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ABSTRACT

In this research work, Author focus on the analysi the trade interests in contemporary politieabnomy.
In last time foreign trade policy has been stroraffiected by the force of the world economic crifisade distortions
revenues and protectionism played important ralethé politics of political parties. What indicaté® importance and
innovativeness of the research is the presentaficghe new aspects of the political economy modélthe foreign trade
policy and trade interests in the political econofyst of all it must underline that in the nevedinetical terms in the
demand for trade policy very important is factoedficity. The low specificity of factors means tHactor returns are

equalized throughout a region’s economy.

On the other hand, the Ricardo-Viner assumes tbatesfactors are stuck in their present uses; tberef
factor returns are not equalized throughout a régieconomy, but are industry specific. Trade potioalitions should
form along the lines of exporting versus import-gating industries. The main objective of the reskeaask is to give a
comprehensive analysis of the political economy ef®df foreign trade policy, trade interests intkcaby export
orientation and import sensitivity, protectionisticessures in different political system and défertypes of authoritarian
regimes. It must be emphasis that on a theordéwal, understanding the choice of trade policiesMeen liberalizm and
protectionisme is very important. It should be s$ea that free trade in itself is not responsibleeconomic growth,

but more significant are the determining macroeatinatability and increasing investment.
KEYWORDS: Trade Policy, Public Choice, Liberalism, Protecisom, Autoritarian Regimes
INTRODUCTION

Due to technical progress and to the growth ofhentc ties between particular countries, participan the
world economy, the benefits resulting from libesall international trade and from the freedom of enoent of foreign
direct investments become bigger not only for tidustrialised countries but also for the so-cafleierging markets”,
that is, the countries that find themselves onstage of the accelerated development. It must hghasived that there are
the need for new approaches to trade cooperatibghinof the forces that are currently re-shapimgrnational business.
It suggests that the multilateral trading systethmged to adjust to developments in trade andhénttading environment.
The key of trade developments within the broadeicseconomic context is especially the rise of glokupply chains,

the general shift of trade power away from the Wesards Asia.

In the process of the development global econapgyt from the phenomenon of growing interactiotwieen
various countries and business which participathéninternational economy, in the course of insirgg competition in

the area of new markets and of capital investmetis, control measures in international trade canobserved.
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They are the subject of multilateral negotiationaaerning the foreign trade liberalization issuesgyotiations conducted
on the World Trade Organization (WTO).

RESEARCH AND METHODOLOGY

Realistic point was important trends in the glokahde regime during the world economic crisis.
The protectionistic pressures revenues and playg important role in this time of the economic elepment.
The main aim of the article is the indication thede interests in the political economy. The mdijective of the research
task is to present the political economy modelfoodign trade policy, trade interests indicatedelsport orientation and

import sensitivity, protectionistic pressures iffetient political system and different types oftearitarian regimes.

The analyzed problems were solved with the usebath quantitative and qualitative research methods.
The main research method applied in this economatyais, was a method of scientific study usedsfuitting the whole
(of individual items, their sets, phenomena) by nseaf logical abstraction. It was also used thdagya(comparative)
method, which consists in finding similarities agifferences between the items under study, the rdeatation method
and statistical methods. It were applied the dpsed method, as well as methods of descriptivassies and forecasting.

Additionally, it were used the methods of deductel inductive forecasting.

DISCUSSIONS
THE POLITICAL ECONOMY MODELS OF FOREIGN TRADE POLIC Y

Traditionally, political economy models of tradelipy have tendend to focus on the demand for ptime,
with factor endowments driving political reactiotts exposure to international trade. Such model Binagsumed that
adversely affected economic agents would orgamizeeéek protection, which would be afforded to tHentheir elected
representatives in the political system. The sugjag for trade policy was either ignored or ungdecified in most model
(Thies and Porche, 2007).

In the foreign trade policy theory interesting #ine reviews of Alt et al. (1996) and Nelson (1988put the
demand for trade policy in terms of the theoretioaportance of factor specificity (Alt, Frieden, I@jan, Rodrik and
Rogowski, 1996; Nelson, 1988). Factor specificifers to the ease with which factors (land, labad capital) can move
from one sector to another in an economy. The teimidant approaches to explaining the demand sidead& policy
used radically differeent assumptions about thecifipity of factors. The Heckscher-Ohlin model, dsby Rogowski
(1989) in his seminal contribution “Commers and IGio&s”, assumes very low-factor specificity (Ragski, 1989).
The low specificity of factors means that factouras are equalized throughout a region’s econdPngducers should
export goods that intensively use their abundastbfa and import goods that intensively use thedree factors, with the
result that owners of abundant factors will faveeef trade and owners of scarce factors will favatgetionisme.
Trade policy coalitions will therefore be organizalbng factor or class lines. On the other hand, Ricardo-Viner
assumes that some factors are stuck in their preses; therefore, factor returns are not equalieslighout a region’s
economy, but are industry specific. Trade policyalitmmns should form along the lines of exportingrsus
import-competing industries.

