There are no restrictions on the way of an American manufacturer to close a plant in the US and open one on Mexico. Sceptics score that a double crime. Rich country’s poor workers are out of job and other wages suffer downward pressure. Meanwhile poor country’s workers are exploited.
Answer: Both countries consumers get richer and living standards rise as prices are decelerated. Some benefit some are worse off. Economies of scale do the trick. New Trade brings job openings.

Parallel to technology, trade integration helps do more with less(in the case of tech. it is self-explaining while in the case of free trade the country exports what it does  not want only to import the resources it lacks) and on the other hand has losers and winners.
Also FDI from America lst’say does not go to developing countries.Roughly 80% of it goes to high income Countries.And that’s an answer to the exploitation argument.

For its workers there is another trait.Exports rise (mixture of finished and intermediate products)rather than fall when FDI occurs.Jobs follow

Trade is way milder than technology and the remedy lies with education and training for the adaptation of unskilled labor to the enhanced economy
Workers of poor countries have less to lose & more to gain
Openness to foreign trade & investment should encourage capital to flow to poor economies. There capital has chances of better ROI wherever is mixed with labor
Capital arrives in the form of loans or portfolio investment and loosens the financial constraints on additional investment by local companies.

If it arrives in FDI brings together skills & technology

Investment pushes the incomes up partly by raising the demand for labour and partly by making labour more productive
Trade itself is a positive sum game for importers-exporters, borrowers-lenders, workers-shareholders

Export pessimism: the idea that liberalizing trade will be self-defeating if too many developing countries try to do it simultaneously
Counter argument developing countries altogether cannot put a strain on the global trading system 
Lump of labor rather than a lump of trade: The example of outward orientation of the east asian tigers against the Import Substitution Industry of India, Latin America and much of Africa. Government that creates shortages and surpluses is worth buying .So venality is added to micro-smuggling

Sweat shops, abuses: as developing countries grow, withdrew from labour-intensive manufactures to more sophisticated. What makes people vulnerable to these practices is poverty.
Trade (&FDI)is good for growth,growth is bad for the poor: East Asia has done progress in reducing poverty. Change is capita income of the poor is positively correlated with change of overall per capita income .Multinationals pay double salaries
Globalisation has made it exceedingly difficult for governments to provide social insurance…At present, international  economic integration  is taking place  against the background of receding governments and diminished social obligations: Sweden and Denmark both taxed heavily are of the most open economies.Rest of Europe is likely to follow.Democracy has room to maneuver
Companies to governments comparisons are misleading since national income is a measure of value added while a company’s sales are value added plus cost of inputs. Any way you have it the ability to tax and exercise power  over citizens gives governments more political clout any company couldn’t dream of even at the cases where lobbying corrupts public servants.
On the one hand, if government is the oppressor, economic integration makes it difficult for tyrants. Democracies too are capable of tyrrany over minorities
The global flow of information, a by-product of integration draws attention to all sorts of abuses and fosters a broader policy competition

Capital is not as liquid as one would think (due to jurisdictions and administration uniqueness); just a few points %GDP of surplus or deficit are regarded big

Social security fosters productivity and efficiency. Companies would take that into account. Some say though that well-fare policies encourage idleness and reduce productivity. Democracy prevails. For example consider less working hours.Incomes fall and therefore living standards fall but people chose it this way for they thought they are in a net better condition. As for the nation competitiveness the following will occur: wages and profits will fall relative to what otherwise have been. Next investment will fall and capital stock will shrink,again compared to what otherwise have been. This willcontinue until the scarcity of capital drives the profit back up, at the margin.
Would the economy have fared any better without globalization?

The main difference is that in a closed economy losses would be subtracted from an economy that is already very much poorer than its open-economy counter-part

Economic insecurity for certain groups and rise of aggregate incomes rise for some other groups. Both of these consequences of globalization tend to raise social spending

Again temporary and long-term losers of globalization should get well-designed help

Policies which, according to current orthodoxy, are necessary to establish the markets’ confidence in any particular economy & its government: balanced budgets, moderate taxes, light regulation etc are labeled “The golden straitjacket”
Once a country puts on “the golden straitjacket” two things tend to happen:your economy grows and the politics shrink.

