonexistent. Indeed, in 2008, 
the drug trade was Mexico’s fifth-largest employer. It’s likely the marchers were thinking about what El Chapo’s 

capture will mean for them and their ability to put food on the table, rather than its impact on the drug war. 

 

http://www.coha.org/nafta-and-drug-trafficking-perpetuating-violence-and-the-illicit-supply-chain/
http://www.coha.org/nafta-and-drug-trafficking-perpetuating-violence-and-the-illicit-supply-chain/
https://www.thenation.com/article/how-mexican-drug-trade-thrives-free-trade/


A2: General US Growth 
1. In a Washington Post Poll of many economists, they found that more 

than 80% said that if the US pulled out of NAFTA, growth would slow 
marginally but it would overall still be positive. This means that NAFTA 
tariff reduction have a minimal impact on the US economy. 

2. Carrey of Reuters furthers this by quantifying that if NAFTA ended, the 

US would lose .2% of their GDP over the next five years: there is literally 
no impact. 

3. Caliendo of Yale writes that the tariff reductions from NAFTA specifically 

resulted in a .08% increase in the welfare of Americans.  In other words, 
NAFTA’s impact on the price of good in the US was so small that it had 
virtually no effect on the livelihood of American’s. 

Ben Leubsdorf, 11-9-17, "Forecasters Predict Nafta Withdrawal Would Slow U.S. Growth ," WSJ, 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/forecasters-predict-nafta-withdrawal-would-slow-u-s-growth-1510239602 (NK 

 

 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/forecasters-predict-nafta-withdrawal-would-slow-u-s-growth-1510239602


Nick Carey, 11-27-2017, "Ending NAFTA would hurt growth, competitiveness of United States,...," U.S., 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nafta-economy/ending-nafta-would-hurt-growth-competitiveness-of-united-states-canada-report-idUSK
BN1DR1D4 (NK) 

According to the report, “The Day After NAFTA,” a failure to renegotiate the trade agreement between the 
United States, Canada and Mexico would lead to a 0.2 percent net reduction in real U.S. gross 
domestic product over the next five years, and a 1 percent decrease for Canada’s economy. U.S. President Donald 

Trump has threatened to withdraw from NAFTA unless it can be reworked in favor of the United States, arguing that the pact has 
hollowed out U.S. manufacturing and caused a trade deficit of more than $60 billion with Mexico. The United States, Mexico and 
Canada concluded a fifth round of talks to update NAFTA last week with major differences unresolved, casting doubt on whether a 
deal could be reached by the end of March 2018 as planned.  

 

Lorenzo Caliendo, Yale, 2014,  “Estimates of the Trade and Welfare Effects of NAFTA” 
http://faculty.som.yale.edu/lorenzocaliendo/ETWENAFTA.pdf (NK) 

We also propose a new method to estimate sectoral trade elasticities consistent with any trade model that delivers a multiplicative 

gravity equation. We apply our model and use our estimated elasticities to identify the impact of NAFTAís tariff 
reductions. We Önd that Mexicoís welfare increases by 1.31%, U.S.ís welfare increases by 0.08%, and Canadaís 

welfare declines by 0.06%. We Önd that intra-bloc trade increases by 118% for Mexico, 11% for Canada and 41% for the U.S. We 
show that welfare e§ects from tari§ reductions are reduced when the structure of production does not take into account 
intermediate goods or input-output linkages 

 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nafta-economy/ending-nafta-would-hurt-growth-competitiveness-of-united-states-canada-report-idUSKBN1DR1D4
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nafta-economy/ending-nafta-would-hurt-growth-competitiveness-of-united-states-canada-report-idUSKBN1DR1D4
http://faculty.som.yale.edu/lorenzocaliendo/ETWENAFTA.pdf


A2: Better/More US Jobs/Wages 
 



General 
1. Christopher Wilson of the Wilson Center explains that all the new jobs 

are highly skilled, which means they don’t reduce poverty or help those 
who need it most. All the low skilled jobs were shifted to Mexico. 