Neither of these models explains how preferenees ade policies are actually translated intatall action
(Alt, Frieden, Gilligan, Rodrik and Rogowski, 1996h a discussion of the endogenous tariff literatiNelson (1988)
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notes that the mobility costs of the specific-fastmodel may be a result of productivity differaigj labor union activity,
or individual preferences for membership in a gigmografic area, industry, or firm (i.e., some foah solidarity)
(Nelson, 1988). In all of these cases, one canveleai link to preferences for tariff policy, “but twout additional

information on why the specific-factor model is ska, it does not tell us much about political oigation”.

Alt et al. (1996) suggest that one can begin tdeustand this process by assuming that rationalitheals make
cost/benefit calculations (Alt, Frieden, GilligaRpdrik and Rogowski, 1996). The Heckscher-Ohlin &idardo-Viner
models tell us the benefits that individuals hapeetcive, but the costs of collective action alseiivene as they organize
to achive those benefits in the political systerso® (1985) argued that small groups with spe@dliinterests are easier

to organize and more effective in securing econamnids than large groups with diffuse interests¢@) 1985).

Small groups are better able to control free ridhes1 large groups, and groups with specific or bgamous
interests can more easily coordinate and target #tivities than groups with diffuse or heteroges interests.
This approach is thought to explain the successgatultural producer groups in developed countiiesrganizing for
protection as well as the inability of agriculturgiroducer group to organize in developing countries
(Anderson, 1995; Coleman, 1998; Olson, 1985; OI$686; Sheingate, 2001).

However, Nelson (1988) points out that we showllassume that organized interests will be equabponsive
to all issues (Nelson, 1988). Institutionalizecenaiction among actors may help to explain systenmatiterns of action,
espacially as institutions created for specifi¢ddrisal purposes may outlive those purposes. Adtl.e1996) suggest that if
a particular group has paid the fixed costs oftdistaing collective action and developed well-watmnnels of acces to
public officials, it may defend its trade policyeferences even when the stakes are low becauseatgnal costs of
action are low (Alt, Frieden, Gilligan, Rodrik aftbgowski, 1996). It may be the case that “a muchenadfected but
inchoate group does nothing because the start-siis o organization are too daunting”. Past sttemdtan organization

should therefore be an important intervening végiginedicting group action on trade policy.

Further, as Nelson (1988) argues, once theseutistis exist, supply-side interventions may alstedftheir
usefulness as some are deemed legitimate or iitegit aggregators of interest (Nelson, 1988). Thugsmust examine
the way in which economic institutions and politigastitutions interact. Most economic models simpksume that a
model of the economy is a model of the demand feidérade policy, but Nelson (1988) suggests thatmust elaborate
the mechanismes by which demand is articulatechéosuppliers of trade policy (Nelson, 1988, p. 8F)r a good

overwiew of this argument, especially as it pegdamagriculture (Thies and Porche, 2007).

If the political systems rewards small sectoralugs, than individuals will not pay the costs afamizing large
intersectoral coalitions. If the political systeewards large mass movements (i.e., majoritarianitm) individuals will
have to pay the costs of organizing large intemgattoalitions in order to achive any benefitsli€ative action costs and
political institutions are interactive with factspecifity. They suggest that Rogowski’s (1989) Hetler-Ohlin framework
requires low factor specifity, low collective aati@osts, and domestic political institutions thatdr mass movements
(Rogowski, 1989). The Ricardo-Viner framework ubydhe endogenous tariff literature requires thatdrs are specific,
collection action costs are high, and institutiams less majoritarian, with changes in any of thsee variables also

affecting the typ of coalitions that form.
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In the state as a rational dictator model, theesteay be seen as either pursuing “good governnggratls along a
social welfare function or intervening in the econofor their own self- interested model of the staiews politicians as
offering preferential trade policy to economic astin exchange for political support (Magee, Bro¥lgung, 1989),
(Grossman and Helpman, 1984). On the other handalfst theory typically view the state as a ndustggregator of
demands from groups in society. The supply of tigaleey is then determined by the balance of poaveany given issue.
The supply side of trade policy is relatively uneieped theoretically, and yet a crucial part of ¢élgation. A variety of
different characteristics of the political systene @osited to affect the supply of trade protedsion such as politicians
incentives to cultivate personal votes, the sizelettoral districts, party fragmentation, fedemalj presidential versus
parliamentary systems, and so on (Nielson, 2008riR01995; Rogowski, 1987; Rogowski, 1987).