What about the voters? Sceptics make both points
a) voters are ignored: if voters really wanted big deficits,higher taxes, more public ownership of industry and so on, competing parties would apply the respective rules to get elected

b) voters support policies favored by current orthodoxy but wish they hadn’t to: polity lie about being helpless. Ie( Tony Blairs party quote “the world has changed,our values have not” meaning that they would still like to do what they tradionally did but they cannot because if globalization; They say that global capital cannot allow for public ownership and to keep local companies competitive health & safety regulation must be dismantled and environmental rules relaxed
Deregulation occurs in technical issues (should banks be able to sell insurance, how financial institutions are supervised) rather than ideological (product and environmental standards, terms of employment, health and safety in the workplace).Additionally, deregulation of this type helps SMEs and small scale investors(ie less obstacles to start a business, advanced property rights) to accumulate wealth.
In reality globalization has left the capacity of governments to gather taxes and pay for public spending undiminished. Furthermore with global capital it is easier to run big budget deficits because there is a larger pool of funds to tap. As noted earlier companies are responsive to stimuli that keep their workforces’ morale high
Therefore democrats ,labor parties have to sound more like their conservative counterparts (something that roots in the massive flow from the left and right parties towards the center after the collapse of communism).But they deny responsibility of decision on a policy by marking a policy as enforced from above which is not the case.
Fiscal discipline,curbs on subsidies and increases in taxes, methods used by the IMF,are hurting the poor the sceptics say.This kind of development saddles the developing countries with crippling debt and exposes them to extreme fluctuations of the global business cycle .Insupportable debts and chronic instability worsen the developing countries’ dependence on  aid, and allow the IMF to tighten the screw more vigorously next time,at the direcetion of American Bankers.
Extreme as this caricature may be when taken a a whole,it contains some truths. There  have been mistakes,big and small , and unintended consequences aplenty however the idea that  the Washington establishment is engaged in a conspiracy to oppress the poor is inconsistent nonsense. The IMF, The Bank and America’s treasury department would all feel more threatened if intelligent criticism could be filtered from all the rubbish.

.
Of all the forms of foreign capital, FDI is the less risky and more productive at the expense of outflow of profits Other forms of debt, namely short-term bank debt  led many developing countries to desperate trouble(Argentina,Brasil). Borrowers have their share of blame but it is not always so: In east Asia during the 90s where much of the borrowing was channeled through domestic banks, meaning that the ultimate borrowers were unaware of the system-wide exchange-rate risk. 
Developing countries therefore have made mistakes too but much of the blame for the developing countries’debt traumas lies with rich country lenders. Modern banking operates under the persistent influence of moral hazard. This arises because deposit taking banks are fragile operations and because governments are reluctant to let them fail. In every spectacular boom and bust , in reach and poor countries alike, an exaggerated cycle of banking greed and fear has been the principle cause for traumas. 

So, when sceptics accuse rich-country of being mainly concerened with bailining out western banks when financial crisis strikes the third world ,they have a point.

Until the dilemmas of global bank regulation are resolved –supposing they ever can be – the hazards of borrowing from abroad do argue for greater caution than poor-country borrowers have often used, or been advised to use by the IMF or the World Bank. The confidence with which the Fund and the Bank advised or required countries to abolish capital controls now looks misplaced.