https://wilsonquarterly.com/quarterly/after-the-storm-in-u-s-mexico-relations/leveraging-the-u
-s-mexico-relationship-to-strengthen-our-economies/ “LEVERAGING THE U.S.-MEXICO 
RELATIONSHIP TO STRENGTHEN OUR ECONOMIES” by Christopher Wilson of the Wilson Center 
(2) 

U.S. investments to build factories in Mexico and other countries have faced considerable criticism recently, understood as 
representing a loss for the U.S. economy. To be sure, there are times when firms close their factories in the United States and move 
to Mexico. However, there is strong evidence that investment by U.S. firms in Mexico is more often associated with job growth in 

their U.S. operations than with job losses. Theodore Moran and Lindsay Oldenski have analyzed 
U.S.-Mexico trade and investment data from 1990 to 2009, and find that on average a 10 
percent increase in employment at U.S. companies’ operations in Mexico leads to a 1.3 
percent increase in the size of their U.S. workforce, a 1.7 percent increase in exports from the 
United States, and a 4.1 percent increase in U.S. research and development spending. There is 
also evidence that the jobs created in the United States by this phenomenon require higher 
skill levels, reinforcing the need for training and retraining to ensure that workers benefit from this transition and qualify for 

these higher-paying positions. 

2. Robert Scott of the Economic Policy Institute explains that NAFTA has 

cost the US 5.4 million manufacturing jobs, including 700,000 in 2010 
alone. This is because when NAFTA eliminated tariffs, there was no cost 
to moving jobs to Mexico, as producing goods there offers the same 
access to the American market but with lower labor costs. 

https://www.epi.org/files/page/-/BriefingPaper308.pdf “Heading South U.S.-Mexico trade and 
job displacement after NAFTA” May 3rd 2011 by Robert Scott of the Economic Policy Institute 

The growing U.S. trade deficit with Mexico has displaced a large number of jobs in the United 
States and is a significant contributor to the current crisis in U.S. manufacturing, which lost 5.6 
million jobs between 2000 and February 2011 (BLS 2011). U.S. trade with Mexico in 2010 cost 
682,900 U.S. jobs, and three-fifths of the jobs displaced (415,000) were in the manufacturing 
sector. NAFTA proponents claimed that falling tariffs would generate rapidly growing exports and a sustained and growing trade 

surplus with Mexico. In fact, the United States has experienced steadily growing trade deficits with Mexico. Despite this experience, 
proponents of the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement have claimed that growing exports will support 70,000 U.S. jobs. The job 
displacement that arose from U.S. trade deficits with Mexico after NAFTA took effect provides powerful evidence that the KORUS 
FTA is likely to lead to growing U.S. trade deficits and job displacement. 

 

https://www.investopedia.com/articles/economics/08/north-american-free-trade-agreement.as
p “NAFTA's Winners And Losers” January 30th 2018 by David Floyd of Investopedia 

NAFTA's implementation has coincided with a 30% drop in manufacturing employment, from 
17.7 million jobs at the end of 1993 to 12.3 million at the end of 2016. 

https://wilsonquarterly.com/quarterly/after-the-storm-in-u-s-mexico-relations/leveraging-the-u-s-mexico-relationship-to-strengthen-our-economies/
https://wilsonquarterly.com/quarterly/after-the-storm-in-u-s-mexico-relations/leveraging-the-u-s-mexico-relationship-to-strengthen-our-economies/
https://www.epi.org/files/page/-/BriefingPaper308.pdf


3. NAFTA led to no net job creation. Shannon O’Neil at the Council on 
Foreign Relations writes in 2017: jobs were lost, as others were gained, 
leading to a net wash.  