On a theoretical level, understanding the choitérame policies in countries is very important.sArvey of
economists in 1984 suggested that one of the fewdtthey agreed on was that, under most condijttaniéfs, and quotas
reduce the general welfare (Frey, 1984). The stubless of protectionism in the face of internaticsyad academic
pressure against it has led economists to seelamjidns. These explanations range from the singrerance of
politicians to arguments about the rationality adtpction for “infant industries” and “optimal téfrievels” in developing
states. Faced eith this frustrating question, sgbdhave increasingly turned to political answer®srider to explain the
choice of what would seem to be an “irrational”’ippl(Frey, 1984; Nau, 1989; Nelson, 1988).

TRADE INTERESTS INDICATED BY EXPORT ORIENTATION AND IMPORT SENSITIVITY

The evidence considered provides substantial stfigrathe argument that the trade interests of thenstituents,
as indicated by export orientation and import gentsi of their district, influence policymaker’sefnaviour on political
and security issues. These effects are mediatguhtty and the heterogenity of constituency andcargsistent in both
roll-call voting and sposorship activity (Kleinbeaqnd Fordham, 2013). Export orientation appeatsetsomewhat more
important than import sensitivity. Both have subsitaely meaningful effects on sponsorships, buty@Xport orientation

is a statistically significant predictor of rollit&oting (Kleinberg and Fordham, 2013).

About the liberal argument it is important to urohe that trade reduces international conflict gardmotes
cooperative foreign policies. The first is that thenefits of international trade indeed appeanfiuénce policymaker’s
attitudes toward trading partners as the libergument suggests (Kleinberg and Fordham, 2013). e€Thesults
complement similar effects it can found in survef/snass public (Kleinberg and Fordham 2010; Fordlauh Kleinberg
2011).

The second conclusion is an important qualificatm the liberal argument, though not one that zdals with its
underlying logic. Because the aggregate benefitsitefnational trade are not shared equally withi@ trading states,
trade’s political effects do not apply to everyomae fact vthat some people can expect their incanukecline as a result
of international trade is critically important fathether is actually reduces conflict between trggiartners. These people
could contribute to demands for a less-cooperdtixgign policy as well as for trade protection piriciple, the winners in
the trading relationship should be able to remdwe inotive by compensating the losers out of thgregate benefits of

trade. In practice, such compensation is not alwdfgsed (Kleinberg and Fordham, 2013).

It is important to underline that legislative me@s do not always have immediate effect on naltipoécy

(Kleinberg and Fordham, 2013). For exemple the Bas Security Act did not became law, though itl frubstantial

| Index Copernicus Value: 3.0 - Articles can be sernb editor@impactjournals.us |




| Trade Interests in Contemporary Political Economy 117 |

support. Many of the other measures have a largebauof cosponsors. The executive branch can aed block many
such measures that wolud harm for exemple US oelsitwith China. These legislative measures arecstilsequential.
The cost of blocking them rises with the numbemeimbers who support them. Facing an unfavorablesdtienpolitical
environment, the executive might set aside cooperaimeasures that it would otherwise have proposed.
Moreover, for example the Chinese government taksof hostile proposals in Congress, so they nfégctapolitical

relations even if they not become national poli€leinberg and Fordham, 2013).

A bilateral relationship, are also very importaiis relationship is cleary unusual in some kegpeets.
Relations USA with China are far more uncertainnthalations with other major American trading pars) many of
whom are longstanding democratic allies. Those kdrby trade with this other states would have diffy convincing
other Americans to view them as potential enentiEsvever, it does not follow that trade can have @ffect on these
relationships. That are points of tension and desmment even among the closest of allies. Those lad® from trade
might support less cooperative positions on theafferences, perhaps using them as the basis fdtidignthe trading
relationship. The 1996 Helms-Burton Act’s effortftwce European firms to adhere to American sanstigainst Cuba is
on possible example of such a measure (Kleinbedgramdham, 2013). Special research would be negessdest the
domestic political effects on trade in the contekfriendlier international relationships, but thas not reason to expect
these effects to be confined to the relations betvwbe United States and China (Kleinberg and Forgi2013).