The policy was doubtless well-intended. There is now question that moderate inflows of debt can speed development. This is why a credit standing is a valuable asset for a developing country, and why too ready a willingness to default on debt usually proves self-defeating.
No doubt, it would be better to bring financial regulation in developing countries up to the standard, such as it is, of regulation in America or Europe. That is though, easier said than done. In the meantime, taxes and controls on short-term foreign currency inflows, the kind Chile has used with success, may well be better for some poor countries than the alternatives of no inflows at all on the one hand ant ,on the other, completely unrestricted inflows intermediated by a weakly or corruptly regulated financial system.
The IMF is criticized for sending experts to balance the budget in ways that assault the poor. In the meantime measures to curb deficits are unavoidable ;by the time IMF sticks in the economy is destabilized and It’s not the case of laissez faire against demands of social justice any more. Governments always have the option of refraining from asking for its help if their voters believe it is oppressive.
In fact most of the policies of the Washington consensus serve the poor directly; not only through growth. The centerpiece of these policies: fiscal discipline is needed to avoid economic calamity; but even in more normal times the alternative to a steady control of government borrowing is usually high inflation. The need to broaden the tax base to pay for safety nets is eminent 
More sceptics added, are from the political right. They are considered with throwing good money after bad money. They are also bothered because the two institutions “reward” the bad policies that got the patients into trouble in the first place.
After all this criticism from all sides and while the governments are incompetent to own the policies that will get them out of trouble, It would be only normal for the IMF to start providing liquidity in case of emergencies rather than development finance. It has all the economic and political reasons to downgrade its services as a counter-measure against disrespectful condemnation
Sceptics extend many of the criticisms they make of IMF and the World Bank to the WTO. The sceptics say that the WTO is anti-democratic not merely indirectly .because of its devotion to trade, but also directly, as a matter of institutional design
The WTO’s anti-democratic powers are held to reside mainly in the organization’s new dispute-resolution procedures: After 1994 once they have exhausted their right of appeal ,countries held to have broken the WTO rules must either change their policies so as to comply , or pay compensation to injured party, or face trade sanctions
But WTOs’ 1432 members have a veto and a government can never be compelled to obey a rule thati it opposed in the first place

Moreover the idea that the WTO enforces obedience by punishing violators is itself a distortion. Its principal role , once a dispute is under way, is still to act as referee while the two or more governments fight it out,
Take the example of the dispute between US ant the EU over hormone-treated beef. WTO’s rules allow countries to ban imports to protect consumers from dangerous products. But they also require governments to show reputable scientific evidence that supports the, otherwise discriminating, controls

What if the WTO didn’t exist would disputes disappear? Plainly not, rather the costs of resolving would rise and now ,with the WTO, a smll country has equal possibilities of standing up against a much bigger country. That’s why poor countries have been eager to join; they understanfd that the alternative is not “democracy prevails” but rather “might is right”

Wrong as they are about many thing, the sceptics may be right about that: Governments have no persuasive replyto the demand that trade policy should be conducted in public, and that the WTO’s dispue-settlement machinery, especially, should work in plain sight.
That is not the case though , right now , since governments did a pact with the devil; they joined exporters from all sides and optimized production thus liberalizing trade and helping exporters directly while consumers at large only indirectly without representing them in the first place. This makes for the difference from a triumplant announcement of the rules and resolutions to a stealthy growth (that could be allocated for example with a party’s policies)
The main things holding anti-globalist coalition together are suspicion of the markets, a strongly collectivist instictand a belief in protest as a form of moral uplift.

Some sceptics argue that the movement against globalization dwells too much on what it is against;it must grow up and start to say what it is for
Rich countries trade rules, especially in farming and textiles still discriminate powerfully afainst poor countries.Rich countries’ subsidies encourage wastefull use of energy and natural resources , and harm the environment. It is at least arguable that rich countries’ protection of intellectual property discriminates unfairly against the developing world.And without doubt, rich countries’ approach to financial regulation offers implicit subsidies to their banks and encourages reckless lending 

As these policies are much to the fact that corporate interests exercise undue influence of government policy.Sceptics are right to deplore this.But undue influence is hardly new in democratic politics; it has not been created by globalization forcing governments to bow down.On the contrary, special interest poltics are easier to conduct in closed economies than in open ones
Bug companies work out how to mentain their influence nationally and extend it to the global arena using “civil society” and “corporate social responsibility” as levers

The protesters main intellectual problem is that aversion to capitalism—that is to economic freedom— denies the best and maybe the only way to attack and contain concentrations of economic and political power. The protesters do not need to embrace laisser-faire capitalism. They need only to discardtheir false or widely exarggerated fears about the mixed economy, that is capitalism as it exists in the West, with safety nets,public services and moderate redistribution of wealth.

Under this form of capitalism growth does not hurt the poor; it helps them. Growth in mixed economy is compatible with protecting the environment: rich countries  are cleaner thean poor ones. And if prices are made to reflect the costs of pollution, or allowed to reflectthe scaricity of natural resources, growth and good stewardship go hand in hand
If some of the protesters could accept the tenets of mixed economy capitalism, a narrower but far more productive manifesto would come into view