O’Neil 17 Shannon O'Neil [senior fellow for Latin American Studies at the Council on Foreign 
Relations and a member of AQ's editorial board], 9-20-2017, "It's Time to Face NAFTA’s Jobs 
Myth," Americas Quarterly, http://americasquarterly.org/content/naftas-jobs-myth //DF 
The facts belie these perceptions. The non-partisan Congressional Research Service, reviewing dozens of studies conducted over the 

last twenty years, found that the trade agreement has had little to no effect on net employment in the 
United States. Yes, jobs were lost, as others were gained, leading to a net wash. And while these 

transitions are undoubtedly hard for individual workers, NAFTA-inspired job losses (leaving aside the new positions created by more 
trade) accounted for less than 1 percent of the nearly 18 million positions eliminated every year. These limited effects reflect the 
fact that even at $1.2 trillion dollars, North American trade represents just 6 percent of the U.S. economy.  In the larger worry over 
jobs, the United States should be commiserating rather than condemning its southern neighbor. A recent International Labour 
Organization (ILO) report shows that Mexican workers, like their U.S. colleagues, suffered the most from Chinese competition, not 
each other. Over the last two decades, Mexico lost nearly 650,000 net jobs to the Asian giant, as textiles, shoes, and computer 
factories shuttered in the face of cheap imports or as management moved operations across the Pacific. The United States, 
according to estimates by scholars David Autor, David Dorn, and Gordon Hanson, lost 2.4 million jobs to China over a roughly similar 
period. Per capita this represents 11 of every 1,000 workers in Mexico, and 14 per 1,000 workers in the United States.  

4. So while there was no great job gain, there were huge job losses. Sabri 
Ben-Achour at Marketplace explains in 2017: with job losses for 
non-college educated Americans in rugs or brick making, and gains in 
autos and aerospace, the change in the mix of employment has not been 
good for non-college labor 

Ben-Achour 17 Sabri Ben-Achour, 3-22-2017, "Did NAFTA cost or create jobs? Both," 
Marketplace, 
https://www.marketplace.org/2017/03/21/economy/did-nafta-cost-or-create-jobs-both //DF 
This comparison of industries that won and lost helps make sense out of the confusion over job loss due to NAFTA. The trade 
agreement caused both job loss and job gain.  “I think we can say with a lot of assurance that we have a different mix of employment 

because of NAFTA,” said Josh Bivens, director of research at the Economic Policy Institute. We lost low skilled jobs for 
non-college educated Americans in rugs or furniture making or brick making. We gained 
design and business services jobs in autos and aerospace.  “That change in the mix of 
employment has been generally not good for non-college labor in the United States,” Bivens said. 

 Then again, neither has automation, the move to a services-based economy, the decline of labor unions and globalization generally. 
 “NAFTA is just this very visible political symbol that people take as the stand-in for all the pressures globalization put on American 
workers,” said Bivens, who remains critical of NAFTA and policymakers for failing to protect the workers who lost out as a result of 
the trade agreement and economic changes that came after it.  

5. These job losses for low skill workers are more important than gains to 

high-skilled workers for two reasons. 

a. Permanent unemployment. Michael Hirsh explains in a 2011 

Atlantic article: educated workers have a much easier time finding 
work – 78% of the currently unemployed didn’t finish high school. 
And despairing of finding work, many of the least educated people 
drop out of the workforce and become permanently unemployed 
– 43% of the currently unemployed are permanently unemployed 

Hirsh 11 Michael Hirsh, 8-3-2011, "In the High-Skilled Economy, Low-Skilled Workers Fall 
Behind," Atlantic, 

http://americasquarterly.org/content/naftas-jobs-myth
https://www.marketplace.org/2017/03/21/economy/did-nafta-cost-or-create-jobs-both


https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/08/in-the-high-skilled-economy-low-skilled-
workers-fall-behind/243012/ //DF 

But beneath that overarching problem, one startling figure jumps out. Educated workers with the right skills are, for 

the most part, doing all right--far better, at least, than those with little education. "Since the start of the recovery, 

the economy has created something like 1.5 million to 2 million net new jobs, and of these the vast majority have been 

'high-skilled,'" says Susan Lund, head of research for the McKinsey Global Institute. The most recent population survey by the Labor 

Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics offered this striking contrast: Since the recovery began producing jobs in January 2010, the 

United States has suffered a net loss of 500,000 jobs among people with high school diplomas or less, but a net gain of 1.2 million 

jobs for college grads. "During the entire recession, the unemployment rate for college graduates never exceeded 5 percent, while 

the unemployment rate for people without a high school degree soared to 15 percent," Lund says. Of the 9.2 percent of 
Americans who are currently unemployed, 78 percent did not finish high school. According to a study 

of major economies by the ManpowerGroup, a Milwaukee-based workforce consultant, 52 percent of employers in the United 

States complain that they can't find the right talent--even at a time of sky-high unemployment. That's a much higher share than the 

global average of 34 percent. More alarmingly, the statistics suggest that the skills mismatch is becoming part of a deep structural 

problem in the economy. Despairing of finding work, many of the least employable people are simply 
dropping out of the workforce and swelling the pool of the "permanent" unemployed. As of this 

June, 43 percent of the nation's 14 million unemployed workers were in the ranks of long-term 
unemployed (defined as more than 27 weeks). That's the highest level since the government began compiling that data in 1948, 

far exceeding the previous record of 31.5 percent in 2009, when the economy was near the trough of the recession; the number is 

likely to be even higher by the end of this year. Even during the great "stagflation" of the 1970s, the proportion of long-term 

unemployed was only about 18 percent.  

b. Pay cuts. Lori Wallach reports in the Huffington Post in 2017: 
manufacturing workers who got their jobs back still lost serious 
income. The average manufacturer making $38,000 lost nearly 
$8,000 in income. Even manufacturers who left for 
non-offshorrable service sector jobs flooded that job market, 
depressing wages there, too. 

Wallach 17 Lori Wallach [Director, Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch], 5-24-2017, "NAFTA’s 
Wreckage Shows Why It Must Be Replaced, Not Tweaked," HuffPost, 
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_u
s_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94 //DF 

And these are not all Rust Belt casualties, though the fury of voters in those states is what Trump exploited to get into the White 

House. Texas also got clobbered. You can also search by state here. The broadest NAFTA damage has been on the types of jobs 

available for those without college educations economy-wide. Per the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, two out of every five 
displaced manufacturing workers who were rehired in 2016 experienced a wage reduction, with one 

out of four taking a cut of greater than 20 percent. For the average manufacturing worker earning 
more than $38,000 per year, this meant an annual loss of at least $7,700. And because those 
manufacturing workers joined the other workers seeking jobs in non-offshorable service 
sectors, wages in even the lower wage service sectors that have growing employment 
opportunities remained low. That wage effect is how manufacturing job offshoring under bad trade deals hits us all. 

Contrary to conventional wisdom, we have a NAFTA trade deficit in agriculture. The agriculture trade balance with NAFTA partners 

fell from a $2.5 billion surplus in the year before NAFTA to a $6.4 billion deficit in 2016. 

https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/08/in-the-high-skilled-economy-low-skilled-workers-fall-behind/243012/
https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/08/in-the-high-skilled-economy-low-skilled-workers-fall-behind/243012/
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_us_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_us_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94


6. Ultimately, Jeff Faux at the Economic Policy Institute writes in 2013: 
NAFTA resulted in the relocation of 700,000 manufacturing jobs, and the 
vast majority of workers who lost those jobs suffered a permanent loss 
of income. 

Faux 13 Jeff Faux [Founding President and Distinguished Fellow], 12-9-2013, "NAFTA’s Impact on 
U.S. Workers," Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/blog/naftas-impact-workers/ 
//DF 

By establishing the principle that U.S. corporations could relocate production elsewhere and sell back into the United States, NAFTA 

undercut the bargaining power of American workers, which had driven the expansion of the middle class since the end of World War 

II. The result has been 20 years of stagnant wages and the upward redistribution of income, wealth and political power. NAFTA 

affected U.S. workers in four principal ways. First, it caused the loss of some 700,000 jobs as production 
moved to Mexico. Most of these losses came in California, Texas, Michigan, and other states where 
manufacturing is concentrated. To be sure, there were some job gains along the border in service and retail sectors 

resulting from increased trucking activity, but these gains are small in relation to the loses, and are in lower paying occupations. 