PROTECTIONISTIC PRESSURES IN DIFFERENT POLITICAL SY STEM

It is important to indicate, thahe role of trade unions in different political Bms may be, to a high degree,
different. In authoritarian systems it is, as a&r@maller than in democratic systems. It wouldvs#®at if protectionistic
pressure on the part of trade unions is weakersitio@tion for economic growth is much better. &aiing that line of
reasoning we could come to conclusion that theaaitéftian system is better for the effectivenesshef labour market.
The examples of Chile, South Korea, Singapore amdkely from the seventies and early eighties cowdfiom that
point of view. In many cases during those two desathe authoritarian regimes persecuted trade sindol put
restrictions on basic labour rights. During thatige of oppression, South Korea, Singapore and @yekxperienced a
spectacular growth in the sector of processingstiguand in the growth of demand for labour. Grayvprofits and the
demand for labour in a processing industry, causagtneral growth of prosperity of the employed.héitgh similar
results were not noted immediately during the atttnéan phase of development in Chile, a numbeotifervers express
the opinion that the reforms introduced at thaktinelped to reorganise Chilean economy in the ieimeThe application
of democratic rules, on the other hand, may leatbweer productivity of labour force. In a number yéars different
democracies had to use significant financial reseaifor the employment of those who belonged tetianions like for

examle in the European Union.

A different point of view says that governmentisation concerning the labour market may be apptiwore
effectively in an authoritarian system than in anderatic one. The authoritarian regimes often mage of individual
interests of given circles. In most democratic d¢das there is no broad enough basis that woulohatb use labour
market policy for gaining the support from pressgreups, the urbanised labour marked elite includéte major
difference between authoritarian and democratiinteg lies in the level of the outside influence.almvell functioning

democracy, the outside opinions are also takendgotount and there occur some limitations whichedom the outside,
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which restricts the achievements of given groupmtafrest. In a dictatorship, a government cardg thvat those groups
are not too strong.

There is, however, a number of democracies amoagntustrialised countries where an effective laboarket
exists. There is also a number of democracies weftbctive labour market policy among the developoauntries.
Similarly, in the countries in which the transfoina from the authoritarian regime towards a deraogiis taking place,
avoiding unfavourable phenomena on a labour mdskeften a priority. For example, the Chilean gowaent moved
towards democracy and to free trade unions withoate income growth. The end of oppression in S&uattea, in 1987,
started the partnership relations in full of castliindustry (Banerji and Ghanem, 1997).

It is worth considering which of the two pointswaéw presented above should be given supportjshathich of
them is the proper one. The analysis of that problmay be based on the Grossman and Helpman model
(Grossman and Helpman, 1994). This model descisesomic development on the basis of two sectanbanised,
regulated processing sector, and rural, unregulatgdultural sector. The protection of the labmarket, especially of
minimum wages, is usually applied in order to brihng benefits for the employees of the regulatetbsesince the sector

of unregulated employees does not come under ¢fidéon concerning the labour market.

The sector of regulated employees, and also themydemand from the government that it leadscanamic
policy that is favourable to them. The employed dedhhigh minimum wages, while capitalists demargh hprofits.
Both groups demand the restrictions on the degfexa@nomy openness. In a closed economy, highekehaminimum
wages and higher profits are usually connected higher prices for home consumers, and this iseasly when those
consumers are free to buy the substitutes in foirmmported goods. Thus, incomes in an economy nmeyreated by
protection and later divided among the employeeshefregulated sector and the capitalists, althasmhetimes the

government itself takes a part of those incomesi¢gaand Ghanem, 1997).

A government conducting an economic policy takes account a number of factors. Firstly, it haslécide the
degree of obtaining the resources, that is, howhnftmm those resources it wants to obtain. Heneeirttiportance of
investments and of future economic growth, and alsdefining the possibilities for keeping the paoweis currently
holding. Secondly, the government should definesitede of support from each of the pressure grthgiscan influence
the situation. The position and importance of egiup for the development of political processesutthbe considered.
For example, in the country where the regulateduabnarket is divided, and politically weak, onhetcapitalists may
have a deciding voice in political processes. Amel ¢contrary also happens - in the societies wherdabour market is

organised, it may play the important role in madiilg voters.
DIFFERENT TYPES OF AUTORITARIAN REGIMES