The vast majority of workers who lost jobs from NAFTA suffered a permanent loss of income. 
Second, NAFTA strengthened the ability of U.S. employers to force workers to accept lower wages and benefits. As soon as NAFTA 

became law, corporate managers began telling their workers that their companies intended to move to Mexico unless the workers 

lowered the cost of their labor. In the midst of collective bargaining negotiations with unions, some companies would even start 

loading machinery into trucks that they said were bound for Mexico. The same threats were used to fight union organizing efforts. 

The message was: “If you vote in a union, we will move south of the border.” With NAFTA, corporations also could more easily 

blackmail local governments into giving them tax reductions and other subsidies. 

 

https://www.epi.org/blog/naftas-impact-workers/


Wage Specific Stuff 
1. NAFTA dramatically lowered wages for US workers. Lori Wallach reports 

in the Huffington Post in 2017: The average manufacturer making 
$38,000 lost nearly $8,000 in income. This is for two reasons 

Wallach 17 Lori Wallach [Director, Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch], 5-24-2017, "NAFTA’s 
Wreckage Shows Why It Must Be Replaced, Not Tweaked," HuffPost, 
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_u
s_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94 //DF 

And these are not all Rust Belt casualties, though the fury of voters in those states is what Trump exploited to get into the White 

House. Texas also got clobbered. You can also search by state here. The broadest NAFTA damage has been on the types of jobs 

available for those without college educations economy-wide. Per the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, two out of every five 
displaced manufacturing workers who were rehired in 2016 experienced a wage reduction, with one 

out of four taking a cut of greater than 20 percent. For the average manufacturing worker earning 
more than $38,000 per year, this meant an annual loss of at least $7,700. And because those 
manufacturing workers joined the other workers seeking jobs in non-offshorable service sectors, 
wages in even the lower wage service sectors that have growing employment opportunities 
remained low. That wage effect is how manufacturing job offshoring under bad trade deals hits us all. Contrary to conventional 

wisdom, we have a NAFTA trade deficit in agriculture. The agriculture trade balance with NAFTA partners fell from a $2.5 billion 

surplus in the year before NAFTA to a $6.4 billion deficit in 2016. 

a. Through threatening offshoring to force low wages. Jeff Faux of 
the Economic Policy Institute writes in 2013: As soon as NAFTA 
became law, corporate managers began telling their workers that 
their companies intended to move to Mexico unless the workers 
lowered the cost of their labor 

Faux 13 Jeff Faux [Founding President and Distinguished Fellow], 12-9-2013, "NAFTA’s Impact on 
U.S. Workers," Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/blog/naftas-impact-workers/ 
//DF 

NAFTA affected U.S. workers in four principal ways. First, it caused the loss of some 700,000 jobs as production moved to Mexico. 

Most of these losses came in California, Texas, Michigan, and other states where manufacturing is concentrated. To be sure, there 

were some job gains along the border in service and retail sectors resulting from increased trucking activity, but these gains are 

small in relation to the loses, and are in lower paying occupations. The vast majority of workers who lost jobs from NAFTA suffered a 

permanent loss of income. Second, NAFTA strengthened the ability of U.S. employers to force workers to 
accept lower wages and benefits. As soon as NAFTA became law, corporate managers began 
telling their workers that their companies intended to move to Mexico unless the workers 
lowered the cost of their labor. In the midst of collective bargaining negotiations with unions, some companies would 

even start loading machinery into trucks that they said were bound for Mexico. The same threats were used to fight union organizing 

efforts. The message was: “If you vote in a union, we will move south of the border.” With NAFTA, corporations also could more 

easily blackmail local governments into giving them tax reductions and other subsidies. 