Interesting question is, which authoritarian reggnare most politically liberal? Among the authatdn regime
types often identified in the literature, multiparand to a lesser extent single-party, regimektesild to have the largest
selectorates. Therefore it argue that multiparty single-party authoritarian regimes will have mopen trade policies
than other authoritarian regime types, other thinggual. More specifically in the Wright-Geddes data
(Wright, 2008a; 2008b; Geddes, 1999), the codingdiv&led into four categories: single-party, mititamonarchist, and
personal regimes (Hankla and Kuthy, 2013). In #h&ecusing this data, it can expect that singleypagimes will tend to

have more liberal trade policies than other aothoan regime types. For the test using the Hadeand Teorell data
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(Hadenius and Teorell, 2007), it can expect thattiparty regimes will tend to have more liberal deapolicies in
comparison with any of the other four regime typgs$ngle-party, military, monarchy, and personal imezgs)
(Hankla and Kuthy, 2013).

The second component institutionalization argumienthat regime stability encourages free traddcgd in
authoritarian systems. More institutionalized atdtic regimes are better able to co-opt dissentsuodild therefore tend
to enjoy longer and more stable tenures. As a regirstability increases, the time horizons, in tproduce powerful
incentives to enact policies that will benefit tmuntry’s economy in the long run rather than giatre up support for the
leadership in the immediate future. As Olson (19983 argued even kleptocratic dictators have geadan to maintain
the health of their national economies, if onlyptovide sources of future loot. By contrast, authoian leaders sitting
atop unstable regimes and fearing removal will betthinking about the long-term future. Insteadrtli@ecus will be
providing immediate benefits to their supportersider to remain in power. As a consequence, theeles of more stable
autocratic regimes will be more likely to provideetpublic good of free trade, while those whosed tah power is
precarious will tend to rely on particularistic gisosuch as protectionism to keep their winning itgoal intact
(Hankla and Kuthy, 2013).

This argument follows the logic presented by Hani006) on time horizons and trade policy decision
democracies, expect that it concerned here withosiarian stability rather than electoral voldgililt is also similar to the
argument developed by Wright (2008b) linking loimge horizons in authoritarian regimes to the effestess of foreign
aid (a rare piece of research exploring the pahaplications of regime stability under dictatorshipmdeed, the prospects
for stability to matter are perhaps greater in artarian regimes than in democracies, becauseulorg groups in the
regimes, losing power often results in death orrisgmment. Therefore, the pressure for protectioriis an attempt to
gain short-term support in new unstable regiméikety to be even grater for authoritarian govermtsethan for those in a
democracy. Additionally, truly stable authoritarieegimes tend to have individual leaders with vieryg time horizons
(far beyond those of stable democratic leadergyiging them with stronger incentives to chooseaqies, like free trade,

that may contribute to long-run economic growthriikda and Kuthy, 2013).

Seeking to understand trade policymaking in autdudan regimes is all the more pressing becaudewmthers
have spent time on the issue. It is worth takingn@ment, however, to consider two rare articles thath on trade
policymaking under autocracy. Frye and MansfieldO@) argue that regime type is not as importandamtor of trade
opennes as the number of veto players with inflaemwer policy change (Hankla and Kuthy, 2013). Ty that in
postcommunist. East-Central Europe, both democaaiel autocracies with more veto players also edjdieer trade.
This link, they belive, is a product of incorporci wider variety of voices into policymaking, taby reducing the ability
of governments to depend on patronage to stay wep¢Hankla and Kuthy, 2013). While Frye and Magisfimake an
important contribution to understanding of how &amblicy is made under autocracy, they focus thtgntion only in

Postcommunist East-Central Europe and they doddreas the role of regime stability (Hankla andiui2013).

It is important underline that authoritarian regendo not behave similarly to one another with réda their
trade policies and that it is mistake to considerhsregimes as identical (Hankla and Kuthy, 201Bjng the Hadenius
and Teorell data, (Hadenius and Teorell, 2007)nitl that multiparty regimes have significantly lawlevels of trade

protectionism than single-party autocracies, mdmag; non party regimes, and military juntas. Alustness check,
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it also find significant support for Wright —Gedd#ata (Wright, 2008a; 2008b; Geddes, 1999). Intamdit find evidence
using both the Hadenius and Teorell and Wright-@sdtbr conclusion that more stable regimes will, arerage,
have more liberal trade policies. The effect ofiwidbal leader duration appears weaker, but theresdme limited

evidence of its importance (Hankla and Kuthy, 2013)