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_us_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/naftas-wreckage-shows-why-it-must-be-replaced-not_us_5925fb9fe4b0aa7207986a94
https://www.epi.org/blog/naftas-impact-workers/


b. Through downward pressure. Dean Baker at the Center for 
Economic and Policy Research explains in 2014: trade drives down 
wages for 70% of non-college educated workers. When 
manufacturing workers are put in direct competition with lower 
paid workers in Mexico, the result is lower pay for the vast 
majority of U.S. workers 

Baker 14 Dean Baker [economist and the co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy 
Research], 7-22-2014, "Enough Magical Thinking on Trade," Center for Economic and Policy 
Research, http://cepr.net/blogs/beat-the-press/enough-magical-thinking-on-trade //DF 

Hmmm, maybe we should subsidize the export of jobs. If we could export another 4 million jobs to Mexico, we could add 10 million 

here and close the employment gap. I doubt you will get many people, especially those familiar with economics, to agree that 

anything like this makes sense. In fact econometric studies have shown that, consistent with economic theory, trade has been 
a source of downward pressure on the wages of the 70 percent of the workforce that lacks a 
college education. The basic story is that we put our manufacturing workers in direct competition with 
low paid workers in the developing world while protecting our doctors, lawyers, and other highly paid professionals. 

The predicted and actual result is lower pay for the vast majority of U.S. workers. In additional to the negative 

impact of current trade patterns on wages, there is also the simple problem of the massive loss of demand due to the trade deficit. 

We currently import $500 billion a year more than we export. This is $500 billion that is creating demand in Canada, the European 

Union, Mexico, and elsewhere, rather than in the United States. Is there some story as to how domestic consumption or investment 

is somehow larger because of this trade deficit? If so, it would be worth a Nobel Prize if someone could lay it out with a straight face. 

2. (Only read if they argue lower prices) This outweighs price decreases. 
Dean Baker of the Center for Economic and Policy Research explains in 
2013: if NAFTA made it easier for school children to train and practice 
medicine in the US, and we got and additional 200,000 doctors, this 
would lead to tens of billions of savings in health care costs to patients. 
However, the hit to doctor’s wages would have swamped the savings on 
their health care bill, and this is the same story with ordinary workers 
affected by NAFTA. 

Baker 13 Dean Baker [economist and the co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy 
Research], 12-5-2013, "Nafta Lowered Wages, as It Was Supposed to Do," New York Times, 
https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lo
wered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do //DF 

This can produce economic gains; they just don’t go to ordinary workers. The lower cost of labor translates to some extent into 

lower prices and to some extent into higher corporate profits. The latter might be good news for shareholders and top management, 

but is not beneficial to most workers. Lower prices are helpful to workers as consumers, but are not likely 
to offset the impact on wages. To see this point, imagine that Nafta was about reducing the wages of doctors by 

eliminating the barriers that made it difficult for Mexican school children to train to U.S. 
standards and practice medicine in the United States. If we got an additional 200,000 doctors 
from Mexico over the last 20 years then it would likely go far toward bringing the pay of doctors in the United States more in line 

with the pay of doctors in other wealthy countries. This would lead to tens of billions of years in savings in 
health care costs to patients and the government. Even doctors would share in these savings, since 

they too would have to pay less for their health care. However no one would try to tell doctors that they were better off from 

this trade deal because of their reduced health care costs. The hit to their wages would have swamped the 

http://cepr.net/blogs/beat-the-press/enough-magical-thinking-on-trade
https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lowered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do
https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lowered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do


savings on their health care bill. This is the same story with ordinary workers and the impact 
of Nafta. Nafta could have been structured to bring the pay of doctors and other highly paid professionals more in line with their 

pay in other wealthy countries by removing barriers. This would have produced substantial economic gains to the economy as a 

whole (it’s the exact same model as economists use to show gains from the Nafta we have), except these gains would be associated 

with a downward rather than an upward redistribution of income. 

 



A2: Lower US Prices 
 



General 
1. Wages outweigh – Lower prices don’t help if wages are lower. Dean 

Baker of the Center for Economic and Policy Research explains in 2013: if 
NAFTA made it easier for school children to train and practice medicine 
in the US, and we got and additional 200,000 doctors, this would lead to 
tens of billions of savings in health care costs to patients. However, the 
hit to doctor’s wages would have swamped the savings on their health 
care bill, and this is the same story with ordinary workers affected by 
NAFTA. 

Baker 13 Dean Baker [economist and the co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy 
Research], 12-5-2013, "Nafta Lowered Wages, as It Was Supposed to Do," New York Times, 
https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lo
wered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do //DF 

This can produce economic gains; they just don’t go to ordinary workers. The lower cost of labor translates to some extent into 

lower prices and to some extent into higher corporate profits. The latter might be good news for shareholders and top management, 

but is not beneficial to most workers. Lower prices are helpful to workers as consumers, but are not likely 
to offset the impact on wages. To see this point, imagine that Nafta was about reducing the wages of doctors by 

eliminating the barriers that made it difficult for Mexican school children to train to U.S. 
standards and practice medicine in the United States. If we got an additional 200,000 doctors 
from Mexico over the last 20 years then it would likely go far toward bringing the pay of doctors in the United States more in line 

with the pay of doctors in other wealthy countries. This would lead to tens of billions of years in savings in 
health care costs to patients and the government. Even doctors would share in these savings, since 

they too would have to pay less for their health care. However no one would try to tell doctors that they were better off from 

this trade deal because of their reduced health care costs. The hit to their wages would have swamped the 
savings on their health care bill. This is the same story with ordinary workers and the impact 
of Nafta. Nafta could have been structured to bring the pay of doctors and other highly paid professionals more in line with their 

pay in other wealthy countries by removing barriers. This would have produced substantial economic gains to the economy as a 

whole (it’s the exact same model as economists use to show gains from the Nafta we have), except these gains would be associated 

with a downward rather than an upward redistribution of income. 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lowered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do
https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2013/11/24/what-weve-learned-from-nafta/nafta-lowered-wages-as-it-was-supposed-to-do


A2: Food Prices 
1. Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University explains that any food price 

change was so tiny that as a result of currency devaluation, food prices 
have actually risen by 4% in the decade after NAFTA’s implementation. 

https://sites.evergreen.edu/townhalls/wp-content/uploads/sites/28/2015/02/neoliberal-globali
zation.pdf “Neoliberal Globalization, NAFTA, and Migration: Mexico’s Loss of Food and Labor 
Sovereignty” 2001 by Gerardo Otero of Simon Fraser University 

The contrast between the predominantly luxury imports of Canada and the United States with those of Mexico is notable: there is no 
doubt that Mexico is far more food vulnerable than the other two NAFTA partners. Consequently, of the three NAFTA countries, only 

Mexico has seen food prices rise significantly during the global food crisis, starting in late 2006. Canada has actually experienced 

a 0.6% food deflation, likely caused by the appreciation of its currency by about 30% since 2002. In addition, “Canada’s prices may be 
kept low because the country is producing much of its own food—possibly too much,” according to Bank of Nova Scotia senior 

economist Adrianne Warren (Scoffield & Strauss, 2008, p. B1, B6). Due to reverse trends in its currency, which has 
been devalued significantly against other major currencies, price inflation in the United States 
was 4% in 2007 (Scoffield & Strauss, 2008, p. B1). For the most part, however, Canada is also substantially self-sufficient. 

2. We barely import any food from Canada and Mexico in comparison to 

what we produce and export. If you buy their argument, it just means a 
small portion of our food market gets more expensive. 

http://www.mediamaxnetwork.co.ke/features/261583/261583/ “10 world’s leading food 
producing countries” October 11th 2016 by Mediamax 

1. China The country leads in rice and pig meat production, and it is among three largest producers of milk, chicken and beef. China 
is the fourth largest agricultural producer exporter at $58 billion (Sh5.8 trillion). Rapid economic growth has enabled China to halve 

the number of malnourished people since 1980s. However, 150 million Chinese still suffer hunger, mainly in rural areas. 2. United 
States The US is the largest producer of milk, chicken and beef, and second producer of pork. 
It is the largest agricultural exporter with exports estimated at $110 billion (Sh11 trillion) in 
2014. The country also holds the top place as the greatest meat consumer per capita, and is among countries which throw away 

the largest amount of food despite 48 million Americans living in food insecure households. 