Scholary understanding of the behavior of authdeh regimes will need to be tied closely to aarekation at
their institution and institutionalization. Perhaphs most fruitful arena for future research wil to focus on the specific
preferences of selectorates composition and politgomee (Pepinsky 2008). Such research could artbe@uestion of
how different formal institutions in autocratic s mediate these preferences in the formationot€yp It could also
shed light on the types of selectorates likelyxistein different types of authoritarian regimesdAeper examination of
these questions can extend the knowlede of howcaito institutios mediate social and elite prefees in the

development of policy in a wide variety areas (Hardnd Kuthy, 2013).
RESULTS

The trade liberalization has a special positigmidicance in the global context. However the intgional trade
policy is strongly affect by the force and trendstlee world economy development. The changes amert/in the
growing importance of international trade to nasibaconomies and to domestic groups within thosm@uwies, in the
closer linkages between trade and other internatissues. In this context it must be emphasisdhaa theoretical level,

understanding the choice of trade policies betwWienalizm and protectionisme in countries is vanportant.

Question is how can we recognise the type of pother type of rule? First of all, we should invgate what
level of resources a given government is goingctieve. If an authoritarian government is moreess|corrupted than a
democratic one, it will be creating the incomeatbigger or lesser degree, through protectionismwill also appropriate
some part of that income. Secondly, a given typgafernment may remain under the influence of diffé pressure
groups. If an authoritarian government is trying,sbme extent, to subordinate special pressurepgrincluding the
regulated labour sector, it will be, to some extgenerating incomes through protection and it bélturning over some

part of them to those special pressure groups.

It should be pointed out that there exists a cletation between democracy and an economic graére are
well known examples of open societies that stineutae economic growth. This is true mainly in casbkighly developed
and strongly urbanised countries. In the countriéth a developed democracy, the pressure groupsg labigger
opportunity for acting. The research shows thatpgtesence of trade unions helps to accelerate dberoenic reforms.
The benefits resulting from liberalisation of tmernational trade are bigger when the trade unéodst in the sector of
the economy under protection. The growth of impdnitities leads to the decrease of wage pressaneswhen the trade
unions agree to that, such a situation allows fbeter allocation of labour force in the econofflis is true both in the

case of active and passive trade unions, althcugykffects are better in case of active trade snion

Trade policy takes on additional importance inremnic battle of the valiant liberal reformers,Hiipg against
self-dealing rent seekers profiting from incongisies of the transition economy. Many of the cldist policies that
shelter rent seekers are impossible to maintathérface of competition in the international ecogjo@n the other hand,
high tariff walls, export licensing, and artificiakchange rates provide numerous sources of rentwsiness people who

are trying to promote their own loyalties.
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The reduction or the elimination of trade restdns stimulates significantly the growth of the wottade

exchange, while the foreign trade, in turn, ismpartant factor of the economic growth of indivitlnauntries.

Scholary understanding of the behavior of authdeh regimes will need to be tied closely to aarekation at
their institution and institutionalization. Perhaps most fruitful arena for future research wil to focus on the specific
preferences of selectorates composition and palitgomee. Such research could answer the quedtibave different
formal institutions in autocratic system mediatesen preferences in the formation of policy. It doallso shed light on the
types of selectorates likely to exist in differéypes of authoritarian regimes. A deeper examinabiothese questions can
extend the knowledge of how autocratic institutiosdiate social and elite preferences in the dewedop of policy in a

wide variety areas.
CONCLUSIONS

Both structural and micro-political economy analy®f foreign trade policy have missed the impaathanging
ideas about protectionism and relatively unchangimgfitutions designed to handle domestic produm@mplaints.
The political consensus on the supply of tradecyoéind protectionism change over time In the ecaoatepression
tariffs revenues and protectionism play importanés in the politics of political parties. At tharse time in the market
economy even during the economic depression on®luserve a little support for liberal foreign trgaigicy. In a global
financial and economic crisis start to prevail alsmtectionist tendencies which accompanies econamiession.
It is necessary to emphasize that in the foreigdetmpolicy there are not pure liberalism and puoteggtionism. In the high
economic growth there are tendency to liberalizrthinforeign trade policy and in the economic sribiere are tendency

to protectionism.

The foreign trade policy plays a key role in thaimenance of both economic and political libekstian.
The prominence of rent seeking in a country careliaxreaching implication for its economic devetamt. Especially in
underdeveloped or transitional countries, rent isgekakes scarce resource out of productive areatheé economy,
using them to promote and/or perpetuate furthetsredowever it should be stressed that free tradéself is not
responsible for economic growth, but more significare the determining macroeconomic stability amcteasing

investment.
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