 

https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/mexico# “U.S.-Mexico Trade Facts” by the Office of 
the United States Trade Representative (2) 

U.S. total imports of agricultural products from Mexico totaled $25 billion in 2017, our largest 

supplier of agricultural imports. Leading categories include: other fresh fruit ($6.0 billion), fresh vegetables ($5.5 billion), wine and 
beer ($3.3 billion), snack foods ($2.1 billion), and processed fruit & vegetables ($1.5 billion). 

 

https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/canada “U.S.-Canada Trade Facts” by the Office of 
the United States Trade Representative 

U.S. total imports of agricultural products from Canada totaled $22 billion in 2017, our 2nd largest 

supplier of agricultural imports. Leading categories include: snack foods ($4.2 billion), red meats, fr/ch/fr ($2.3 billion), other 
vegetable oils ($2.0 billion), processed fruit & vegetables ($1.5 billion), and fresh vegetables ($1.4 billion). 

http://www.mediamaxnetwork.co.ke/features/261583/261583/


3. Our food imports from Canada and Mexico consist basically of just fruits, 

vegetables, and processed snacks. They portray this argument as NAFTA 
decreasing food prices across the board; it’s not nearly as big a deal as 
they make it out to be. The literal worst case scenario without NAFTA is 
fewer Americans eat fruit. 

https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/mexico# “U.S.-Mexico Trade Facts” by the Office of 
the United States Trade Representative (2) 

U.S. total imports of agricultural products from Mexico totaled $25 billion in 2017, our largest 
supplier of agricultural imports. Leading categories include: other fresh fruit ($6.0 billion), 
fresh vegetables ($5.5 billion), wine and beer ($3.3 billion), snack foods ($2.1 billion), and 
processed fruit & vegetables ($1.5 billion). 
 

https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/canada “U.S.-Canada Trade Facts” by the Office of 
the United States Trade Representative 

U.S. total imports of agricultural products from Canada totaled $22 billion in 2017, our 2nd 
largest supplier of agricultural imports. Leading categories include: snack foods ($4.2 billion), 
red meats, fr/ch/fr ($2.3 billion), other vegetable oils ($2.0 billion), processed fruit & 
vegetables ($1.5 billion), and fresh vegetables ($1.4 billion). 

4. Without NAFTA, our food would be just as cheap. Currently, the US 

government literally pays some farmers not to farm because they don’t 
want the price of food to fall too much, as farmers would suffer. The US 
government therefore has the power to manipulate food prices however 
they want because they control the amount of food produced – without 
NAFTA the government would just pay fewer farmers not to farm and 
decrease the price of food. 

https://www.pbs.org/newshour/economy/why-does-the-govt-pay-farmers “Why Does the Govt. 
Pay Farmers to Not Grow Crops?” August 4th 2009 by Robert Frank of Cornell University 

Editor’s Note: Robert Frank, who recently guest-blogged for several weeks here at the Business Desk with answers to some of life’s 

economic ironies, once again answers questions posed by viewers. Question: Why does the government pay 
farmers not to grow crops? Robert Frank: Paying farmers not to grow crops was a substitute 
for agricultural price support programs designed to ensure that farmers could always sell their 
crops for enough to support themselves. The price support program meant that farmers had 
to incur the expense of plowing their fields, fertilizing, irrigating, spraying, and harvesting 
them, and then selling their crops to the government, which stored them in silos until they 
either rotted or were consumed by rodents. It was much cheaper just to pay farmers not to 
grow the crops in the first place. 

https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/mexico#
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/americas/canada
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/economy/why-does-the-govt-pay-farmers

